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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. I t  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 I I  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. A t the 
end of volume I I  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 
Branch, Dorothy M. Hine, by Joseph J. Mori arty, 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 
M. Harvey and Dorothy B. Thomas of the Reference and Documents 
Section of the Bureau of International Organization Affairs.
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1957
185. United States Memorandum Submitted to the First 

Committee of the General Assembly, January 12, 
1957 1

1. The United States makes the following proposals, in broad 
outline. Specific details will, of course, be developed in the negotia
tions in the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission.

2. First: The United States proposes that an agreement be reached 
under which at an early date under effective international inspection, 
all future production of fissionable materials shall be used or stock
piled exclusively for non-weapons purposes under international su
pervision. The Members of the General Assembly and scientists 
throughout the world know that it is impossible to account with es
sential certainty, or to discover through any known scientific means 
of inspection, all of the fissionable materials produced in the past, or 
all of the existing accumulation of nuclear weapons. I t  is not possible 
to turn backward the clock of nuclear discovery and development, nor 
to repeal the “nuclear age”. One thing which can be done and which, 
for the sake of humanity, the United States proposes should be done, 
is to establish effective international control of future production of 
fissionable materials and to exchange firm commitments to use all 
future production exclusively for non-weapons purposes.

3. When such commitments are executed, it would then be possible 
to move reliably toward the reduction of existing stockpiles. When 
future production is controlled it should be easier than with infor
mation now available to establish, within a reasonable range of ac
curacy, the approximate amount of fissionable materials previously 
produced, so that equitable and proportionate transfers in successive 
increments could be made from past production over to the interna
tionally supervised national or international non-weapons use of such 
material.

4. The Members of the Assembly will recognize that this proposal 
is the logical projection and follow-through of the concept emphasized 
by President Eisenhower in his message to this body on 8 December

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/783, Jan. 12, 1957, in General Assembly Official Records: 
Eleventh Session, Armexes, Agenda Item 22, pp. 5-6. Cf. statement of Jan. 14 
by Ambassador Lodge (post, doc. 186).
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1953 when he proposed the “Atoms-for-Peace” programme.1 I t  is 
inspired by the same motives which led to the establishment of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency through the co-operation of 
nations of the world.

5. Under this programme the United States, for its part, would 
make generous, progressive transfers of fissionable material to peace
ful uses, just as it has previously announced its intention to con
tribute to the International Atomic Energy Agency. I t  will continue 
to encourage nations to make their full contributions to the construc
tive uses of atomic energy.

6. Under such a programme, the whole future trend may be 
changed. The course of atomic development will move in a benign 
direction rather than toward some evil end.

7. Second: I f  such an arrangement to control the future production 
of fissionable material can be negotiated and put into effect it would 
then be possible, in a secure manner, to limit, and ultimately to elim
inate, all nuclear test explosions. The United States proposes that 
this be done. Pending the negotiation of such an agreement, the 
United States is also willing to work out promptly methods for ad
vance notice and registration of all nuclear tests and to provide for 
limited international observation of such tests. This could be an 
effective forerunner of far-reaching agreement affecting both the nu
clear threat itself and testing, in particular.

8. Third: The United States proposes that States move ahead to
ward the realization of a first stage reduction, under adequate inspec
tion, of conventional armaments and armed forces, using as a basis 
of measurement the figures 2.5 million for the USSR and the United 
States, and 750,000 for France and the United Kingdom, upon which 
the countries represented on the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament 
Commission seem to agree. The United States proposes this forward 
step would be achieved through the progressive establishment of an 
effective inspection system concurrent with such reductions. An ef
fective inspection system would require an appropriate aerial inspec
tion component, as well as ground units. The United States accepts 
the principle of establishing observers at key ground locations, as 
generally proposed by Mr. Bulganin, Prime Minister of the Soviet 
Union,2 in addition to air inspection. The proposed first stage of re
ductions can be fulfilled provided there is good faith on all sides in 
establishing a system of inspection that can in fact verify the 
commitments.

9. I t  would seem appropriate, also, for other nations to begin to 
consider the relation between their own armed forces and the projected 
first-stage force levels, in the event the fulfilment of such first-stage

1 Ante, doc. 92.
* Ante, doc. 112.
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reductions can be assured in the coming negotiations of the Sub- 
Committee.

10. The United States does not believe that deeper reductions than 
those agreed for the first stage can be made unless some progress is 
made in settlement of the major political issues now dividing the 
world. But the fulfilment of a first-stage reduction would certainly 
improve the climate for the negotiation of such political settlements.

11. Fourth: Scientists in many nations are now proceeding with 
efforts to propel objects through outer space and to travel in the 
distant areas beyond the earth’s atmospheric envelope. The scope 
of these programmes is variously indicated in the terms “earth satel
lites”, “inter-continental missiles”, “long-range unmanned weapons” 
and “space platforms”. No one can now predict with certainty what 
will develop from man’s excursion into this new field. But it is clear 
that if this advance into the unknown is to be a blessing rather than 
a curse the efforts of all nations in this field need to be brought within 
the purview of a reliable armaments control system. The United 
States proposes that the first step toward the objective of assuring 
that future developments in outer space would be devoted exclusively 
to peaceful and scientific purposes would be to bring the testing of 
such objects under international inspection and participation. In  this 
matter, as in other matters, the United States are ready to participate 
in fair, balanced, reliable systems of control.

12. F ifth :  The United States continues to emphasize the impor
tance of providing against the possibility of great surprise attack. 
This is not a minor or peripheral proposal. The nature of modem 
weapons is such that if all nations are safeguarded against great sur
prise attack there is much less likelihood that a calculated major war 
would be initiated in the nuclear age. Likewise, such mutual assur
ances against great surprise attack would do much to prevent miscal
culation by any nation regarding the intention of another. The 
greater the speed of potential attack and the more devastating the 
blows that could be struck, the greater is the danger that anxious ap
prehension, feeding on ignorance of the dispositions and intentions 
of others, would adversely and dangerously affect the decisions of 
nations.

13. I t  is in the interest of each nation not only that it have sure 
knowledge that other nations are not preparing a great surprise 
attack upon it, but also that these other nations should have sure 
knowledge that it is not planning a great surprise attack upon them. 
Today many nations have knowledge of the location of key centres, 
of the areas of strategic importance, and of the concentration of the 
military power of other nations. This information would be ade
quate for the waging of a devastating war. But unless a reliable in
spection system is established with open skies, open ports, open centres,
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each nation will possess something less than the regular, dependable 
information necessary to form a stable basis for a durable peace. The 
United States proposes, therefore, the progressive installation of in
spection systems which will provide against the possibility of great 
surprise attack. The United States is willing to execute, either as 
an opening step or a later step, the complete proposal made by Presi
dent Eisenhower at the Conference of the Heads of Government of 
the four great Powers, held at Geneva in 1955.1

14. I t  is clear that whatever the first steps may be, a method of 
control, an organization of supervision, and a mechanism for regula
tion will be needed. The United States proposes that such an inter
national agency for the regulation of armaments should be installed 
concurrently with the beginning of the programme. I t  can constitute 
a nucleus of hope at the centre of the grim implications which radiate 
from the destructive power of modem armament.

15. In  making these new proposals the United States continues to 
stand back of the proposals and suggestions made by it at the Confer
ence of the Heads of Government and in the meetings of the Sub- 
Committee of the Disarmament Commission since that time.

186. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly {Extracts}, January 14, 19572

The report of the Disarmament Commission,3 including the pro
ceedings of its Subcommittee,4 is before us. Now is the time to review 
that work.

My statement today, however, will look more to the future than 
to the past. I t  deals with the steps and means by which a sound 
and safeguarded agreement might be reached in the new year just 
beginning.

The President of the United States, Dwight D. Eisenhower, will 
soon begin a new administration in the Government of our country. 
He has been elected for a second term by the people and will be 
inaugurated for that 4-year period. The members of the United 
Nations may be confident of his continued devotion to the quest for

1 Ante, doc. 120.
* Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 11, 1957, pp. 225-228. Statement made 

at the 821st meeting.
• Ante, doc. 174.
4 Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to De

cember 1956.
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a just and durable peace. He continues to lead our Nation in a 
renewed effort to find the way to devote more of the resources of 
mankind to abundant peace and less to armaments and armed forces; 
to reduce tensions and increase confidence among nations by estab
lishing a reliably inspected and lower level of armaments; and to 
lessen the perils of the outbreak of war by easing the dangers of great 
surprise attack.

Only recently, in his letter to Marshal Bulganin of December 31, 
1956,1 President Eisenhower reaffirmed his belief that “deliberations 
within the framework of the United Nations seem most likely to 
produce a step forward in the highly complicated matter of disarma
ment.”

President Eisenhower also declared the intention of the United 
States to submit new proposals in the United Nations.

These new proposals will center upon five principal points. Before 
outlining these points, I  wish to emphasize that the United States is 
ready and willing to take sound steps toward arms reductions, whether 
they are very small or whether they are large and extensive, provided, 
however, that any such step must be subject to effective inspection. 
This insistence on adequate inspection is not a whim. I t  arises from 
the deep conviction after a thorough study that only an inspected 
agreement would serve the objective of a reliable peace.

An agreement without effective inspection would immediately be
come the source of doubts and suspicions, of distrust and invective, and 
of charges and countercharges. Such an unsound agreement would 
add to tensions and increase the danger of war.

Deeply as we are convinced of the desirability of a reliable agree
ment and of the dangers in the absence of agreement, we have none
theless concluded that a bad agreement is worse for the cause of peace 
than no agreement. An uninspected agreement, or an inadequately 
controlled agreement, or a one-sided agreement would be a bad agree
ment. I t  would not serve the obj ective of peace.

We believe that renewed negotiations should strive toward these 
objectives:

1. To reverse the trend toward larger stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
and to reduce the future nuclear threat.

2. To provide against great surprise attack and thus reduce the 
danger of ma j or war.

3. To lessen the burden of armaments and to make possible im
proved standards of living.

4. To insure that research and development activities concerning 
the propulsion of objects through outer space be devoted exclusively 
to scientific and peaceful purposes.

1 Ante, doc. 184.
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5. To ease tensions and to facilitate settlement of difficult political 

issues.
To meat these objectives, the United States makes the following 

proposals in broad outline. Specific details will, of course, be de
veloped in the negotiations in the subcommittee.

[At this point Ambassador Lodge repeated almost verbatim the U.S. memoran
dum of January 12 (ante, doc. 185). He then went on as follows:]

You will find in the Subcommittee report suggestions submitted 
by the United States at London in May 1956 for initial steps for 
demonstration of inspection methods, for joint technical study, and 
for first levels of reduced armaments.1 I  will not burden you with 
a review in detail. The record is before you. We stand on this record, 
and we present our new proposals in a spirit of endeavor to meet 
the views of other nations. We are trying to move toward agree
ment, provided only that such agreement is sound and secure.

We are fully aware of the extent of devastation which would be
fall mankind if a third world war should occur. We believe it to 
be in the interest of all nations to take far-reaching steps to mini
mize this danger. We are convinced that an armaments-control 
agreement which is fair to both sides and thoroughly inspected so that 
there can be no reasonable doubt of its fulfillment is both physically 
find theoretically possible. Such an accord should be politically at
tainable if the prompt, forthright, and thoughtful attention of the 
governments of the world is given to this problem.

That is the spirit in which I  speak on behalf of the United States 
today.

187. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests, January 14, 19572

The General Assembly,
Bearing in mind the profound concern of the peoples of the world 

at the continuation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests,
Notmg  that the continuation of tests of such weapons constitutes 

a threat to the life and health of the population of all countries of 
the world,

1 Ante, doc. 161.
*U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.160, Jan. 14, 1957, in General Assembly Official Records: 

Eleventh Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 22, p. 7. There was no vote on this 
proposal. Referred to the Disarmament Commission and the Subcommittee by 
General Assembly Resolution 1011 (XI) ; post, doc. 193.
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Considering that the cessation of tests of thermonuclear weapons 

would remove this threat to the population, would meet the uni
versal desire of the peoples, and would correspond to the humanitar
ian purposes of the United Nations,

Calls upon the States conducting atomic and hydrogen weapons 
tests to discontinue them forthwith.

188. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Proposed 
Special Session of the General Assembly, January 
14, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Bearing in mind the burning desire of the peoples for the strength

ening of peace and the removal of the threat of a destructive atomic 
war,

Wishing to relieve the peoples of the heavy burden of taxation 
resulting from the continuation of the armaments race,

Recognizing that the accomplishment of these aims requires the ces
sation of the armaments race, the prohibition of nuclear weapons 
and the substantial reduction by States of their armed forces and con
ventional armaments, together with the establishment of appropriate 
international control,

Noting with satisfaction that the positions of the participants in 
the negotiations on various questions connected with disarmament 
have recently come closer together, as indicated by the proposals 
contained in the statement of 17 November 1956, by the Government of 
the Soviet Union on disarmament and the lessening of international 
tension2 (A/3366),

Considering that the solution of the problem of disarmament 
brooks no further delay,

1. Takes note of the report of the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission,3

2. Instructs the Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee 
to examine the proposals concerning the reduction of armed forces

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.161, Jan. 14, 1957, In General Assembly Official Records: 
Eleventh Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 22, pp. 7-8. Withdrawn by the Soviet 
Union on Jan. 25,1957.

a Ante, doc. 183.
• Ante, doc. 174.
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and armaments and the prohibition of nuclear weapons presented 
by the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America, France and other States for consideration by the 
United Nations;

3. Decides to convene a special session of the General Assembly on 
matters of disarmament, and instructs the Disarmament Commission 
to prepare proposals concerning the date on which such a session 
shall be convened.

189- Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly by Canada, Japan, 
and Norway: Registration of Nuclear Tests With 
the United Nations, January 18,1957 1

The General Assembly,
Recognizing that there is a strong desire among people of all 

nations that steps be taken to provide safeguards against radio-active 
contamination of man and his surroundings by increased atomic 
activity,

Considering that the eventual prohibition of nuclear weapons could 
be attained only through progressive stages,

1. Recommends that the States concerned and particularly those on 
the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission give particular 
and urgent attention to the question of establishing, as a preliminary 
step, a system for [advance] registration with the United Nations of 
nuclear test explosions;

2. Requests the United Nations Secretary-General and the Scientific 
Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation established by General 
Assembly resolution 913 (X) of 3 December 19552 to co-operate with 
the States concerned in the operation of such a system with a view to 
keeping the total actual and expected radiation in the world under 
constant observation.

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.162, Jan. 18, 1957, in General Assembly Official Records: 
Eleventh Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 22, p. 8. The word “advance” in the 
first operative paragraph was added Jan. 25, 1957 (A/C.l/L.162/Rev.l). Re
ferred to the Disarmament Commission and the Subcommittee by General As
sembly Resolution 1011 (XI) (post, doc. 193). See also Norwegian memo
randum of Apr. 26, 1957 (U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/54; Fourth Report of the 
Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission (DC/112), Annex 6).

J Ante, doc. 145.
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190. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 

Committee of the General Assembly: Enlargement 
of the Disarmament Commission, January 24, 
19571

The General Assembly,
W ith  ia view to ensuring wider expression of the views of States on 

questions of disarmament,
1. Decides to increase the membership of the Disarmament Com

mission by four, by adding to the Commission, in addition to the States 
referred to in resolution 1(1) of 24 January 1946,2 the following: 
Egypt, India, Poland and [a Latin-American country]; 3 the above- 
mentioned four members of the Disarmament Commission shall be 
elected by the General Assembly for a two-year period;

2. Invites the Disarmament Commission to increase the membership 
of its Sub-Committee by adding to it India and Poland.

191. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly, January 25, 1957 4

The pending resolution5 is cosponsored by 12 nations of diverse 
points of view. All of the members of the Subcommittee of the 
Disarmament Commission are among the cosponsors. I t  is a prod
uct of the conciliation and spirit of compromise which, we hope, will 
accompany our future efforts. I t  is deliberately noncontroversial. 
I t  refers a number of past and more recent proposals to the Disarma
ment Commission and its Subcommittee for study. We believe that 
these bodies, expressly created for this purpose, are the best place to 
continue the detailed and technical discussions which are necessary.

We believe that unanimous adoption of the resolution which we 
have cosponsored will help to set the stage for successful negotiations.

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/L. 164, in General Assembly Official Records: Eleventh Ses
sion, Annexes, Agenda Item 22, p. 8. There was no vote on this proposal. Re
ferred to the Disarmament Commission and the Subcommittee by General As
sembly Resolution 1011 (XI) ; post, doc. 193.

* Ante, doc. 3.
* Brackets in original.
4 Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 11, 1957, pp. 228-229. Statement made 

at the 824th meeting.
5 Post, doc. 193.
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We believe also, Mr. Chairman, that in the negotiations to come there 
is no substitute for hard work, for mutual good will, and for patience. 
The unfortunate fact that 10 years of discussion have not produced 
an agreement must not deter us. We must continue to seek new ways 
to reach an agreement.

We believe that progress has been made in the past years; even 
though the progress has not been as much as we would like, we 
welcome it, such as it is.

We think that the proposals which the United States presented to 
this Committee on January 141 can serve as a sound basis for prog
ress. The United States will continue its search for even modest 
steps which can be agreed on and which will help us reverse the 
trend toward greater and greater stockpiles of armaments. We hope 
in this search to make plain to the world our perseverance and our 
realism.

Mr. Chairman, I  should like to comment briefly on four proposals 
which have been made during the course of this debate. Two pro
posals are on the question of nuclear testing. The two resolutions 
which are before us, documents A/C.1/L.160 2 and A/C.1/L.162,3 will 
be referred to the Disarmament Commission and its Subcommittee 
for consideration.

Let me explain again the position of the United States on the 
issues involved in these proposals.

The Soviet resolution, A/C.1/L.160, calls for immediate and uncon
ditional prohibition of nuclear-weapons testing. Our position on 
this general matter has been put forward clearly in this Committee. 
In  short, the United States favors the limitation and ultimate elimi
nation of nuclear-weapons testing as part of a safeguarded system 
of disarmament. We oppose any prohibition of weapons testing 
which does not at the same time strike at the heart of the problem, 
and that is the continued production of nuclear weapons themselves.

The United States is prepared to give its full endorsement to the 
proposal put forth by Canada, Japan, and Norway in document 
A/C.1/L.162, which is also being referred to the Disarmament Com
mission for consideration. Although this proposal is only a prelimi
nary step, we find it to be both realistic and constructive. We will 
give this suggestion our support in the Subcommittee, and we hope 
that it will be put into effect at an early date. The United States 
is ready to participate in any registration system agreed upon among 
the states concerned.

Mr. Chairman, the contribution of Japan in this field makes it 
particularly painful for us to learn that a dispatch brings the news

1 Ante, docs. 185 and 186.
a Ante, doc. 187.
* Ante, doc. 189.
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of the death today of former Foreign Minister Mamoru Shigemitsu 
of Japan. Only a few weeks ago he was here among us as Foreign 
Minister to be present as Japan entered the United Nations. I t  was 
dramatic and very moving for us, who remembered his dignified and 
significant part in the ending of hostilities almost 12 years ago, to see 
him standing outside of the Delegates’ Entrance, raising his hand 
as his country’s flag was hoisted at the United Nations. Let me ex
press to my friend, Ambassador Renzo Sawada, our personal expres
sions of sympathy to Foreign Minister Shigemitsu’s family and the 
official condolences of the United States on the passing of a patriot 
and a statesman.

Mr. Chairman, the next matter raised by several delegations relates 
to a special session of the General Assembly to consider the question 
of disarmament.1 In  this connection we can look with profit upon 
the experience which we gained as a result of the successful negotia
tions leading to the adoption of the statute of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency.2 When agreement among a number of the principal 
nations involved in the field of peaceful uses of atomic energy was 
achieved, a general conference of states proved to be both proper and 
highly useful.

The United States has long held that, after agreement among the 
major armed powers was achieved, the subject of disarmament should 
be considered by a general conference with wide international par
ticipation. We think that it would be premature to decide upon the 
convening of such a conference or a special session of the General 
Assembly now.

The progress which has been made so far in disarmament un
fortunately does not justify our doing so. But we are willing to have 
the Disarmament Commission consider the advisability of recom
mending the convening of either a special session of the General As
sembly or a general disarmament conference at an appropriate time. 
Our present conviction is that such a conference would serve no 
purpose now. I t  might, indeed, simply increase the difficulties we 
face. The convening of such a conference should await the time 
when a large measure of agreement among those states whose partici
pation is essential to any effective disarmament agreement is achieved.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, there is the issue of expansion of the 
membership of the Disarmament Commission and its Subcommittee. 
Document A/C.1/L.1643 deals with this question. We believe that 
any changes in the membership of the Disarmament Commission 
should correspond to and be conditional upon changes resulting from 
the proposed enlargement of the Security Council.

1 Ante, doc. 188.
2 TIAS 3873 ; 8 UST 1093.
8 Ante, doc. 190.

514543— 60—vol. 2------ 1
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Please note that the participation of other states in the considera

tion of disarmament is assured in two ways: first, in the debates of 
the General Assembly; secondly, in the Disarmament Commission, 
which often hears representatives of states which are not Commission 
members.

With regard to the proposal for enlargement of the Subcommittee, 
we believe that this would be an unfortunate departure from the sound 
principle that agreement in the first instance must be achieved among 
the major armed powers. We are convinced that efforts to achieve 
initial agreement in the larger group would only complicate the prob
lem and make negotiations more difficult.

192. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the 
American Embassy Transmitting a Draft Declara
tion on Nonintervention in the Middle East, Febru
ary 11, 1957 1

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics expresses its respects to the Embassy of the United States 
of America and upon the instructions of the Soviet Government has 
the honor to communicate the following:

As a result of the efforts of the peace-loving peoples, supported 
by the United Nations,2 the aggressive actions against Egypt were 
liquidated, and favorable circumstances have developed and real 
possibilities have been created for insuring peace and also for settling 
international problems in the region of the Near and Middle East.

The liquidation of the hot-bed of war in this region created pre
requisites for strengthening national independence, governmental sov
ereignty and economic development not only of Egypt but of all 
countries of the Near and Middle East, and also opened the way for 
broad cooperation of countries of this region with all countries on 
principles of equality among states, formulated in particular in the 
decisions of the Bandung Conference.3

1 Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 1, 1957, pp. 524̂ -526. For the U.S. reply
(Mar. 11) see post, doc. 194. The Soviet Foreign Ministry sent similar notes to
the French and British Embassies.

8 For the texts of the General Assembly resolutions of Nov. 1956 regarding
the Suez crisis, see General Assembly Official Records: First Emergency Special
Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/3354), pp. 2-4. Additional information regarding
Middle Eastern developments during and after the Suez crisis may be found 
in United States Policy in the Middle East, September 1956-June 1957: Docu
ments (Department of State publication 6505; 1957).

8 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. II, p. 2352.
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The peace-loving peoples justly expected that henceforth peace 

in the Near and Middle East would be preserved and strengthened, 
that an end would be placed to the policy of foreign intervention in 
the internal affairs of the countries of this region, that the sovereignty 
and independence of the countries of the Near and Middle East would 
be sincerely respected and that the countries of this region, especially 
the victim of aggression—Egypt—would be given unselfish economic 
assistance.

However, the period of softening of the tense situation in this 
region, regrettably, turned out to be of short duration and the hopes 
of the peoples were not realized.

As a result of the unilateral moves on the part of some powers, the 
situation in the Near and Middle East in the recent past has again 
become seriously exacerbated. This exacerbation is evoked first of 
all by the fact that there are intentions to utilize in a unilateral 
manner in the Near and Middle East without the agreement of the 
United Nations, armed forces of one of the great powers at its own 
discretion for intervention in the internal affairs of this region. There 
is also in view the granting of so-called economic assistance to coun
tries of the Near and Middle East, foisting on them conditions that 
these countries reject any kind of ties with specific states—mem
bers of the United Nations—that is, with the acceptance of political 
•conditions for this “assistance” incompatible with the dignity and 
sovereignty of these countries and with the high principles of the 
United Nations.

I t  is impossible not to recognize that implementation of such a 
policy in circumvention of the United Nations would lead to a new 
-dangerous exacerbation of the situation in this region, which only 
recently was an arena of military operations evoked by aggression 
against Egypt, and would threaten the cause of world peace.

The mentioned plans are nothing other than a continuation of the 
policy of creating closed aggressive military blocs of the type of 
NATO, SEATO, and the Baghdad P ac t1 and erection of artificial 
economic and political barriers interfering with normal ties among 
states.

The principle of peaceful coexistence of states regardless of differ
ences in their social and state systems is the basis of the foreign policy 
of the Soviet Union. I t  is known that in establishing its friendly 
relations with the Arab States the Soviet Union not only never sought 
deterioration of relations with these countries with other great 
powers, but on the contrary came out for the necessity of wide inter
national cooperation, came out for the necessity of guaranteeing 
durable peace and creating an atmosphere of trust in the region of the

xFor the texts of these agreements, see ibid., vol. 1, pp. 812-815, 853-854, 
571-873, 912-915, and 1257-1259.
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Near and Middle East. The Soviet Union does not have and does 
not aspire to have military bases and any concessions in the Near 
and Middle East countries for the purposes of extracting profits and 
does not aspire to receive any privileges in this region, since all th is 
is incompatible with the principles of Soviet foreign policy.

The Soviet Union is vitally interested that peace exists in the 
region of the Near and Middle East, situated in the immediate vi
cinity of its borders. I t  is sincerely interested in strengthening the 
independence of the countries of this region and in their economic 
prosperity.

In  the opinion of the Soviet Government, preservation of peace 
in the Near and Middle East is a necessary condition not only for 
the development of Near and Middle East countries, but also, as re
cent events have demonstrated, for providing for the economic wel
fare of many other countries.

The necessity of consolidating peace and security in the Near and 
Middle East demands broad development of political, economic, and 
cultural ties between all countries, particularly of joint actions, in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, of great powers 
who bear basic responsibility for the maintenance of peace.

The Soviet Government considers that it would be possible to secure 
firm and lasting peace in this region by means of joint efforts of the 
great powers—the U.S.S.R., U.S.A., England, and France, permanent 
members of the United Nations Security Council, if all the above- 
mentioned great powers built their relations with the Near and Middle 
East countries on the basis of general principles of a policy of non
intervention in their internal affairs and respect for their national 
independence and sovereignty.

Proceeding from the foregoing, the Soviet Government proposes to 
the Governments of the United States of America, England, and 
France, to draw up and proclaim basic principles concerning the ques
tion of peace and security in the Near and Middle East, and of non
intervention in the internal affairs of this region. These principles 
could be laid down as a basis of a joint declaration, acceptance of which 
would exclude the possibility of a dangerous unilateral action of this 
or that great power in respect to the Near and Middle East countries 
and would help to strengthen peace and security in this most important 
region, to develop national economies, and to consolidate the 
independence of these countries.

I t  goes without saying that the declaration would be open to adher
ence by any government interested in peace and security which desires 
to build relations with the Near and Middle East countries on the basis 
of the principles mentioned.
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The proposals concerning the corresponding obligations of the par

ticipant powers of the declaration could be immediately brought to 
the attention of the governments and peoples of the Near and Middle 
East countries.

In  transmitting herewith the basic theses of a draft declaration 
o f the four powers—U.S.S.R., U.S.A., England, and France, pro
posed by the Government of the U.S.S.R., the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs would be grateful to the Embassy of the United States of 
America for informing it regarding the acceptability to the Govern
ment of the United States of America of the basic principles presented 
in this draft of the declaration concerning the question of peace and 
security in the Near and Middle East and non-intervention in the 
internal affairs of the countries of this region.

The Soviet Government would also have no objections if the Gov
ernments of the United States of America, England, France, and the 
Soviet Union issued separate declarations, identical in content and 
based on the principles set forth in the enclosed draft, on their rela
tions with the Near and Middle East countries.
(Attachment)

DRAFT DECLARATION
D raft of the basic principles of the declarations by the Governments 

of the U.S.S.R., the United States, Britain, and France regarding 
the question of peace and security in the Near and Middle East 
and noninterference in the internal affairs of the countries of this 
region.
The basic principles of the declaration by the Governments of the 

U.S.S.R., the United States, Britain, and France on the questions of 
peace and security in the Near and Middle East and noninterference 
in the internal affairs of countries of this area:

The Governments of the U.S.S.R., the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and the French Republic, guided by lofty peace-loving aims 
and the principles of the United Nations expressed in its Charter, 
declare their agreement that at the basis of their policy in respect of 
the countries of the Near and Middle East lies the aspiration to estab
lish peace and security in the Near and Middle East and in the whole 
world; acknowledge and respect the lofty principles of relations 
between states formulated at the Bandung Conference of Asian and 
African Countries; are striving to create favorable conditions for the 
strengthening of the national independence and national sovereignty 
of the countries of the Near and Middle E ast; express a sincere desire 
to contribute disinterestedly by common efforts to the economic devel
opment of the countries of this area, and are in this proceeding from
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the fact that the natural wealth of the underdeveloped countries is 
the inalienable national property of the peoples of these countries, 
which have the full right to dispose of and use it in the interests of 
the development of their national economy and progress.

The Governments of the U.S.S.R., the United States, Britain and 
France wish to contribute to the all-around development of economic, 
business, and cultural relations of the countries of the Near and Middle 
East on the basis of equality and mutual advantage for all countries. 
They are of the opinion that wide economic and trade relations of the 
countries of that area are in accordance not only with the interests of 
these countries but also with the interests of securing economic prosper
ity for other countries of the world. They recognize the need for a 
peaceful settlement of all international problems and questions re
lating to the Near and Middle East, by way of negotiations.

Being aware of the importance of the responsibility which they 
carry for the maintenance of peace and security throughout the world, 
the Governments of the U.S.S.R., the United States, Britain, and 
France pledge themselves to follow in their policy toward the Near 
and Middle East the principles stated below:

1-The preservation of peace in the Near and Middle East by 
settling outstanding questions exclusively by peaceful means and by 
the method of negotiations;

2-Noninterference in the internal affairs of Middle Eastern coun
tries, and respect for their sovereignty and independence;

3-Renunciation of all attempts to involve these countries in mili
tary blocs with the participation of the Great Powers;

4r-Liquidation of foreign bases and withdrawal of foreign troops 
from the territory of Middle Eastern countries;

5-Reciprocal refusal to deliver arms to Middle Eastern countries;
6-Promotion of the Middle Eastern nations’ economic development 

without attaching any political, military, or other terms incompatible 
with the dignity and sovereignty of these countries.

The Governments of the U.S.S.R., the United States, Great Britain* 
and France express the hope that other states, in their relations with 
Middle Eastern countries, will adhere to the same principles.
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193. General Assembly Resolution 1011 (XI): Regula

tion, Limitation, and Balanced Reduction of All 
Armed Forces and All Armaments; Conclusion of 
an International Convention (Treaty) on the Re
duction of Armaments and the Prohibition of 
Atomic, Hydrogen, and Other Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, February 14, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 808 (IX ) of 4 November 1954,2
Recognizing that the achievement of an agreement on the problem 

of disarmament would contribute to the strengthening of inter
national peace and security,

"Welcoming the progress made on certain aspects of the disarma
ment problem by the Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Com
mittee since the tenth session of the General Assembly,

1. Reguests the Disarmament Commission to reconvene its Sub- 
Committee at an early date;

2. Recommends that the Disarmament Commission and1 its Sub- 
Committee give prompt attention to the various proposals that have 
been submitted to the United Nations including the proposal of 
Canada, Japan and Norway of 18 January 1957;3 the comprehensive 
proposals of France and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland of 11 June 1954, 19 March 1956 and 3 May 1956;4 
the proposals of the United States of America made under date of 
14 January 1957;5 the proposals of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics made under date of 10 May 1955, 27 March 1956, 12 July 
1956, 17 November 1956, 14 January 1957 and 24 January 1957;6 the 
proposals of the Government of India made under date of 25 July 
1956;7 and the proposals of Yugoslavia of 10 July 1956;8 and give 
continued consideration to the plan of Mr. Eisenhower, President of

1 General Assembly Official Records: Eleventh Session, Supplement No. 17 
(A/3572), pp. 3-4. Adopted unanimously.

a Ante, doc. 105.
* Ante, doc. 189.
4 Ante, docs. 100,152, and 160.
5 Ante, docs. 185 and 186.
4 Ante, docs. 112,156,173,182,187, and 190.
7 Note verbale from the Indian representative at the United Nations to the 

chairman of the Disarmament Commission (U.N. doc. DC/98, in Disarmament 
Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to December 1956, p. 52), 
transmitting a copy of the Indian proposals of July 12, 1956 (ante, doc. 172).

8 Ante, doc. 171.
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the United States of America, for exchanging 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

3. Recommends further that the Disarmament Commission request 
its Sub-Committee to prepare a progress report for consideration by 
the Commission not later than 1 August 1957;

4. Transmits to the Disarmament Commission the records of the 
meetings of the F irst Committee at which the problem of disarma
ment was discussed, with the request that the Commission and its 
Sub-Committee give careful and early consideration to the views ex
pressed in those documents;

5. Invites the Disarmament Commission to consider the advisability 
of recommending that a special session of the General Assembly or 
a  general disarmament conference be convened' at the appropriate 
time.

194. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet For
eign Ministry Regarding the Soviet Proposal for 
a Middle East Declaration, March 11, 1957 s

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its com
pliments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and, on instructions of its Government, has the 
honor to transmit the following communication in reply to the Min
istry’s note of February 11, 1957 concerning the Middle East area.4

I t  is noted that the Government of the U.S.S.R. proposes that the 
Governments of the United States, United Kingdom, France and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics should, jointly or separately, 
proclaim basic principles governing their relations with countries of 
the Middle East.

In  dealing with this proposal, the United States Government deems 
it essential to set forth the following considerations:

The United States adheres and will continue to adhere to the prin
ciples of the United Nations Charter in its dealings with countries in 
the Middle East as elsewhere. Along with the other principles of the 
Charter, it fully supports those singled out in the Ministry’s note— 
peaceful settlement of disputes; non-interference in internal affairs;

1 Ante, doc. 120.
2 Ante, doc. 112.
8 Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 1, 1957, pp. 523-524. The British and 

French Embassies delivered similar notes on the same day.
4 Ante, doc. 192.



DOCUMENT 194 : MARCH 11, 1957 749
respect for sovereignty and independence. It is ready to cooperate 
with any country, great or small, sincerely dedicated to carrying 
them out. The United States Government feels obliged, however, to 
point out that the Soviet Union could demonstrate its own willing
ness to carry out the high principles it sets forth by itself respecting 
those U.N. resolutions addressed to the U.S.S.R. calling for compli
ance by the U.S.S.R., such as those relating to its actions with respect 
to Hungary.1 Great Britain and France, the other recipients of the 
Soviet proposal, have just made such a demonstration as a contribu
tion to world order in fully complying with United Nations resolu
tions regarding the withdrawal of their forces from Egypt.2

The form which cooperation in the Middle East should take—with 
specific reference to the proposal of the Soviet Government—is a mat
ter for decision in consultation with the Middle Eastern states. Be
cause of its respect for the principle of non-interference in the affairs 
of other nations, the United States would not wish to be party to 
an attempt by the great powers, as suggested by the U.S.S.R., to arro
gate to themselves decisions on matters of vital importance to the na
tions of the Middle East; or to prevent those who feel themselves 
threatened from association of their own free will with other nations 
in legitimate collective security arrangements, in accordance with the 
provisions of the United Nations Charter.3 When it comes, therefore, 
to such matters as military “blocs”, the liquidation of foreign bases 
and the withdrawal of foreign troops, set forth in the principles pro
posed by the U.S.S.R., the United States Government must point out 
that the Middle Eastern states are fully capable of deciding what co
operative efforts are required to enable them to play their part in the 
defense of the area.

The principles in the Soviet note include a call for renunciation of 
arms shipments to the Middle East. With regard to this point, the 
United States Government wishes to make clear that it has consistently 
recognized a need on the part of the Middle Eastern states to maintain 
a certain level of armed forces to assure their internal security and 
legitimate self-defense and to play their part in the defense of the 
area as a whole. The United States has also consistently sought to 
avoid an arms race between the Arab states and Israel. In carryings 
out its policy with regard to the export of arms to the Middle East* 
the United States Government has always kept in mind the need to 
encourage stability and foster progress toward lasting peace and se
curity there. It therefore regrets that the Soviet Government, on

1 See General Assembly Official Records: Second Emergency Special Session,. 
Supplement No. 1 (A/3355), pp. 2-3.

*See ibid., First Emergency Special Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/3354), 
pp. 2-4.

* See art. 51 of the Charter.
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the contrary, saw fit to effect massive shipments of arms into the 
area at a time when regional disputes there had become sharply 
exacerbated.

Finally, the Ministry’s note talks of economic cooperation to be 
carried out, it states, without any conditions incompatible with the 
dignity and sovereignty of these countries. The Soviet Government 
ought to be aware that the United States provides, and will continue 
to provide, economic assistance only to those Middle Eastern states 
requesting it. No attempt is, or will be, made to force this assistance 
on any state, or through it to seek to impose conditions upon the coun
tries concerned. There is no basis, therefore, for considering the ac
ceptance of such assistance incompatible with national dignity and 
sovereignty.

The Soviet proposal, as a whole, is clearly based on a false premise. 
I t  stems, presumably, from the distorted interpretation of the nature 
and purpose of United States policies contained in the Ministry’s note.

Contrary to this interpretation, President Eisenhower’s outline of 
United States policy toward the Middle E a s t1 envisages genuine prac
tical efforts directed toward consolidating peace and security there 
in full cooperation with the Middle Eastern countries concerned. 
These efforts are designed to make a full contribution to economic 
progress in the area and to help the countries there maintain their 
independence.

Also, there is cause for considerable doubt as to the seriousness of 
the Soviet Government’s invitation to the Government of the United 
States to join it in cooperation in the Middle East. I t  has been put 
forward at a time when certain Soviet official acts and statements 
suggest that the U.S.S.R. neither desires nor expects such cooperation. 
In  fact, on the day following the delivery of its call for cooperation 
in the Middle East, the U.S.S.R. engaged once more in vilification of 
the United States by introducing into the United Nations a spurious 
item attacking this Government’s policies in that area.2 This followed

1 See President Eisenhower’s message to Congress, Jan. 5, 1957; United States 
Policy in the Middle East, September 1956-June 1957: Documents (Department 
of State publication 6505; 1957), pp. 15-23.

2In a letter of Feb. 12, 1957 (A/3530), Mr. Kuznetsov asked the President of 
the General Assembly to include on the agenda of the eleventh session the fol
lowing item : “Question of aggressive acts by the United States of America con
stituting a threat to peace and security”. Attached to the letter was an explana
tory memorandum stating:

“The United States Government embarked on a policy of further aggravat
ing the situation in the Near and Middle East. The President’s message to 
Congress of 5 January 1957 set forth a programme the objectives of which 
must be considered to be direct intervention by the United States of America 
in the domestic affairs of sovereign States in the Near and Middle East, the 
economic and political enslavement of the peoples of the countries in this area
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a similar baseless Soviet item distorting United States policies toward 
Eastern Europe.3 Consequently, there is much reason to question 
whether the cooperation proffered by the U.S.S.R. is intended to fur
ther a mutually desired aim.

and the planning of further acts of provocation in those countries conducive 
to war.

“At the end of January 1957, new measures by the United States to intensify 
preparations for the unleashing of an atomic war were announced. The ruling 
circles of the United States not only refuse to prohibit atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, but have begun carrying out a plan to establish special United States 
military units, armed with atomic weapons, and to station them in the terri
tories of other States. It is proposed to station operational atomic units of 
this kind in Western Europe, Turkey, Iran, Japan and, in particular, on the 
island of Okinawa. It is obvious that such actions increase the threat of a 
new war.

“At the same time, these new plans are designed, in the event of the un
leashing of atomic war by aggressive circles in the United States, to divert the 
main retaliatory attack from the United States and thus to expose to a serious 
threat of atomic counter-attack the peoples of the countries in whose terri
tories it is proposed to station United States atomic military units, i.e., the 
peoples of the United Kingdom, France, West Germany, Italy, Turkey, Iran, 
Japan and other countries.

“At the beginning of February 1957, a further expansion of the extensive 
network of United States military bases on foreign territory was announced. 
It is reported, in particular, that the United States has established a new mili
tary base in Brazil, bases for jet aircraft in Pakistan and a large new military 
base on Taiwan, and that the construction of many new air bases in West 
Germany is being planned. At the same time, existing bases are being 
feverishly expanded and modernized.

“Furthermore, aggressive military measures connected with the North At
lantic bloc and other aggressive military groups headed by the United States 
have recently been intensified. This is borne out, in particular, by the forced 
remilitarization of West Germany which is now proceeding, together with the 
arming of the West German army with atomic weapons. Moreover, former 
Hitlerite generals are being placed in command of the armed forces of the 
North Atlantic bloc.’* (General Assembly Official Records: Eleventh Session, 
Annexes, Agenda Item 8, pp. 5-6).

On Feb. 14, 1957, the General Committee of the General Assembly decided, by a 
vote of 8-6-1, to recommend that the Soviet item not be included on the agenda (iMd.y p. 15).

* U.N. doc. A/SPC/L.14, in Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 18, 1957, p. 464. 
This Soviet draft resolution accused the United States of conducting subversive 
activity and intervening “in the domestic affairs of the People’s Democracies” in 
violation of General Assembly resolutions 110 (II) and 841 (IX), as well as 
the international broadcasting convention of 1936. The proposed resolution was 
rejected by the Special Political Committee on Feb. 27,1957, by a vote of 53-8-11. 
See also statement made at the 36th meeting of the committee (Feb. 25) by 
Senator Knowland (Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 18, 1957, pp. 463-468.
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On its part, the United States will continue to work toward peace 

and greater stability in the Middle East through the United Nations 
and through measures taken at the request of, and in cooperation 
with, the states in the area themselves. I t  would like to be able to 
hope that the Soviet Union would make its own contribution to 
tranquillity there. The United States naturally desires to see friendly 
relations, based on mutual respect and confidence, develop not only 
among the Middle Eastern states but also between them and coun
tries outside the area, including the U.S.S.R. However, as elsewhere, 
this largely depends on the U.S.S.R. itself. I f  the U.S.S.R. will in
deed conduct itself in a manner conforming to the principles it pro
poses, it will be moving in this direction and not only make a 
contribution to peace in the Middle East but in other areas as welL

195. Soviet Proposal Introduced in the Disarmament 
Subcommittee: Reduction of Armaments and Armed 
Forces and the Prohibition of Atomic and Hydrogen 
Weapons, March 18, 1957 1

The Government of the Soviet Union proposes the conclusion of an 
international convention on the reduction of armaments and armed 
forces and the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, which 
in accordance with the resolution passed by the General Assembly at 
its ninth session on 4 November 19542 should provide for—

(a) The regulation, limitation and major reduction of all armed 
forces and all conventional armaments;

(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 peace
ful 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.

Accordingly the international Convention on the reduction of arma
ments and armed forces and the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/49, Mar. 18, 1957, in Fourth Report of the Sub-Committee 
of the Disarmament Commission (DC/112), Annex 1.a Ante, doc. 105.
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weapons should contain the basic provisions set out below. These 
deal with the execution of measures to reduce conventional armaments 
of States, to prohibit atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass 
destruction, and the procedure for carrying out those measures in 
two stages.

First stage: Measures to be carried out in 1957-58
The following measures shall be carried out in 1957-58:
1. During the first three months after the entry of the Convention 

into force, the States Parties to the Convention shall take steps not 
to increase their armed forces or their conventional armaments beyond 
the level of those armaments and armed forces on 31 December 1956, 
and not to increase their appropriations for armed forces and arma
ments above the level of the expenditures effected for those purposes 
during the year ended 31 December 1956.

2. An agreed level shall be established to which the armed forces 
of all States in excess thereof shall be reduced, in order that no State 
may possess armed forces capable of constituting a serious threat to 
international peace. The United States of America, the Soviet Union, 
China, the United Kingdom and France shall substantially reduce 
their armed forces. For those purposes the said five Powers shall 
undertake to reduce the strength of their armed forces so that these do 
not exceed the levels set forth in the memorandum of the United King
dom and France of 29 March 19551 and the Soviet Union proposals 
of 10 May 1955,2 that is to say—

United States 1,000, 000 to 1,500,000 men
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 1,000, 000 to 1, 500, 000 men 
China 1, 000, 000 to 1, 500, 000 men
United Kingdom 650, 000 men
France 650, 000 men

The said five Powers shall by the end of 1958 reduce their armed 
forces to the following levels: the United States, the Soviet Union 
and China to 2,500,000 men; the United Kingdom and France to
750,000 men.

[3.?] Appropriations of States for armed forces and conventional 
armaments shall be reduced correspondingly.

4. 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 and the pro
hibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, account being taken of 
simple agreed criteria, including demographical, geographical, eco
nomic and political factors, with a view to the strengthening of

x Ante, doc. 109.
* Ante, doc. 112.
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universal peace and international security and the diminution of the 
threat of aggression. The levels of the armed forces of the said 
States shall not exceed 150,000-200,000 men.

5. From the entry of this Convention into force and before the 
complete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, States possess
ing such weapons shall assume a solemn obligation not to use either 
these or rocket weapons with atomic or hydrogen warheads, which 
they shall regard as prohibited to them.

6. States possessing atomic or hydrogen weapons shall assume an 
obligation not to allow atomic military formations or atomic or 
hydrogen weapons of any type to be stationed outside their national 
frontiers.

7. States possessing military, naval or air bases in the territory 
of other States shall undertake to abolish such bases.

The question of which bases shall be abolished during the first 
stage shall be the subject of a supplementary agreement.

8. The United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and 
France shall reduce their armed forces stationed in Germany by one- 
third in relation to the level of those armed forces on 31 December 
1956.

9. The United States, the United Kingdom and France shall sub
stantially reduce their armed forces stationed in the territories of the 
countries members of NATO,1 and the Soviet Union in its armed 
forces stationed in the territories of the countries parties to the War
saw Treaty.2

The size of the said reduction shall be the subject of a supplemen
tary agreement.

Second stage: Measures to be carried out in 1959
The following measures shall be carried out in 1959:
1. The United States, the Soviet Union, China, the United King

dom and France shall by the end of 1959 complete the reduction of 
their armed forces to the levels set out in the first section, paragraph 2.

The said States shall reduce their appropriations for armed forces 
and conventional armaments correspondingly.

During this stage measures shall be completed for the reduction of 
armaments and armed forces of other States to the levels established 
therefor at the World Conference.

2. The production of atomic and hydrogen weapons shall be com
pletely discontinued. Future production of fissionable material shall 
be used exclusively for non-military purposes.

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.

3 Ibid., pp. 1239-1242.
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3. After the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments 
has reached one-half of the reduction agreed for the second stage laid 
down in the Convention, the provision for the elimination of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons from the armaments of States and for the 
destruction of stockpiles of those weapons shall enter into force.

All atomic materials shall thereafter be used exclusively for peace
ful purposes. Special attention shall also be given to assistance 
to economically under-developed countries in the peaceful uses of 
atomic energy.

4. Simultaneously with the elimination of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons from the armaments of States, international control shall be 
instituted over guided rockets in order to ensure that all types of 
such rockets which are suitable for use as atomic and hydrogen 
weapons shall be used exclusively for peaceful purposes.

5. Measures shall be completed for the abolition of all foreign mili
tary, naval and air bases in the territory of other States.

6. The United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and 
France shall carry out measures for a further reduction in their 
armed forces stationed in Germany.

The size of that reduction shall be the subject of a supplementary 
agreement.

7. The United States, the United Kingdom and France shall carry 
out measures for further reductions in their armed forces stationed 
in the territory of countries members of NATO and in the territory 
of other foreign States; and the Soviet Union shall take steps to 
reduce its armed forces stationed in the territory of countries parties 
to the Warsaw Treaty.

The size of such reductions shall be the subject of a supplementary 
agreement.

Funds made available through the reduction of appropriations by 
States for military needs shall be used both to improve the well-being 
of the peoples of those States and to assist economically under
developed countries.

With a view to promoting the economic development of under
developed countries, a special fund for assistance to those countries 
shall be established within the United Nations.

The question of the obligations of China arising out of the conven
tion shall be examined with the participation of the People’s Republic 
of China.

International, Control of the Reduction of Armaments and the 
Prohibition of Atomic Weapons

For the purpose of supervising the fulfilment by States of the 
disarmament obligations they have assumed, there shall be established
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an effective international control organ, possessing all the rights and 
functions necessary thereto.

1. The international control organ shall exercise control, including 
inspection on a permanent basis, to the extent necessary to ensure that 
all States comply with the Convention.

The functions of the control organ shall be extended in accordance 
with the execution by States of the measures required by the 
Convention.

2. In order to prevent a surprise attack by one State upon another, 
the international control organ shall establish in the first stage, in 
the territory of States, on a basis of reciprocity, control posts at large 
ports, at railway junctions, on main motor highways and at aero
dromes, which shall ensure that there is no dangerous concentration of 
armed forces and armaments.

3. The parties concerned agree to employ aerial photography within 
the area of Europe in which the principal armed forces of the North 
Atlantic bloc and of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty are 
stationed, to a depth of 800 kilometres from the eastern boundary of 
the disposition of the forces of the North Atlantic bloc and from the 
western boundary of the disposition of the forces of the States Parties 
to the Warsaw Treaty respectively.

After all the aforesaid measures have been put into effect, it will be 
desirable to discuss, at a special conference, the question of the com
plete abolition of armed forces and armaments of all types, whereafter 
States would retain only such contingents of militia (police) as would 
be necessary to maintain internal security and to protect their 
frontiers.

Establishment of a hone of Limitation and Inspection of 
Armaments in Europe

It is considered desirable, as an important step towards the solution 
of the disarmament problem, that a zone of limitation and inspection 
of armaments should be established in Europe, including the territory 
of both parts of Germany and that of the States adjoining them.

1. In the agreement between the States concerned regarding the 
zone, provision shall be made for ceilings to the forces of the United 
States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and France stationed 
in the territory of other States in the zone. The question of those 
ceilings shall be examined by the States concerned.

2. The agreement shall prohibit the stationing of atomic military 
formations or any form of atomic and hydrogen weapons in the zone.
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3. The agreement shall provide that the States in the zone shall un
dertake to refrain from the use of force in their relations and to settle 
all disputes by peaceful means.

4. In order to ensure compliance with the obligations concerning the 
limitation of armaments in the territories in the zone, joint inspection 
of the armed forces and armaments of the States parties to the 
agreement shall be instituted.

5. It is hoped that, pending the conclusion of the agreement con
cerning the zone, the four Powers which have forces in the territory 
of Germany will take urgent steps to reduce those forces to a figure to 
be determined by each of them at its own discretion.

196. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Stassen) to the Disarmament Subcommittee: Re
duction of Conventional Forces, March 18, 1957 1

May I first of all express the thanks and appreciation of the United 
States delegation for the courtesy, hospitality and welcome of Her 
Majesty’s Government, and for its thoughtfulness in making avail
able to us these very excellent facilities of Lancaster House.

The United States delegation is here to negotiate an agreement— 
a sound, safeguarded agreement. The United States delegation is 
here for a serious, businesslike session. It is on that basis that I 
begin our presentation in this our first meeting of the present session 
in London. We deeply appreciate the excellent statement which the 
Chairman has just made. We look forward to listening with close 
attention to the statements to be made by the Chairman of the Soviet 
delegation and by the Chairmen of the delegations of France and of 
Canada as they make their presentations.

It occurs to me that as we begin perhaps the most important thing 
for me to do is to be quite specific as to what the United States 
might be willing to do, and to state immediately that we come to this 
session not with rigid views of details, not in a straight jacket of pre
cision on relatively minor points, but, rather, with firm fundamentals 
which we hope may be shared by others, and a wish to explore care
fully the views of other delegations, to state our views openly and to 
endeavour to fit together a reciprocal, mutual, safeguarded agreement 
of benefit to each of our countries and to mankind.

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.87, Mar. 18, 1957, pp. 12-20. 
514543— 60— vol. 2-------5
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Thus I begin to discuss the subject of conventional armaments and 
armed forces and military expenditures. I would like particularly 
to discuss what might be a first step in this area of our concern. In 
the letter of Chairman Bulganin to President Eisenhower on 17 No
vember 1 there is an affirmative indication regarding a first step to a 
level of armed forces of 2,500,000 for the Soviet Union and the United 
States, and 750,000 for France and the United Kingdom. One of 
our immediate points of inquiry is whether or not this expression of 
November regarding a first step might be reaffirmed as we begin this 
session. I am authorized on behalf of the United States to reaffirm 
this 2,500,000 as a first step in the manner in which it has been 
presented heretofore, subject to effective inspection.

If we do have, around this table, an agreement on 2,500,000 and
750,000 as a first step, then I believe our questions should go to closely 
related matters such as these : During what period of time shall such 
a first-step reduction be accomplished ? Can we reach a preliminary 
agreement on this matter of a period of time? I re-emphasize, on 
behalf of the United States delegation, that we do not approach the 
specifics with rigidity; but we do believe that throughout our con
siderations the process of seeking a sound agreement in our mutual 
interests will be facilitated perhaps if we explore possible points at 
which agreement may be reached in such detailed and yet very im
portant points. Thus I raise the question on this matter of time for 
the first-step reduction: might this be a place where we could reach 
agreement ?

We have noted in paragraph II 7 of the Soviet proposal of 27 
March 1956:2

“The international control organ shall be established within the 
two months following the entry into force of the agreement.”

We notice in paragraph I I 9 of that same proposal:

“The States parties to the agreement shall submit to the interna
tional control organ within one month after its establishment com
plete official figures of their armed forces, conventional armaments 
and expenditures for military requirements.”

That would appear to carry us, then, three months from the time 
of entry into force of the agreement. Therefore, I raise the question: 
would it be reasonable that nine months after the submission of those 
official figures the first-step reduction in armed forces should be ac
complished by each of the signatories? That would then be twelve 
months from the time of entry into force of the treaty. I do not be
lieve that in the previous positions of any of the Governments at this

1 See ante, docs. 182 and 183.
2 Ante, doc. 156.
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table there is anything which is in conflict with that suggestion; it 
seems to be in general harmony. I am, therefore, exploring it in 
those terms.

As a general rule, when we have talked about the 2,500,000 and the 
750,000, we have not specified when. So I raise that question: might 
there be an early meeting of minds to the effect that within nine 
months after the furnishing of the lists to the international control 
organ, or twelve months from the entry into force of the agreement, 
the first-step reductions should be accomplished ?

The next question that arises is: what level of reduction of the 
armaments themselves—as distinct from armed forces—should be a 
part of that first step? It has frequently been said by each of us, 
and by the representatives or heads of State of our respective Gov
ernments, that armaments should be reduced as well as armed forces.

In the Soviet Union proposal of 10 May 1955 1 there is this reference 
in connexion with the first-stage measures to be taken: “The five 
Powers shall undertake also to reduce their conventional armaments 
correspondingly”.

How shall this be accomplished? What amount shall it be? It 
would appear to us that it could take a number of forms. There 
might be an endeavour to specify that at the end of the first step—in 
other words, twelve months from the entry into force—items of major 
armaments shall be brought down to certain specific levels. That is 
to say that an effort would be made to specify that at the end of the 
first step country “X ” shall have a certain number of bombers, a cer
tain number of ships of a certain tonnage and a certain number of 
guns and tanks, and to specify in direct terms what the major arma
ments—all the way from missiles to howitzers—might be. That is 
one possible approach.

A second possible approach would be to say that this level of man
power should be the basis for measurement of armaments and that 
for each allowable number of men a country should be entitled to 
have in relationship thereto, at the end of the first stage, certain speci
fied armaments of its own choice, but with reference to the interna
tional control organ. There is a certain logic to that approach, be
cause it is necessary that in each armed force there should be certain 
numbers of military personnel to operate or handle an individual item 
of armament—certain military personnel to support it, to service or 
maintain it, and also to supply it. There is, of course, certain military 
personnel which is in the higher levels of command, all the way back 
to headquarters, which has a relationship to the numbers and items 
of armaments that are out in the front rank of the military force of 
each country.

1 Ante, doc. 112.
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In relationship to manpower there might perhaps be—at least in 
the long-range approach to armaments—some such quota arrangement, 
which would be highly desirable; it might also have a meaning when 
we are endeavouring to calculate the allowable level of armaments for 
other States not included in the Sub-Committee or among the original 
signatories. It might be, for example—and I give this purely per
sonally as an example so that representatives may more clearly under
stand my thoughts in this area of our discussion—that for each 
howitzer of what we in the United States call 155 millimetres, a 
country must charge off 100 of its manpower quota, and it could decide 
how many howitzers it would have according to how it wished to 
charge off its manpower quota against howitzers. It might also be pro
vided that certain reserves of howitzers would be held in relationship 
to those in the direct quota.

Again, it might be decided that for every aircraft carrier of what 
we call our Midway class—a type which is, I believe, known to the 
military forces and navies of all countries—it would be necessary 
to charge off 11,500 men, representing the crew, the back-up of that 
crew and the navy personnel all the way back to headquarters which 
could properly be said to have a relationship to having a carrier in 
a navy as a part of the allowed military armaments under a limitation 
agreement.

It might be that for each submarine, and particularly in the case of 
major classes of submarines, a charge-off of 1,000 men would be taken.

It might be, for example, that for every large bomber of a type 
equivalent to the United States B-52, 400 men would be charged off.

It might be, for example, that for each fighter-interceptor of a class 
equivalent to our United States F-86B fifty-five men would be 
charged off.

I think this is a possible approach—working out some kind of re
lationship between manpower and armament, with particular relation
ship to major armaments of a kind that might be involved in attack 
or that might be using the newest and most powerful nuclear weapons, 
both from the point of view of delivery and, likewise, in relationship 
to missiles.

I think there is a third approach, and that would be as a first step, 
simply to make a percentage reduction of all major classes, in order 
to make a beginning—in order definitely to reverse the trend from 
the present situation in armaments. Under this approach, when 
each State filed its report with the international control organ, three 
months after the entry into force of an agreement, there would then 
be a commitment that within nine months from the filing of that 
report—or the twelve months from the entry into force of the agree
ment—each State should as a first step bring about a reduction of 
certain fixed percentages of the major armaments that it had reported.
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This would in effect take the States and their armaments from 
where they were and make an initial reduction in the first stage. It 
would have the disadvantage of not allowing for a rearrangement of 
the military strength of a State in connexion with an arms limitation 
agreement. Under such conditions, a State might decide to have 
less of a navy and more of an air force, or less of an air force and 
more of a navy, or fewer tanks and more anti-aircraft guns. A 
blanket percentage would tend to prevent such readjustments as a part 
of a first step. On the other hand, it would have to recommend it a 
certain simplicity, a certain readiness of observation as to the respect 
that each State had for a first step commitment.

Perhaps, in reaching these first-step reductions in manpower—on 
which I have re-established the position of the United States today 
with regard to the figures of 2,500,000 and 750,000—we here, as dele
gations, could reach an early meeting of minds to the effect that a 
first-step reduction in conventional armaments of 10 per cent of each 
major class reported should be carried out within the span of time of 
the first step.

Then there is the question of the manner in which a reduction 
should be carried out—whether it should be a reduction by agreement 
on numbers of tanks and planes in direct terms, whether it should be 
through a quota system, a relationship of manpower to armaments, 
or whether it should be a percentage reduction. There are various 
methods open. There could be destruction of armaments under inter
national observation and inspection, or there could be a turning over 
of a portion of armaments—their delivery to the international inspec
tion force. Might it not commend itself to our respective Govern
ments if during this first twelve months, during the nine months after 
the lists are furnished, the first step involved delivering the estab
lished percentage of major armaments to control depots under the 
jurisdiction of the international inspectors? Thus there would be 
the physical evidence for all to see that a certain portion of all major 
armaments was being turned over from the jurisdiction of each State 
to the jurisdiction of the control organ.

This would involve some complications, at least in the beginning 
step. There would be a natural wish that such equipment as was 
turned over—if there had not yet been an agreement on its destruc
tion—should be preserved in some manner. There would need to be 
access by personnel, so that there would not be any unintentioned 
deterioration in the early step. But I believe that if we reach a broad 
meeting of the minds these are details which could be referred to a 
technically qualified group for precise specification.

If we find that there can be a meeting of minds on the levels of 
armed forces in the first step—on a reduction for that purpose, on 
the timing of it, on the reduced levels of conventional armaments—
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then the question of the military expenditures in the respective States 
will arise. Would we be able to reach an understanding in this 
respect ? It is rather obvious that the making of reductions in armed 
manpower and the making of reductions in armaments will affect 
different Governments in different ways financially. Thus, here too, 
there are difficulties and complications. Part of the problem will 
have to be dealt with by technical people with budgetary and mili
tary qualifications, but might we not be able to set a certain standard ?

I ask the question: could we set as a target that each State in its 
first step should bring its military expenditure down by 10 per cent ? 
I  am aware that in its proposals of 27 March the Soviet Union pro
posed a 15 per cent reduction. In part IY of those proposals, under 
the heading “Execution of partial measures in the field of disarma
ment”, it is proposed:

“To reduce the military budgets of States by up to 15 per cent
as against their military budgets for the previous year.”
It is my impression with regard to the first twelve months that if 

we allow two months for the establishment of the control organ, one 
month for the filing of the listings, and then nine months for bringing 
about these first reductions, a 15 per cent reduction would be a little 
more than could reasonably be accomplished in that period of one 
year, and that perhaps a figure more in the range of 10 per cent would 
be feasible from the standpoint of every country, since the individual 
problems or results of reductions would vary under the individual 
national budgetary arrangements and type of military structure.

In going into these matters, and in concentrating in this first 
meeting on what is usually called conventional armaments, or, perhaps 
more accurately, armaments exclusive of nuclear bombs, I have not 
intended in any way to indicate any lack of interest by the United 
States in any other phase in the reduction, control and limitation of 
armaments, but have rather endeavoured to approach the work in a 
way that I hope might result in a better chance of reaching agree
ment at this session, having in mind that eleven years have gone by 
without an agreement being reached. I also did not mean to suggest 
that delegations should not speak on any other subject at the opening 
of this session. I have, on behalf of my delegation, simply en
deavoured to make this kind of contribution, and we will listen with 
close attention to any points on any subject which other delegations 
may wish to make.



DOCUMENT 197 : MARCH 20, 1957 763

197. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Stassen) to the Disarmament Subcommittee: Nu
clear Weapons and Testing, March 20, 1957 1

There has been some interest expressed in a general discussion of 
the views of delegations as we begin this series of meetings of the 
Sub-Committee, and a suggestion has been made that such a general 
discussion should be then followed by the more detailed consideration 
and negotiation of the specific subjects within our broad field of com
petence. In connexion with the general discussion, there has been 
some interest expressed in a greater knowledge of the views of the 
United States Government and the United States delegation. There 
appears to be some interest particularly in relationship to a general 
discussion of the United States views in the nuclear field. I  shall 
endeavour to discuss this matter this afternoon, including the matters 
of nuclear weapons, nuclear forces, nuclear energy, nuclear material, 
and nuclear tests.

I shall begin by setting forth a very broad framework for United 
States policy and United States positions, and for my views in this 
matter. Of course, I am fully aware that any such discussion, par
ticularly when it is a case of studying a wide foundation therefor, 
is inevitably susceptible of being described in many characteristics 
as something that delegations have heard before. It is not possible 
to be comprehensive in a general discussion without going over 
ground that has already been covered. I suppose that in some re
spects many of the things we say not only have been said before in 
the Sub-Committee but, in some respects, have been said before 
through thousands of years of history.

Our concern is how we are to reach agreement on limitation, reduc
tion, control and inspection of armaments and armed forces, and 
that is a subject that goes back over many centuries. Yet, at the risk 
at times of being boring, at times of reviewing matters that have 
been reviewed before in this Sub-Committee, I should like, with rea
sonable brevity and yet in some detail, to set the discussion of the 
particular field within the general outlines in which we consider it 
within the United States Government. Thus, I shall begin by re
calling that when I spoke with Chairman Bulganin and Mr. Khru
shchev here in London last year both of them referred to the devasta
tion that modern war would cause and expressed the view that war 
was unacceptable to both sides. I have noted that Mr. Khrushchev

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC. l/PV. 89, Mar. 20,1957, pp. 2-14.



764 DOCUMENT 197 : MARCH 20, 1957

recently expressed a similar view in an interview in Moscow which 
was reported in an American newspaper. I noted also that the So
viet representative in his opening statement at our first meeting of 
this session, spoke of the terrible consequences of atomic war for all 
nations, and, also of the importance of peace.

The United States delegation is in complete agreement with com
ments such as those. It is the objective of the United States that 
there shall be peace—a just, honourable and durable peace. That is 
the objective of President Eisenhower. In fact, that was probably 
the principal reason why he was willing to serve as our President 
after having already given a long and full life of service to our 
country in other fields. That is the objective of our entire Govern
ment. It is the objective of our people. We know full well, just as 
do other delegations, the extent of the devastation that would flow 
from modern war.

The members of the Sub-Committee will be aware that I served in 
the Second World War. I know war; I seek peace. I saw most of the 
devastated areas of the world in the wake of the Second World War. 
I  saw Tokyo and Manila; I saw Berlin, Frankfurt, Warsaw, Stalin
grad, Kiev, and London. We are all aware that just one modem bomb 
of the thermonuclear type would carry a greater destructive impact 
than all the explosives that fell during the Second World War on 
any one of the cities I have mentioned.

Thus, we are devoted to the objectives of peace. We are aware of 
the consequences of war. I think that it is quite likely that if that 
tragic event of modem war should ever come, it would result in a 
vast loss for each of the nations assembled at this table, and for many 
other nations. It could well be that such an event would mean that 
none of the nations at this table would any longer be known as major 
nations in future history, but that the role of major nations would 
pass to others. It could well be that, after a modem war, if that 
horrible event should occur, people would not be thinking about com
munism, socialism or capitalism, but, rather, of survivalism, bar
barism or mysticism.

And so it is with an awareness of the full gravity of this picture, 
on the one hand, and with the emphasis on the objectives of peace, 
on the other, that we have engaged in thorough studies within the 
United States Government, and in extensive reviews by the President 
and by other officials of the Government, of our policy in relation to 
the subject with which we are concerned in this Sub-Committee. We 
have approached these studies, too, from the standpoint of thinking 
in terms of the ten years ahead, and even the twenty years ahead, 
since in matters of this nature it is the historic trend—the long-term 
effects and prospects of the peace and security of nations—with which 
we are concerned. We see that it is certain that the peaceful uses
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or non-war uses of atomic materials will expand, and that the ma
terials with which we are concerned in that expansion are the iden
tical materials that are involved in the fabrication of nuclear weapons. 
This is well known. The development of electrical energy through 
the nuclear process involves precisely the same materials that are used 
in making these very devastating bombs or other explosive devices.

Therefore, if we look ten years ahead it is quite evident that, in the 
absence of any agreement between nations, there will be more and 
more stockpiles of nuclear weapons, with larger and larger quantities 
of such weapons, with many, many bases on which nuclear forces 
are stationed, with added and added countries having such weapons, 
and with higher and higher speeds of potential delivery of such 
weapons by one nation upon another.

This would not mean that a modem war was inevitable. It is our 
view that war is never inevitable, and that it is not inevitable in the 
future. But it would mean that there was a greater danger of war. 
It would also mean that there was an increased likelihood that if war 
did come, the extent of the destruction would be such as mankind 
had never experienced before.

Just what do we propose should be done aibout this? The question 
immediately arises: Can this nuclear age be repealed ? Can all such 
nuclear weapons be removed from the face of the earth? Can there 
be an elimination of every nuclear bomb from every part of the world ? 
This idea has much attraction. But when we examine it, what do we 
find? We find, as I have said, that nuclear weapons are materials, 
plus knowledge, plus fabrication. The materials are and will be 
available on every continent. The knowledge exists in the minds of 
men; it cannot be erased. It is spreading, and it will continue to 
spread. The fabrication, given the knowledge and the materials, is 
relatively simple. We also find that when such weapons are fabri
cated, or when the material is available, either the weapons or the 
material can be very easily shielded from detection and discovery. 
One hundred of the most powerful multi-megaton H-bombs can be 
placed in storage and shielded by relatively simple methods, and then 
the most sensitive detection apparatus thus far invented by science 
would give no indication of the presence of this storehouse, even if it 
were brought within a hundred yards of its location.

What, then, does this mean ? Let us discuss it in terms not of pres
ent Governments and countries at this table—or of present Govern
ments of any other specific countries not at this table. Thinking of the 
next ten years, it would be perfectly possible, even under the most 
effective controls, for some different and future government of some 
country in the world to take away and divert without the knowledge 
of the inspectors, a quantity of fissionable material from which 
twenty, forty or even fifty multi-megaton bombs could be fabricated.
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All of this could be carried out without discovery by inspectors, and 
without the knowledge of other nations, until it was completely 
accomplished.

Is it not clear, then, that no nation could agree that all nuclear 
weapons should be removed from the face of the earth if it meant 
that in the ten years ahead, and in the decades thereafter, some nation 
might suddenly have and exercise a tremendous, overpowering mili
tary force against all other nations solely by reason of having within 
its hands a clandestinely developed and secretively maintained store
house of multi-megaton bombs ?

Thus, on the basis of present scientific knowledge, and unless and 
until there is some new scientific break-through which makes con
trols more effective than any one can now prescribe, the United States 
has reluctantly concluded that it would not be sound, that it would 
not serve the interests of long-term peace and that it would not be 
consistent with the security of the United States or of other nations 
to agree to the complete elimination of all nuclear weapons, and that 
such an agreement would be a bad agreement—a tragic mistake.

Does this conclusion mean that nothing can be done, and that we 
must contemplate the decade I described earlier in which there are 
more and more stockpiles of larger and larger numbers of weapons 
with more and more bases? Something can be done. What can be 
done is to establish a cut-off, a terminal point, and a turning in the 
road we are now travelling. It is possible, according to the very best 
scientific advice we have obtained, to establish an inspection system 
under which each nation could be sure, on the basis of an exchange of 
commitments with other nations, that future production of fissionable 
materials would go entirely, or almost entirely, to peaceful, construc
tive uses. In other words, those nuclear plants which are now pro
ducing fissionable materials in countries that now have nuclear 
weapons would produce their materials only for non-weapons pur
poses of either a national or international character under the 
observation and accounting of an international control organ.

Similarly, as new atomic energy power plants were built—by agree
ment and under such an international control organ—the fissionable 
material involved would also be accounted for, and it would be 
ensured that it was used for non-weapons purposes.

Even in these instances it is not possible to guarantee 100 per cent 
perfection of inspection or of accountability. But so long as there 
does exist on various sides in the world a remaining nuclear weapons 
capability there would not be the incentive for relatively minor di
version into unauthorized weapons. Nor would there be the terrible 
consequences if there were relatively minor diversions for a few 
weapons; because those few weapons would be restrained, cancelled
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out and deterred by the remaining capability in the hands of nations 
on various sides.

Therefore, the putting of an end to the fabrication of nuclear 
weapons from fissionable materials produced in the future would ap
pear to us to be clearly something that is in the mutual interests of 
all nations if it is carefully, fairly and effectively administered. If  
this can be done, the present undesirable trend can be not only stopped 
but reversed, because then a beginning can be made on the transfer 
of successive increments of material from the weapons side to the 
non-weapons side. The United States proposes that this should 
follow the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons from 
future production of fissionable materials.

We are not rigid on the details of such transfers. They should be 
equitable, fair and reciprocal. We are willing to explore the way 
in which such a follow-through could be attained. We ask whether, 
if the point of cessation of weapons manufacture that I have described 
were reached under effective inspection, it might then be that the 
nations which had nuclear weapons would report how many kilo
grammes of fissionable material they had previously produced and 
devoted to weapons purposes and then, within the first year, transfer 
from such previous production 8 per cent or 12 per cent for non
weapons purposes under international observation. Or should it be 
that in the first year the fissionable material used in the fabrication 
of twenty, thirty or forty multi-megaton bombs would, be taken out of 
such bombs, and that the bombs would be dismantled and the fission
able material turned over for non-weapons purposes under interna
tional supervision ? Or should it be that in the first year a fixed amount 
of prior production—15,000 kilogrammes or 20,000 kilogrammes— 
would be transferred from each side from weapons purposes to non
weapons purposes ? Or, again, should it be that during that first year, 
when the first transfers were made to reverse the trend, there would 
be—with the then increased knowledge that would exist on each side on 
the capacity of production and of previous production—negotiations 
for the amounts of future transfers? It is in this range that we 
feel very important steps can be taken which would in fact contribute 
to the mutual interests not only of the nations at this table but of all 
nations in the world.

At the time of entering into such an agreement the United States 
would also be prepared to make a firm treaty commitment not to 
use nuclear weapons except in defence against aggression, in accord
ance with the decisions of the Security Council or in accordance with 
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. Under such circum
stances—with such agreement and with the entry into such an ar
rangement which would reverse the trend of nuclear threat—the
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United States would be prepared to stop nuclear weapons tests or, 
perhaps, first to limit and then to stop such tests, with reasonable 
and proper arrangements so that that commitment also was reciprocal 
and was carried out equally by all nations concerned.

Such an arrangement would result in a future where there were 
fewer and fewer stockpiles of nuclear weapons, a smaller and smaller 
number of nuclear bases, and a reduced threat and lessened tensions. 
At the same time no nation would have cause to feel, if the arrangement 
was carefully drawn up and thoroughly worked out, that its own 
security was at any time reduced, but, rather, could be confident that 
its security was improved as compared with a situation where no 
agreement had been reached.

One of the reasons why we are patient and persistent in these de
liberations and negotiations is that our studies convince us that it is 
both theoretically and physically possible to realize these guide lines:

first, the reduction in the absolute military power of each nation;
second, the maintenance of the same relative military strength by 

each nation;
third, the increase of the national security of each nation; and,
fourth, the lessening of economic burdens on each nation. These 

four achievements would mean a reduced danger of war and a brighter 
prospect of a durable peace.

I f  such an arrangement regarding nuclear matters can be worked 
out the United States is willing that it should be part of a first stage 
in an agreement affecting the control and reduction of armaments, 
armed forces and military expenditures, or that it should be part of 
a second stage. We are not rigid in that respect.

I f such an arrangement is not worked out, what will the policy of 
the United States be then ? I speak in general terms but I cover this 
part of the subject because it then has a further implication. I f such 
an arrangement is not worked out—and I speak of course of an 
arrangement for the cessation of the manufacture of additional nu
clear weapons from future nuclear production; an arrangement for 
the reversal of the present trend—the United States will carry for
ward with thoroughness research and development concerning the 
means by which nuclear explosions might intercept and defend 
against nuclear attack, particularly as regards nuclear devices which 
themselves do not involve the extensive projection of radioactive par
ticles into the atmosphere or over the surrounding ground. The re
search and development of nuclear devices which, in the processes of 
their own explosion, do not cause the amount of radioactive particles 
or fallout which has been associated with some nuclear explosions has 
been going forward in my country with some considerable success. It 
is in this area of research and development that we foresee one of the
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more favourable possibilities* namely, that if no agreement results 
from our work here a defence may be established which would stop 
and destroy nuclear bombs from any aggressor before they arrived 
at their targets in the United States or in any other nation which 
was under attack. I believe that my associates will immediately see 
the importance of this kind of research and development, particu
larly if we think of ten years ahead and visualize the possibility of 
no agreement being reached on the matters we are deliberating.

If this, then, is the course that we must follow we, of course, would 
not agree to the separate ending of tests in relationship to such re
search and such development. Such research and development, to be 
successful, requires tests, although not large amounts of testing. 
The United States has no intention whatsoever of ever carrying test
ing to the extent that testing itself would become a threat to the 
health of the people. But what is entailed is not only the testing of 
the new devices which involve reduced radioactive fallout in their 
research and development but also by the very nature of the proce
dure, the possible setting-off of larger explosions representing those 
potential attacking explosions that are to be stopped in the defensive 
process.

There the United States has taken and continues to take, on the 
basis of thorough study, a firm stand to the effect that it would not 
serve the security interests of the United States or the long-term out
look for peace and security of other nations if nuclear testing were 
stopped when no other agreements were reached on reversing the 
trend of the magnitude of the nuclear dangers in the years ahead.

Within this outline I believe that it will be clear what is behind the 
policies enunciated by Ambassador Lodge at the United Nations on 
14 January 1957,1 and the statements that our President has made, 
particularly in his letters to Chairman Bulganin.

We are prepared, when the specific subjects on our agenda are 
reached, to go into more detail with regard to exactly how we see the 
possibility of working out agreements in this area—either for a first 
stage or for a second stage—that should be in the mutual interests 
of each of the members of this Sub-Committee and of other nations 
not represented here.

I  say, in this respect, as I said in our opening discussion on con
ventional armaments, that we came to this meeting to negotiate an 
agreement. We have serious intentions; we wish to proceed in a 
businesslike way. We have behind our delegation a very thorough 
review of the entire matter by the President of our country. We will 
continue to approach the matter by responding to questions that are 
raised in a spirit of searching out the right solutions. We are con-

1 Ante, doc. 186.
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yinced that it should be possible to prepare a treaty that it would be 
in the interests of each country here to enter into in the first instance, 
and to respect month after month and year after year as it unfolded 
in its implementation.

It is also our view, further, that unless our agreement is of such a 
nature it will not last. Only if such an agreement met the mutual in
terests of each of its parties would nations ever enter into it or con
tinue to live by it in a matter of this consequence.

It is also our conviction that the nature of modem weapons is so 
extreme that it constitutes a new historic fact, and that the arrange
ments in this age are not limited by, or ruled by, previous experiences 
of men.

As I have spoken of these matters of future research and develop
ment and the potentials of evasion of controls, may I emphasize that 
I do not intend to speak dogmatically or categorically. Nor do I have 
in mind any special inferences or indirect implications. The radio
active particles, or fallout, involved in these nuclear weapons can, we 
are convinced, be sharply reduced. We do not find they can be com
pletely eliminated. The manner in which testing is carried out con
tinues to be a problem that should receive careful thought. We have 
observed the initiative taken by the representatives of Canada, Japan 
and Norway.1 We are ready to give favourable consideration to some 
methods of this kind. We do not intend any excessive use of the test
ing procedure; we shall use it only in each instance where we conclude 
that it is essential for the security of our country and of nations asso
ciated with us, and for the safety of all nations in the advancement 
of the prospects of peace.

We do not believe that any nation carelessly makes tests without 
very good reasons for doing so. We are willing to examine other mat
ters that are brought up in relation to nuclear weapons. We will seek 
to understand the reason for the positions taken by other countries, 
their legitimate interests in their own security, and their concern over 
what other States may do which may affect them in the future.

It is in that spirit of responding to the interests involved in a general 
discussion that I have made this statement today. I reaffirm my con
viction that if, after eleven years of failure to agree, there is, in fact, 
on the part of each member, a desire to reach an agreement, then that 
desire will have its best chance of fulfilment if  we take up specifics, 
subject by subject, beginning with the points on which we agree and 
seeing how far we can expand the areas of agreement. We could 
then look at the total areas of agreement and see whether we have 
found sufficient common ground to make it desirable that a beginning 
step or steps, a beginning stage or stages should be incorporated in 
a draft treaty for these purposes.

1 Ante, doc. 189.
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198. Note From the Japanese Ambassador (Tani) to 
Secretary of State Dulles: Resolution of the House 
of Councillors on Prohibition of Atom and Hydro
gen Bombs, March 20, 1957 1

The Ambassador of Japan presents his compliments to the Honors 
able the Secretary of State and, under instructions from his Govern
ment, has the honor to inform the Secretary that the House of 
Councilors of the Diet in its plenary session on March 15,1957 unani
mously adopted a “Resolution on Prohibition of Atom and Hydrogen 
Bombs”. The English translation of the Resolution is enclosed 
herewith.

With reference to the above Resolution, the Ambassador has further 
the honor, under instructions from his Government, to state as 
follows:

1. This Resolution is based upon the earnest desire of the Japanese 
people, who have experienced the ravages of nuclear weapons more 
than any other people, to seek a true peace.

2. The Government of Japan transmits the Resolution in the desire 
that the Government of the United States would be good enough to 
give it its fullest consideration.
Enclosure: English translation of Resolution 
E mbassy of J apan ,

Washington, March 20, 1957.
RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSE OF COUNCILLORS ON PROHIBITION 

OF ATOM AND HYDROGEN BOMBS.

It is resolved that:
This House adopted sometime ago a “Resolution on International 

Control of Atomic Weapons” and a “Resolution on Prohibition of 
Atomic and Hydrogen Bomb Tests” requesting the United Nations 
and the Powers concerned to take appropriate measures. It is to be 
deeply regretted, however, that no steps have yet been taken for the 
international control of atomic energy but atom and hydrogen bomb 
tests continue to be conducted either with or without previous notice 
and that the United Kingdom Government is now preparing to carry 
out new tests around Christmas Island2 notwithstanding the repeated 
protests from the Japanese Government.

1 Department of State Bulletin, June 3, 1957, pp. 902-903. Similar notes were 
transmitted to the British and Soviet Governments. The United States replied 
on Apr. 27 {post, doc. 202). For Soviet comments, see post, doc. 200. See also 
Japanese note of Apr. 29 regarding American nuclear tests in Nevada and the 
American reply of May 13 (Department of State Bulletin, June 3, 1957, pp. 
903-904).

2 The first British hydrogen device wais exploded May 15,1957.
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This House hereby urges again that the United Nations and the 
Powers concerned take speedily effective and appropriate measures 
for limiting the use of atomic energy exclusively to peaceful pur
poses and for the. total prohibition of production, use and testing of 
atom and hydrogen bombs; and in view of the reasonable fear that 
if  things are left as they are today the amount of fall-out from nuclear 
explosions may increase to the point of irremediably affecting human 
life, calls for solemn reflection on the part of the United Kingdom, 
the Soviet Union and the United States of America and requests 
these powers to suspend all atom and hydrogen bomb tests now under 
contemplation, regardless of whether they are to be held with previous 
notice or not.

199. Bermuda Statement by President Eisenhower and 
the British Prime Minister (Macmillan) Regarding 
Nuclear Weapons Tests, March 24, 1957 1

1. For a long time our two Governments have been attempting to 
negotiate with the Soviet Union under the auspices of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission an effective agreement for com
prehensive disarmament. We are continuing to seek such an agree
ment in the current disarmament discussions in London. In the 
absence of such an agreement the security of the free world must 
continue to depend to a marked degree upon the nuclear deterrent. 
To maintain this effectively, continued nuclear testing is required, cer
tainly for the present.

2. We recognize, however, that there is sincere concern that con
tinued nuclear testing may increase world radiation to levels which 
might be harmful. Studies by independent scientific organizations 
confirm our belief that this will not happen so long as testing is con
tinued with due restraint. Moreover, the testing program has demon
strated the feasibility of greatly reducing worldwide fallout from 
large nuclear explosions.

3. Over the past months our Governments have considered various 
proposed methods of limiting tests. We have now concluded together 
that in the absence of more general nuclear control agreements of 
the kind which we have been and are seeking, a test limitation agree
ment could not today be effectively enforced for technical reasons; 
nor could breaches of it be surely detected. We believe nevertheless 
that even before a general agreement is reached self-imposed restraint 
can ,and should be exercised by nations which conduct tests.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Apr. 8,1957, p. 562.
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4. Therefore, on behalf of our two Governments, we declare our 
intention to continue to conduct nuclear tests only in such manner as 
will keep world radiation from rising to more than a small fraction 
of the levels that might be hazardous. We look to the Soviet Union 
to exercise a similar restraint.

5. We shall continue our general practice of publicly announcing 
our test series well in advance of their occurrence with information 
as to their location and general timing. We would be willing to 
register with the United Nations advance notice of our intention to 
conduct future nuclear tests and to permit limited international ob
servation of such tests if the Soviet Union would do the same.

200. Statement by the Soviet Foreign Ministry Regard
ing Suspension of Nuclear Weapons Tests {Ex
tracts}, March 26,1957 1

As is known, during the last session of the U.N. General Assembly, 
the Soviet Union submitted a proposal on an immediate cessation 
of the tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons.2 But that proposal was 
not accepted by the Western states. As a result of the attitude of the 
Western states, the question of banning the tests of those weapons 
remained unsettled, and the only thing done was the handing over of 
the Soviet proposal to the Subcommittee.3 The Soviet Government 
believes that the acceptance of that proposal would be a radical 
solution of the problem of cessation of tests of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons. But should the Western states deem it impossible to accept 
the above-mentioned Soviet proposal, the Soviet Government is pre
pared to conclude an agreement on a suspension, that is on a temporary 
cessation of such tests, with a time limit established.

With regard to the proposal of Japan and some other countries on 
advanced registration of experimental atomic and hydrogen ex
plosions 4 —such a step does not solve the basic problem of the removal 
of the harmful influence of atomic and hydrogen explosions in human 
health. The Japanese Government’s note to the USSR Government6

1 Department of State files. The statement was made by the head of the press 
department of the Soviet Foreign Ministry. Ambassador Zorin cited the state
ment at the Subcommittee meeting of Mar. 27 (U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.93).

a Ante, doc. 187.
8 See General Assembly Resolution 1011 (XI), Feb. 14,1957 (ante, doc. 193).
4 Ante, 189.
“Similar to the Japanese note to the United States of Mar. 20, 1957 (ante, 

doc. 198).
514543— 60—vol. 2------ 6
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gives reason to believe that the Soviet proposals on a permanent—or 
at least temporary—cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests 
will be supported by the Japanese Government.

201. Statement by the French Representative (Moch) 
to the Disarmament Subcommittee: Prohibition of 
Nuclear Tests {Extract}, April 1, 1957 1

. . .  I  am well aware that in this matter of test explosions the 
French delegation’s opinion carries comparatively little weight, be
cause France has not yet made any such tests and will not do so in 
any event until some months have passed; and that, for this reason, 
the representatives of countries which have already carried out such 
explosions should have priority on the list of speakers. I can, never
theless, restate our point of view, which is as follows:

With regard to advance notification or registration of test explo
sions, we are prepared to accept such a provision, however worded, 
without restrictions or conditions.

With regard to the limitation of explosions, we take the same view: 
we have nothing against a method of limiting explosions.

With regard to the prohibition of explosions, which is the Soviet 
delegation’s main demand, we reply: yes, we are in favour of such 
a prohibition provided it is associated with the cessation of the pro
duction of fissionable materials for military use. We cannot accept 
the idea that the nuclear armaments race should continue between 
three Powers and that the others should not even be allowed to con
duct tests. For us, cessation of the manufacture of fissionable mate
rial for military purposes is linked with a reduction of offensive 
power in conventional weapons; because it would be impossible to 
remove the thermonuclear or nuclear threat while leaving the world 
threatened by strong military forces which might any day be hurled 
across frontiers.

In outlining these two conditions—the only conditions laid down 
by the French delegation—I am brought back to the concept of a 
fairly comprehensive plan; because the problems are so closely linked 
that it is virtually impossible to solve one while disregarding the 
others.

On this point, then—I must say quite frankly—the Soviet position 
differs from my own. We cannot contemplate prohibition in isola
tion, unsupported by a plan comprising a number of measures which

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.95, pp. 15-20.
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I have just recalled. I  would add, moreover, that this is the French 
delegation’s considered and constant attitude. It was defined in great 
detail by the Anglo-French plan of 19 March 1956,1 which though 
now hardly ever mentioned had at least, I feel, some considerable 
merits. This provided for, so to speak, a first preparatory stage 
during which military manpower, armaments, budgets etc. were to 
be “frozen” and the machinery of control put into operation; and 
for a second stage—the first stage of real disarmament—to be ushered 
in by the immediate entry into effect of the limitation of nuclear test 
explosions. This was to be followed by a number of measures con
cerning conventional weapons, and later by a second stage of actual 
disarmament, the third stage of the plan, beginning with the prohibi
tion, under control, of all test explosions for military uses, while ex
plosions directed towards the application of atomic energy to peaceful 
uses were to be subject to the approval of an international scientific 
committee and to take place under control.

At the same time as the prohibition, under control, of all explosions 
we had—and here we find again the condition I mentioned just now— 
prohibition of manufacture of nuclear weapons, the connexion being 
emphasized by the use of the adverb “simultaneously”.

I f  the only obstacle to agreement were a time-lag of a few months 
on either side between the decision to prohibit test explosions and 
the decision to prohibit manufacture, the French delegation would 
not stand in the way; but its original proposal included the principle 
of simultaneity. If we had to sacrifice that principle of simul
taneity to our desire for a compromise, there would have to be a spe
cific connexion in time between the prohibition of test explosions 
and the prohibition of the production of fissionable materials for 
military uses, without a long interval between those two acts, both 
of which would be required by one agreement.

Lastly, the prohibition of the use of atomic weapons fell within 
that stage a little later on, when three-quarters of the conventional 
reductions had been completed.

I would ask all of you to think over this position, which may per
haps be the compromise position we are seeking; which had at all 
events been thoroughly studied before it was proposed; and which 
seems to me open to very little criticism. I know quite well where 
the point of disagreement lies, and I shall be careful not to take sides 
on it. That point is whether the prohibition of test explosions can 
be controlled. No, says the United States representative; Yes, says 
the representative of the Soviet Union. The first thought which oc
curs to me is that we might gain some enlightenment from a com
parison of the information on which each of these two contradictory 
assertions is based. Unfortunately such a comparison would lay bare

1 Ante, doc. 152.
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certain facts which both sides are at present keeping secret; and so 
I do not imagine it can be made.

I  have said myself on a good many occasions that I did not think 
low-power explosions far away from the control posts> or even high- 
power explosions under certain conditions, e.g. in very deep water, 
could be controlled. I am not sure that this view is shared by all 
French atomic experts. I do not, however, wish to embark on a 
technical discussion of this matter now, and I recognize that here 
there is, to say the least, a difference of view and that the problem 
will be difficult to solve. While we recognise that this is where the 
difference of opinion lies—on the issue of the physical feasibility of 
control—the difference between the two points of view can be ex
plained by our belief that every decision we take must be accompanied 
by a provision for control, if for no other purpose than to restore 
confidence. At all events I adhere to the position I have just de
scribed and would add that, according to the information which is 
reaching me from the French atomic experts, the question may be less 
urgent than certain sections of public opinion have been led to be
lieve. I read in a report on this matter signed by some eminent 
French scientists the phrase “We believe that the question of limiting 
the number of explosions should be examined with a view to making 
progress towards a disarmament convention, but that the threat of 
an excessive increase in general radioactivity is not serious for the 
immediate future”.

This statement is not mine, but was made by men far more versed 
than I in this field.

202. Note From Secretary of State Dulles to the Japanese 
Charge d’Affaires (Shimoda) Regarding the Reso
lution of the House of Councillors on Prohibition 
of Atom and Hydrogen Bombs, April 27, 1957 1

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to the Charge 
d’Aff aires ad interim of Japan and refers to the Embassy’s note dated 
March 20,1957,2 transmitting the resolution of the House of Councilors 
of the Japanese Diet urging the use of atomic energy exclusively for 
peaceful purposes and the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen bombs, 
and expressing the desire of the Government of Japan that the fullest 
consideration of the United States be given to the earnest desire of 
the Japanese people so expressed in the resolution.

1 Department of State Bulletin, June 3, 1957, pp. 901-902.
2 Ante, doc. 198.
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The Government of the United States is deeply and urgently con
cerned with the problem of safeguarded control and reduction of 
armaments, including nuclear weapons. To this end, the United 
States is now engaged in detailed negotiations through the United 
Nations Disarmament Subcommittee with representatives of Canada, 
France, the United Kingdom and the U.S.S.R., and has introduced 
important new proposals for consideration by this body.1 A vital 
element of these proposals is directed toward limiting and eventually 
eliminating all nuclear weapons testing when adequately inspected 
controls over future production of fissionable materials and begin
nings in the reduction of existing stockpiles of such materials have 
been achieved. As a first step, the United States has endorsed the 
proposed resolution on advance registration and limited international 
observation of tests co-sponsored by the Governments of Japan, Can
ada and Norway in the recent discussions of the United Nations 
General Assembly.2 This endorsement was reaffirmed in the com
munique issued following the recent talks at Bermuda.3 The United 
States shares the hope of the Government of Japan that such measures 
may serve as an opening step toward wider and more effective meas
ures to reduce the nuclear threat as a whole.

The United States will continue its active search for effective 
means of bringing about control of this threat. It reaffirms its belief 
that an effective system of safeguards and controls can be established. 
This goal has thus far not been achieved, however, because the 
U.S.S.R. has been unwilling to accept the safeguards essential for its 
fulfillment. In the absence of an effective agreement regarding the 
control and disposition of fissionable materials, the United States is 
obliged, in the interests of free world security, to use portions of its 
fissionable materials to develop and refine its nuclear weapons as the 
chief deterrent to aggression and war. International agreement to 
abandon tests without adequate safeguards would involve a reliance 
upon the good intentions of certain nations who, by their record of 
past action, do not warrant such reliance.

The United States, under the leadership of President Eisenhower, 
has taken the lead in promoting the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 
It also has been instrumental in promoting scientific studies in this 
field. In this regard, the United States is cooperating fully with the 
Scientific Committee of the United Nations, of which Japan is a 
member, in seeking to pool and disseminate data on the effects of 
ionizing radiation on human health. The United States has sup
ported independent studies which have concluded that the present 
rate of atomic weapons testing has not raised world-wide radiation

1 Ante, doc. 197.
* Ante, doc. 189.
a Ante, doc. 199.
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to biologically dangerous levels. At the recent Bermuda Conference, 
the United States pledged itself publicly to conduct testing “only 
in such a manner as will keep world radiation from rising to more 
than a small fraction of the levels that might be hazardous”. That 
pledge is hereby renewed to the Government and people of Japan.

203. Soviet Memorandum Submitted to the Disarmament 
Subcommittee: Implementation of Partial Disarma
ment Measures, April 30, 1957 1

The problem of disarmament is today vitally important. Its solu
tion has significance of the first order for the preservation of peace. 
The continuation of the armaments race increases mistrust in relations 
between States, aggravates international tension, and intensifies the 
danger of the outbreak of a new war.

The most recent developments in science and' technology have mul
tiplied many times over the power of means of destruction and of the 
mass annihilation of human beings. The period succeeding the Sec
ond World War has been marked by rapid developments in military 
equipment and especially in atomic and hydrogen weapons, the ex
plosive power of which is now equivalent to millions of tons of T.N.T. 
Rocket technology is being developed speedily, and1 modern weapons 
have been invented, such as intercontinental ballistic missiles with 
hydrogen warheads. The introduction of these types of military 
equipment into the armaments of States has made vulnerable prac
tically every point on the globe.

There can now be no doubt that the outbreak of a new war in 
which atomic and hydrogen weapons were used would visit extremely 
grave consequences on the States taking part in it, and especially on 
those with a high population density and a high concentration of 
industry. The existence in the arsenals of States of weapons of this 
type brings into especial prominence the question of banning atomic 
and' hydrogen weapons.

The Government of States, and more especially of those which 
possess atomic and hydrogen weapons and therefore bear special re
sponsibility for the preservation of peace, are bound to heed the 
people’s demand to end the armaments race and remove the threat 
of atomic war.

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/55, Apr. 30,1957, in Fourth Report of the Sub-Committee 
of the Disarmament Commission (DC/112), Annex 7.
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The continuance of the armaments race has had serious economic 
consequences. The ever-growing military preparations of States ab
sorb huge resources and lay a heavy burden upon their peoples.

The United Nations Charter imposes an obligation on States to 
settle their international disputes by peaceful means, and to refrain 
in their international relations from the threat or use of force.1 Con
sequently the existence of unsettled international problems or disputes 
cannot be invoked to justify States in maintaining large armed forces 
and carrying on an armaments race. Propaganda for a new war, 
accompanied by incitement to enmity and hatred' between peoples 
and pursued in certain States in violation of a General Assembly reso
lution, is likewise impermissible and in conflict with the United 
Nations Charter.

The principle of peaceful coexistence and peaceful competition be
tween States with different social, economic and political systems 
corresponds to the vital interests of all countries, great and small.

The Soviet Government believes that the great Powers ought to 
take without delay measures to decrease the existing tension in inter
national relations and the danger due to the existence of huge armed 
forces and armaments, to the incessant armaments race, particularly 
in atomic and hydrogen weapons, and to the continuance of propa
ganda for a new war.

Considering that cessation of the armaments race will not only re
move the danger of the outbreak of a new war but will also relieve 
the peoples of a heavy economic burden and enable the resources thus 
freed to be used to improve their welfare,

Recognizing the necessity of reaching an agreement on a compre
hensive disarmament programme, including the complete and uncon
ditional prohibition of the use and manufacture of atomic and hydro
gen weapons and the destruction of stockpiles of those weapons, which 
would ensure that all production of atomic materials was used ex
clusively for peaceful purposes,

Taking into account that the Western Powers are not at present 
prepared to conclude an agreement on a comprehensive disarmament 
programme, and desiring to release the disarmament issue from its 
present deadlock,

Considering also that the implementation of partial measures as a 
first step in disarmament could contribute to the conclusion of an 
agreement on a comprehensive disarmament programme,

Recognizing that the necessity of taking urgent and effective meas
ures to preserve peace calls for a united effort and for agreement,

1 Art 2 of the Charter.
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especially between those States which possess the largest armed 
forces and produce atomic and hydrogen weapons,

The Soviet Government proposes that the Governments of the 
States represented in the Sub-Committee of the United Nations Dis
armament Commission should1 reach an agreement on partial dis
armament measures.

Proposals for such partial measures, with necessary explanations 
and comments, are set out hereinafter.

1. The United States proposes 1 that for the present an agreement 
on conventional armaments shall be limited to an agreement to re
duce armed forces to 2.5 million men for the United States and the 
Soviet Union and to 750,000 men each for the United Kingdom and 
France, and to reduce armaments and military budgets by 10 per 
cent; but the United States declines to agree in advance to make a 
further major reduction in armed forces to the levels, proposed by 
itself, of 1-1.5 million men for itself and the Soviet Union and 650,000 
men for the United Kingdom and France, or to take measures to 
prohibit atomic and hydrogen weapons.

During the last year and a half the Soviet Union has reduced its 
armed forces by 1,840,000 men,2 whereas the levels of the armed 
forces of the Western Powers have remained practically unchanged 
during that period. The United States proposal to limit reduction 
of armed forces to 2.5 million men for itself and the Soviet Union, 
in the absence of an agreement on a comprehensive disarmament 
programme and regardless of the unequal situation of the two States, 
gives an advantage to one side at the expense of the other. It cannot 
be ignored that the Soviet Union has a territory much larger than, 
for example, that of the United States, and lengthy frontiers the pro
tection of which requires proportionately numerous armed forces. 
Most particularly, it cannot be ignored that the security of the Soviet 
Union is threatened in the west by the North Atlantic bloc,3 in the 
south by the Baghdad Pact4 grouping, and in Asia and the Far 
East by the Baghdad Pact grouping and the SEATO military bloc.5

The position of the United States, whose territory is smaller and 
whose frontiers are shorter than those of the Soviet Union, is entirely 
different. The crux of the matter is that the frontiers of the United 
States are in no danger. To the east and the west the United States 
is separated from other countries by oceans, extending many thou
sands of kilometres, and to the north and the south it adjoins States

1 Ante, doc. 196.
* See ante, doc. 164.
■For the texts of the North Atlantic Treaty and supplementary protocols, 

see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, and 
871-873.

4 Ibid., pp. 1257-1259.
8 Ibid., pp. 912-915.
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from which, according to its own admission, it does not anticipate 
any danger. There is no need to prove at length that the United 
States of America has not been and is not now threatened by the 
Soviet Union.

It appears from the foregoing that, whereas a reduction of armed 
forces to 2.5 million men would not only give the United States 
security, but also enable it to maintain large armed forces outside 
its frontiers in foreign territories, the reduction of the Soviet armed 
forces to that level would impair the security of the Soviet Union, 
whose frontiers, unlike those of the United States, are not protected 
by natural obstacles and are also over a considerable length common 
with those of countries belonging to the aforesaid military groupings.

The situation would be different if the United States, the Soviet 
Union and China agreed to reduce their armed forces at the second 
stage to 1-1.5 million men, and the United Kingdom and France to 
reduce theirs to 650,000 men. Such a substantial reduction of the 
armed forces of these Powers, together with prohibition of the use 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons, would mean that progress was 
being made towards effective disarmament and towards peace.

It follows that the United States, in proposing equal levels of 2.5 
million men for the armed forces of the Soviet Union and for its 
own, is not displaying a realistic approach to the solution of the 
problem of reducing the armed forces of Powers, in particular those 
of the Soviet Union and the United States, the more so since this 
measure is proposed without reference to any further reductions of 
armed forces or to any measures for the prohibition of atomic 
weapons.

The Soviet Union stands, as before, for the radical solution of the 
disarmament problem—that is, for the conclusion of an agreement 
on a substantial reduction of armed forces and conventional arma
ments, on the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons and1 their 
elimination from the arsenals of States, and also on prohibition of 
tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons. The Soviet Government has 
submitted a proposal for that purpose to the Sub-Committee of the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission.1

It is common knowledge that the Soviet Government has already 
announced its acceptance of the proposal to reduce the armed forces 
of the United States, the Soviet Union and China to 2.5 million men 
and of the United Kingdom and France to 750,000 men each, as a 
first step towards further reductions in the armed forces of the 
United States, the Soviet Union and China to 1-1.5 million men and 
of the United1 Kingdom and France to 650,000 men. It is understood 
in both cases that the strength of the armed forces is to include per
sonnel employed in the armed forces as civilians but in fact serving

1 See ante, doc. 200.
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military installations and equipment. The Government of the Soviet 
Union still proposes that an agreement should be concluded to reduce 
the armed forces of the four Powers to the aforesaid levels in two 
stages.

2. In connexion with the proposal to reduce the armed forces of 
the United States and the Soviet Union to 2.5 million men and those 
of the United Kingdom and France to 750,000 men, the United States 
is proposing that the conventional armaments and military budgets 
of States reducing their armed1 forces should be cut by 10 per cent. 
The Soviet Union would consider it advisable to reduce conventional 
armaments and military budgets during the first period of the execu
tion of measures for the reduction of armed forces by a greater per
centage—by 15 per cent—which would substantially reduce the bur
den of military expenditure borne by the people of all countries.

The size of further reductions in armaments and military budgets 
could be considered at a later stage.

3. The execution of the measures proposed in paragraphs 1 and 2 
above should be placed under appropriate international control. 
During the first stage, embracing measures for the reduction of the 
armed forces of the United States of America, the Soviet Union and 
China to 2.5 million men and those of the United Kingdom and 
France to 750,000 men, the functions of control will include the col
lection and analysis of information provided by States on their im
plementation of partial disarmament measures. Those functions 
should be performed, as agreed by the parties, by a control organ 
established for the purpose under the Security Council.

Moreover, even during the first stage control posts are to be estab
lished on the territory of States, on a basis of reciprocity, at large 
ports, at railway junctions and on main motor highways, to ensure 
that there is no dangerous concentration of armed forces and arma
ments. The list of the points at which control posts are to be estab
lished will be settled by later agreement. However, since we are now 
concerned1 with the implementation of partial measures only, the solu
tion of the problem of control posts should be modified accordingly. 
During the first stage, control posts should be established only in 
the western border regions of the Soviet Union, in the territories of 
France, the United Kingdom and other signatories of the North At
lantic Treaty and the Warsaw Treaty,1 and in the eastern part of the 
United States.

Control posts may also be established, by agreement with other 
States, in territories belonging to them lying within the aerial photog
raphy zone.

1 For the text of the Warsaw Treaty, see American Foreign Policy, 
1950-1955; Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1239-1242.
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The establishment of control posts at aerodromes is proposed dur
ing the second stage of the implementation of the partial measures 
(when the armed forces of the United States and the Soviet Union 
are reduced to 1-1.5 million men and those of the United Kingdom 
and' France to 650,000 men). The establishment of control posts at 
aerodromes must also be related to an agreement on appropriate 
measures for the complete prohibition of atomic and h y d r o g e n  
weapons and their elimination from the arsenals of States.

4. Simultaneously with the conclusion of an agreement on meas
ures for the reduction of armed forces, armaments and military 
expenditure provided for in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 above, an agree
ment is to be reached on atomic and hydrogen weapons, which owing 
to their enormous destructive power constitute a particular danger. 
Accordingly States should give, before the peoples of the world, a 
solemn undertaking to renounce the use for military purposes of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons of all types, including aerial bombs, 
rockets carrying atomic and hydrogen warheads, irrespective of 
range, atomic artillery, etc. This undertaking, given in the form 
of a declaration (see appendix), would come into force from the 
beginning of the first stage of the implementation of measures for 
the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments.

The States parties to the agreement would give an undertaking to 
make every effort to conclude an agreement on the complete prohibi
tion of atomic and hydrogen weapons, their elimination from the 
arsenals of States, the cessation of their production and the destruc
tion of their stockpiles.

In view of the particular urgency of discontinuing tests of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons, it is advisable at present to single out this 
measure from the general atomic and hydrogen weapons problem 
as one of high priority, and to solve it without delay.

5. One of the causes of tension in relations between States is the 
presence of military bases in foreign territory. When it is realized 
that there are dozens, even hundreds, of military bases in foreign 
territory, it is not difficult to appreciate their detrimental influence 
upon relations between States.

The presence of military bases in foreign territory has of late 
greatly intensified suspicion and tension, particularly since atomic 
military formations are stationed, or it is planned to station such 
formations, at many of them: a fact which gives grounds for view
ing these activities as actual preparation for a war in which atomic 
and hydrogen weapons would be used. This situation represents a 
serious threat to the peace and security of peoples, for even the slight
est carelessness may have fatal consequences for the peoples. Apart 
from this, such activities on the part of the United States cannot but
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lead, in the natural course of events, to counter-measures by the Soviet 
Union.

The Soviet Government therefore proposes that the question of 
abolishing military bases in foreign territory should be examined 
and that it should first be agreed which such bases can be abolished 
within one or two years.

6. In its statement of 17 November 19561 the Soviet Union pro
posed that the armed forces of the United States, the Soviet Union, 
the United Kingdom and France stationed in the territory of 
Germany should be reduced by one-third as compared with the levels 
of those armed forces obtaining on 31 December 1956. The Soviet 
Union believes that such a reduction would do much to ease inter
national tension, and especially to improve the situation in Europe, 
and thus to facilitate the solution of the problem of disarmament.

7. The Soviet Government considers that an agreement to reduce 
the armed forces of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France stationed in the territory of the NATO countries and the 
armed forces of the Soviet Union stationed in the territory of the 
Warsaw Treaty countries would be of great significance in lessen
ing international tension. The size of the reductions in the armed 
forces of those countries could be determined in the course of subse
quent negotiations.

8. In its statement of 17 November 1956, the Soviet Government 
proposed that consideration should be given to the question of em
ploying aerial photography within the area of Europe in which the 
principal armed forces of the North Atlantic bloc and of the War
saw Treaty countries are stationed, to a depth of 800 kilometres east 
and west of the demarcation line between the aforementioned armed 
forces, provided that the States concerned give their consent. In 
proposing this area for aerial photographic operations the Soviet 
Union proceeded on the principle that the line separating the armed 
forces of the North Atlantic bloc from those of the Warsaw Treaty 
countries follows the demarcation line in Germany and then the 
western frontiers of Czechoslovakia.

The representative of the United States of America in the Sub- 
Committee of the United Nations Disarmament Commission pro
posed the use of aerial photography in Europe, in a sector bounded 
to the west by longitude 5° E., to the east by longitude 30° E. and 
to the south by latitude 45° N.2 I f  the area of aerial photography 
is determined in this way, the median line is moved from the demar

1 Ante, doc. 183.
2 Informal suggestion by the U.S. delegation in early April {TJ.S. Participation 

in the UN: Report by the President to the Congress for the Year 1957 (Depart
ment of State publication 6654; 1958), p. 17).
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cation line in G e rm a n y  and the western frontiers of Czechoslovakia 
into Poland—in other words, it is moved arbitrarily to the east. This 
plan for aerial inspection in Europe covers only a small part of the 
territory of the North Atlantic Treaty countries, and a substantial 
proportion of that of the Warsaw Treaty countries. It is true that 
the northern part of this area includes the territory of Norway but, 
as is known, the principal NATO forces are not stationed in the 
territory of that country.

The Soviet Union is, nevertheless, prepared to agree to aerial re
connaissance being carried out within the sector of Europe proposed 
by the United States, but with the proviso that the line bisecting the 
aerial photographic sector should run near the demarcation line in 
Germany, and that in the north the sector proposed by the United 
States should not extend beyond the parallel passing through the 
northernmost point of the demarcation line in Germany, and in the 
south should be bounded by the parallel passing through the south
ernmost point of Albania. A sector bounded to the west by the zero 
meridian, to the east by longitude 25° E., to the north by latitude 54° 
N., and to the south by latitude 39°38' N. would meet the requirements 
of this principle.

As to the area of aerial inspection in the Far East, the United States 
Government proposes a sector extending from longitude 140° W. to 
160° E. and bounded to the south by latitude 45° N. The Soviet Gov
ernment considers that the area of aerial photography could be ex
panded considerably by including in it : (a) the territory of the Soviet 
Union east of longitude 108° E., and (b) the territory of the United 
States west of longitude 90° W. It should be noted that the two areas 
of aerial photography are approximately equal in extent (the USSR  
area being 7,129,000 sq. km. and the United States area 7,063,000 
sq. km.).

As soon as an agreement on partial measures entered into force a 
limited number of control posts could be set up at railway junctions, 
on motor highways and at ports in the areas of aerial photography 
in Europe and the Far East.

9. Propaganda for war and incitement to war, and especially the 
propaganda carried on in certain countries for the use of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons against certain States, are playing no small 
part in straining relations between States and kindling animosity 
and hatred between peoples.

The resolution on the prohibition of propaganda for war, adopted 
by the United Nations General Assembly in 1947,1 is not being ob

1 General Assembly Resolution 110 (II), “Measures to he taken against propa
ganda and the inciters of a new war” (General Assembly Official Records: 

- Second Session, Resolutions, 16 September-29 November 1947, p. 14).
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served. Only the Soviet Union and some other States have passed! 
legislation against propaganda for war. The absence of such legisla
tion in other countries creates a favourable soil for fanning militarist 
passions and war hysteria. To ease international tensions and lessen 
the danger of war, appropriate measures should be taken to put an 
end to propaganda for war.

It is also inadmissible that in certain States the ideological struggle 
is being allowed to enter into relations between States. To end a 
situation in which ideological disputes and differences are used as a 
means for straining relations between States, there is urgent need 
for an agreement under which States would undertake not to allow 
their ideological differences to enter into relations between States.

* *
*

The Soviet Government expresses the hope that the proposals set 
forth in this memorandum will be duly considered by the Govern
ments of the countries represented in the Sub-Committee of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission, and that a mutually acceptable 
agreement on the points raised in these proposals will be found.

APPENDIX
DECLARATION

on measures for strengthening universal peace and the 
security of the peoples

T h e  g o v e r n m e n t s  o f  t h e  s t a t e s  w h o s e  r e p r e s e n t a t iv e s  h a v e

SIGNED THIS DECLARATION,
Taking into account the immense destructive power of nuclear 

weapons, which if used for military purposes can cause to humanity 
untold sufferings and destruction and lead to mass annihilation of 
the civilian population, the demolition of towns, and the mass de
struction of other articles of material and cultural value, created 
by the labour of the peoples,

Assume, as a first step towards the total prohibition of nuclear 
weapons, a solemn obligation not to use for military purposes atomic 
or hydrogen weapons of any type, including atomic and hydrogen 
aerial bombs, rockets fitted with atomic or hydrogen warheads, ir
respective of range, atomic artillery, etc.,

Will continue their efforts to conclude as soon as possible an agree
ment on the total prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons and 
their elimination from the arsenals of States, the discontinuance of 
their manufacture and the destruction of their stockpiles, together 
with transfer of fissionable materials for use exclusively for peaceful 
purposes.
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T h e  g o v e r n m e n t s  o f  t h e  s t a t e s  p a r t i e s  t o  t h i s  d e c l a r a t i o n ,  
Taking into account that, in spite of the General Assembly resolu

tion adopted unanimously in 1947 condemning all forms of propa
ganda “designed or likely to provoke or encourage any threat to the 
peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression”, a number of States 
openly continue to conduct propaganda for a new war, and the in
citement to war, so far from being halted, is even intensified in the 
press, in broadcasts and in public statements, with a particular pre
ponderance in recent times of appeals for atomic war,

Taking into account also that there exist in the world States with 
different social, economic and political systems, in which different 
ideological outlooks prevail,

Recognizing that close co-operation among States with different 
social systems and ideologies is possible not only in economic, scientific 
and cultural but also in political matters, and that especially clear 
evidence thereof appeared during the Second World War, 

Recognizing also that the development of peaceful co-operation 
among States in all fields accords with the principles of the United 
Nations and meets the vital interests of all the peoples,

Considering that ideological differences ought not to enter into 
relations between States,

Assume an obligation to take the necessary measures to put an end 
to incitement to war and to all forms of war propaganda intended 
or likely to provoke or encourage a threat to the peace, breach of 
the peace, or act of aggression; and

To found their relations with all the countries of the world on the 
principle of peaceful coexistence of States irrespective of their social 
systems, and to take in accordance with this principle appropriate 
measures to prevent ideological conflict from entering into relations 
between States.

The Parties call upon all the other countries of the world to sub
scribe to this Declaration.

204. Communique and Joint Declaration by President 
Eisenhower and the German Chancellor (Adenauer), 
May 28, 1957 1

The President of the United States and the Chancellor of the 
Federal Republic of Germany concluded today the cordial discussions 
they have conducted during the last several days, with the assistance

1 Department of State Bulletin, June 17, 1957, pp. 955-956. See also Berlin 
Declaration of July 29 (post, doc. 214).
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of the Secretary of State and the German Foreign Minister, and 
other advisers.

These discussions permitted a comprehensive exchange of views 
concerning German-United States relations, the European situa
tion, and the world situation. They have served to strengthen still 
further the close understanding and harmony of views already ex
isting between the two governments.

As a result of their talks, the President and the Chancellor have 
issued a Joint Declaration regarding matters of mutual interest.

J o i n t  D e c l a r a t io n  

I.

The President and the Chancellor agreed that the basic aim of the 
policies of their two countries is the maintenance of peace in free
dom. To that end it is the common policy of their governments to 
work for the achievement of conditions in which all nations can live 
in peace and freedom and devote their energies and resources to 
promoting the welfare of their peoples.

They agreed that the realization of these conditions depends upon 
the removal of the causes of tension existing between the Soviet 
Union and the Free World. This tension is mainly attributable to 
the acts and policies of the Soviet Union, among them the depriva
tion of other peoples of their freedom.

The President and the Chancellor noted with great concern the 
consequences of the brutal Soviet intervention in Hungary. The 
continued suppression of the rights of the Hungarian people makes 
it difficult for other nations to accept as genuine the professed Soviet 
desires for peaceful coexistence.

The President and the Chancellor reaffirmed that the ending of 
the unnatural and unjust division of Germany is a major objective 
of the foreign policies of the two governments. Germany must be 
reunited on a free and democratic basis by peaceful means. If the 
Soviet rulers really desire peace and the relaxation of international 
tension, they can give no better proof than to permit the reunification 
of Germany through free elections.

The President and the Chancellor emphasized that the restoration 
of German national unity need give rise to no apprehension on the 
part of the Soviet Union as to its own security. It is not the pur
pose of their governments to gain any one-sided military advantage 
from the reunification of Germany. In conjunction with such re
unification, they stand ready, as stated at the two Geneva confer
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ences of 1955, to enter into European security arrangements which 
would provide far-reaching assurances to the Soviet Union.1

II.
The President and the Chancellor agreed that NATO is essential for 

the protection of the security of the entire free world. They agreed 
that the defensive strength of NATO must be further improved in the 
face of the continuing Soviet threat and the absence of a dependable 
agreement for major reductions of armaments. The German Fed
eral Government will proceed as rapidly as possible with building 
up its agreed contribution to the Western collective defense system.

For the purpose of contributing its fair share to the defense of the 
North Atlantic area, the United States intends to maintain forces 
in Europe, including Germany, as long as the threat to the area exists. 
As the North Atlantic Council agreed at its recent meeting at Bonn,2 
the Atlantic Alliance must be in a position to use all available means 
to meet any attack which might be launched against it. The avail
ability of the most modem weapons of defense will serve to dis
courage any attempt to launch such an attack.

III.

The President and the Chancellor expressed gratification over the 
significant progress made over the last several months toward closer 
economic integration in Europe. The Chancellor expressed his belief 
that the treaties establishing EURATOM and the European Common 
Market, signed at Rome on March 25 of this year,3 constitute a further 
step of historic significance toward European unity. The President

1 In his statement of July 18, 1955, President Eisenhower said: “In the inter
est of enduring peace, our solution should take account of the legitimate security 
interests of all concerned. That is why we insist a united Germany is entitled 
at its choice, to exercise its inherent right of collective self-defense. By the 
same token, we are ready to take account of legitimate security interests of 
the Soviet Union. The Paris agreements contain many provisions which serve 
this purpose. But we are quite ready to consider further reciprocal safeguards 
which are reasonable and practical and compatible with the security of aU 
concerned.” (The Geneva Conference of Heads of Government, July 18-23,1955 
(Department of State publication 6046; 1955), p. 20.) See also the Western 
Foreign Ministers’ proposal of Oct. 27,1955 (ante, doc. 138).

1 See communique of May 7, 1957 (Department of S tate Bulletin, May 27, 1957, 
p. 840).

* Secretariat of the Interim Committee for the Common Market and 
EURATOM (Brussels), Treaty Establishing the European Atomic Energy Com
munity (EURATOM) and Connected Documents and Treaty Establishing the 
European Economic Community and Connected Documents.

514543—60—vol. 2------7
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expressed the great interest of the United States Government and of 
the American people in these treaties and his belief that their entry 
into force will benefit not only the people of Europe, but those of 
the entire world.

IV.
The two governments are in agreement that efforts must be 

pressed in the United Nations to reach agreement on measures for 
disarmament, with respect to both conventional and nuclear weapons, 
under an effective system of international control.

The President and the Chancellor agreed that, if a beginning could 
be made toward effective measures of disarmament, this would create 
a degree of confidence which would facilitate further progress in 
the field of disarmament and in the settlement of outstanding major 
political problems, such as the reunification of Germany.

They agreed that if such initial steps succeed they should be fol
lowed within a reasonable time by a comprehensive disarmament 
agreement which must necessarily presuppose a prior solution of the 
problem of German reunification. Accordingly, the Chancellor ad
vised the President, as he has the French and British Governments, 
that the Federal Republic would consider that the conclusion of an 
initial disarmament agreement might be an appropriate time for a 
conference on the reunification of Germany among the Foreign Min
isters of the four powers responsible therefor. The United States 
will consult with the French and British Governments regarding this 
matter.

The President stressed that any measures for disarmament appli
cable to Europe would be accepted by the United States only with 
the approval of the NATO allies, which he hoped would take a leading 
role in this regard, and taking into account the link between Euro
pean security and German reunification. He assured the Chancellor 
that the United States does not intend to take any action in the fieSd 
of disarmament which would prejudice the reunification of Germany. 
He stated that the United States would consult with the German 
Federal Government closely on all matters affecting Germany arising 
in the disarmament negotiations.
W a s h i n g t o n , D.C.
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205. Soviet Proposal Introduced in the Disarmament 
Subcommittee: Cessation of Atomic and Hydrogen 
Weapons Tests, June 14, 1957 1

1. The Soviet Government, animated by the desire to achieve the 
cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests without delay in 
the interests of all countries and peoples, and having regard to the 
opposition of the Western Powers to the complete cessation of such 
tests, has declared its readiness to agree to the temporary suspension 
of such tests.

The Soviet Government proposes that we should now agree upon 
the immediate cessation of all atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, 
if  only for a period of two or three years. The suspension of tests 
for the period we propose would constitute a practical step towards 
halting the atomic armaments race. Any period shorter than that pro
posed by us for the suspension of tests would have no practical sig
nificance and would do nothing effective to stop the atomic armaments 
race; for it is common knowledge that preparations for the holding of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons tests require a considerable time.

2. Considering that the problem of control over the cessation of 
these tests is now being advanced as the main obstacle to the attain
ment of an agreement on this matter the Soviet Government, with 
a view to removing that obstacle, expresses its agreement to the insti
tution of control over the cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
tests. For this purpose we propose the establishment of an inter
national commission to supervise the fulfilment by States of their 
obligation to cease tests of atomic and hydrogen bombs. That com
mission, as already indicated in the Soviet Government’s proposal of 
10 May 1955,2 should report to the Security Council and the General 
Assembly of the United Nations.

The Soviet Union Government proposes the establishment, on a 
basis of reciprocity, of control posts in the territory of the Soviet 
Union, the United States of America and the United Kingdom and in 
the Pacific Ocean area for the purpose of supervising the fulfilment 
by States of their obligation to cease tests of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons.

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/60, July 29, 1957, in Fourth Report of the Sub-Committee 
of the Disarmament Commission (DC/112), Annex 12.

2 Ante, doc. 112.
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206. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Stassen) to the Disarmament Subcommittee: Re
duction of Conventional Forces, June 20, 1957 1

. . .  I  wish to begin the making of some important statements com
prising expressions of positions and proposals of the United States 
designed to advance our work towards an agreement here on partial 
measures for a first step of disarmament. It will be remembered that 
at our 117th meeting on 27 May I reported officially in the Sub-Com
mittee a fact that had already been made known publicly, namely, 
that considerations had proceeded in the United States Government 
during the recess, and that new decisions had been taken which in 
due course would be presented to the Sub-Committee for considera
tion by the Governments and, subsequently, by the United Nations 
in connexion with the problem which we have before us.

Today, I wish to begin the presentation to the Sub-Committee of 
the results of those new decisions in the United States Government on 
25 May.2 In beginning this presentation I am mindful of the fact 
that on 14 June an important proposal was made in this Sub-Commit
tee by the Soviet representative, Mr. Zorin.3 I have already com
mented on the positive view of the United States delegation towards 
that new Soviet Union proposal of 14 June with regard to nuclear 
testing and, particularly, the inspection of a temporary suspension of 
nuclear testing. The United States Government views this new 
Soviet proposal as a hopeful sign, as a proposal that deserves the 
most earnest and sympathetic study, as a proposal on which we 
should ascertain all the details, and as a proposal of which we take 
serious consideration in our own policy and decisions in the United 
States Government.

It is our view, in accordance with our decisions of 25 May, that the 
conclusion that we reach here on agreement regarding the subject of 
nuclear testing should necessarily have a relationship to certain other 
provisions in an agreement on partial measures for a first step of dis
armament, and I speak today especially of the inter-relationship of 
the appropriate provision that we may agree upon effecting nuclear 
testing and the matter of levels of the armed forces of our States in 
such an agreement on partial measures for a first step.

It is our view also that an agreement reached here should include, 
in addition to a measure affecting nuclear tests, a measure affecting 
the reduction of force levels of the major Powers and, in relation to

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.l/PV. 123, June 20, 1957, pp. 2-11. See also post, docs. 
207 and 212.

1 See New York Times, May 26,1957, p. 1.
* Ante, doc. 205.
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that, of all States that become parties to the treaty that may be 
drafted.

In speaking of force levels I  should like, in keeping with our Gov
ernment’s decisions of 25 May, to address myself in the first instance 
particularly to the force levels of my own country and, in turn, to the 
force levels of the Soviet Union. The United States is prepared— 
without any political preconditions whatsoever, and in relation to an 
agreement for partial measures that includes an appropriate clause 
affecting nuclear tests—to have an appropriate clause or section which 
reduces the force levels of the United States and the Soviet Union to
2.5 million men, this reduction to be carried out in an expeditious man
ner following the effective date of the treaty to be spelled out further 
in our subsequent negotiations. We believe that this reduction should 
be completed within one year.

In beginning this discussion of force levels, let me immediately 
make it clear that there should be no inference of any kind that I am 
saying that a first-step agreement should affect only nuclear tests 
and force levels. There are a number of other very important pro
visions which, according to our Government’s decision of 25 May, 
should be included in such a first-step agreement, but in order that my 
colleagues in the Sub-Committee may understand clearly, I will con
centrate today on force levels in relation to a first-step agreement 
that contains also an appropriate clause affecting nuclear tests.

I advised the Sub-Committee on 27 May that in the course of the 
consideration within our Government we took into account the views 
expressed in the Sub-Committee, the Anglo-French proposals, and 
the proposals of the Soviet Government, particularly those in the 
Soviet document of 30 April 1957.1 I wish to state today that we 
recognize a certain validity in the comment made by the Soviet Gov
ernment in its proposals of 30 April that the Soviet Union has a 
territory much larger than, for example, that of the United States, 
and lengthy frontiers the protection of which requires proportion
ately numerous armed forces.

We are, of course, fully aware of the expanse of the Soviet Union— 
from the Bering Strait area near Alaska across into Europe, and 
from the area of the southern border with the Near East and the 
Indian sub-continent up to the North Pole. So, as I  say, we recognize 
a certain validity in the viewpoint expressed by the Soviet Union on 
force levels; but then we wish to say immediately that we do not ac
cept the following comment in the Soviet document of 30 April. The 
collective security arrangements into which the United States has 
entered—including those with parties located in some instances near 
the Soviet Union and those with parties in continents such as South 
America, that are nowhere near the Soviet Union—are all collective

1 Ante, doc. 203.
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security arrangements into which the United States has entered for 
the purposes of defence, and none of them is to be considered as a 
threat to the USSR or to any State anywhere in the world which 
abides by the Charter of the United Nations.

In this connexion I recall specifically the statement made by Presi
dent Eisenhower at the summit conference in Geneva on 18 July 
1955, when he said:

“The American people want to be friends with the Soviet peoples.
There are no natural differences between our peoples or our nations.
There are no territorial conflicts or commercial rivalries. Histori
cally, our two countries have always been at peace.” 1
Following upon this matter of responding specifically to the com

ment of the Soviet Union document of 30 April relating to collective 
security arrangements, I should like next to comment upon the stra
tegic position of the United States itself in relation to this question 
of force levels. The United States agrees that its territory is smaller 
and its frontiers shorter than those of the Soviet Union, but it be
lieves that note should be taken of the fact that the United States 
has, in other respects, a different strategic position.

Many of the natural resources on which the highly productive 
economy of the United States depends are located in distant areas 
of the world, and the availability of these natural resources and 
their peaceful and steady flow to the United States for the use of 
its industrial economy are very important to the future of the United 
States. Likewise, for defensive reasons and for the purpose of safe
guarding its vital interests, the United States has treaty associations 
in a number of regions, and the defence arrangements in connexion 
with these vital interests and the commitments of the treaties in 
question in fact require in many cases relatively more armed forces 
and armaments than does a security arrangement where natural 
resources and vital interests are within a nation’s border even though 
that border may be very extensive.

Thus, for example, it is well known that the United States cur
rently has certain armed forces in the Republic of Korea or South 
Korea; Korea is a very long distance from the territorial borders of 
the United States. The United States believes that in defence of its 
vital interests, in the maintenance of peace under the United Nations 
and in carrying out its known commitments to other States it is neces
sary for it, in the interests of peace and security, to maintain certain 
armed forces in the Republic of Korea, and because Korea is so far 
away from the United States the maintenance of 1,000 men of the 
United States armed forces in the Republic of Korea requires a very

1 The Geneva Conference of Heads of Government, July 18-28, 1955 (Depart
ment of State pubUcation 6046; 1955), p. 20.
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large number of supporting military personnel which is engaged in 
ensuring the proper care and transmission of the supplies and replace
ments needed by those 1,000 men and in the training of men in the 
United States to make possible rotation in the whole wide range of 
military responsibilities. In various ways this can be seen repeated 
many, many times around the world. So that the shorter borders 
and the smaller territory of the United States are not the exclusive 
basis on which to judge what is a force level that is fair, reasonable 
and equitable for the United States.

Thus, for these and many other reasons, the United States dele
gation cannot agree to any recognition of force levels for the USSR 
which are different from those for the United States; in fact for 
over two years, since 10 May 1955,1 the USSR has been making pro
posals and negotiating on a basis which recognises equal force levels 
for the USSR and the United States. Therefore, reflecting the 
United States Government’s decisions of 25 May, I present a firm 
proposal based on the willingness of the United States to have, within 
the first step, a force level of 2.5 million for the Soviet Union and 
the United States, to which both countries would reduce within a year 
after the effective date of the treaty.

In addition to the discussion of relative force levels in its docu
ment of 30 April 1957, the Soviet Union has expressed a strong in
terest in lower force levels in the second or subsequent stages of a 
disarmament agreement, and has repeated the advocacy of the level 
of 1 to 1.5 million men in what is described as a second stage of the 
implementation of the partial measures. The Soviet document of 30 
April does say that these matters are to be negotiated subsequently. 
There is a statement in its paragraph 2 about the size of further re
ductions in armaments. It states that military budgets could be 
considered at a later stage and that the Government of the Soviet 
Union still proposes that an agreement should be concluded to reduce 
the armed forces of the four Powers to the aforesaid levels in two 
stages. There is also, of course, the inclusion in the Soviet document 
of China which, as is well known, involves political questions, and we 
are speaking of what we are willing to do immediately without any 
political preconditions.

The United States, however, is prepared to consider the further 
reductions beyond a first stage or first step. We are willing, on the 
basis of our Government’s decisions of 25 May, to endeavour to meet 
the Soviet Union half way on this issue. We are not willing to con
template the levels as low as 1 to 1.5 million which are being referred 
to as the goal for later steps within an agreement that might be reached 
for a first step; but we are willing to contemplate levels substantially 
lower than 2.5 million. One of our reasons, of course, is that we do

1 See ante, doc. 112.
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not wish, in a disarmament treaty, simply to come down to lower 
levels. We wish to be able to stay at lower levels; we wish to have 
conditions of peace; we wish to decrease the dangers of war, we wish 
to come, permanently and together, to levels that are lower—and 
substantially lower—than 2.5 million.

We have considered and decided on this kind of a basis for our deci
sions in the United States Government. We do not see how we can 
come down to a level as low as 1 to 1.5 million without prejudicing 
stability and the outlook for a durable peace in the world in the decade 
ahead, because of the kind of considerations of widespread strategic 
concern that I have spelled out in part earlier in my statement this 
afternoon. Therefore, we will not—and this is a firm position— 
include within an agreement on partial measures for a first step 
provisions for later force levels as low as 1 to 1.5 million.

I  am, of course, aware that the United States was a party to pro
posals placed before this Sub-Committee in 1952 which mentioned 
such low levels.1 There were many different circumstances at that 
time: weapons have changed, and the world has changed. We can 
discuss the matter at length, if it seems necessary, during the succeed
ing days in this Sub-Committee; but for immediate purposes it is 
sufficient perhaps if I  say very expressly and clearly, in relation to 
any successful conclusion of our work in the negotiation of an agree
ment on partial measures for a first step, that the United States would 
not contemplate later force levels as low as 1 to 1.5 million. We 
are willing to contemplate levels in two successive stages that are 
substantially lower than 2.5 million. We are willing to contemplate 
reaching such lower levels promptly if the first phase reductions are 
carried through successfully, and taking into proper account progress 
towards the solution of major political issues.

Here we mention the matter of political conditions or world con
ditions affecting political problems. We do this not from the stand
point of impeding the progress of disarmament in any way. Quite 
the contrary; we feel that if political solutions are not attained in due 
and reasonable time efforts at disarmament will fail, preliminary 
agreements will fall apart and endeavours to decrease tensions by 
reaching a first step, after all the careful negotiation of eleven years, 
will come to naught. We do not advance certained detailed political 
conditions as ironclad links to certain specific reductions; we do not 
take an approach that is obstructive or delaying; we take an approach 
which we believe will appeal to all Governments and best serve the 
successful implementation of a first-step agreement and the improve
ment of the prospects of lasting peace and decreased danger of 
nuclear war.

1 Ante, doc. 80.
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We have in mind that through the long centuries of history there 
have been many wars that started with very low force levels on both 
sides, because of the intensity of political problems; then, beginning 
with low force levels, they expanded until the entire manpower of 
both sides was locked in tragic conflict with great loss and devastation 
to mankind. One thing is clear from everything that our scientists 
and our military men tell us and that is that, regardless of how low 
force levels may be, if unfortunately unresolved political problems 
gave rise to the beginnings of conflicts, to the use of force, the devasta
tion would be tragic and the loss on all sides monumental and un
precedented.

Therefore, in beginning the presentation of the new United States 
decision, I  would say in summary that we are prepared to move half
way; we are prepared in succeeding days to negotiate in very specific 
terms on this matter of force levels. We, too, want to see more of our 
young men engaged in the manufacture of goods which are not for 
war or for armaments; we, too, want to see more of our young men 
being able to complete their education without being liable to as much 
military service; we, too, want to see more of our manpower engaged 
in building schools, houses, highways and modern amenities, in the 
expansion of civilian aviation, and in the construction of shipping for 
peaceful purposes; we, too, would like to see more of our men—ac
companied not by military equipment but by their wives and chil
dren—travelling in distant parts of the world as tourists instead of 
as members of military services. So, with the Soviet Union and the 
other Governments, we are prepared to fit together a first step and 
also to negotiate the way in which lower levels would be attained in 
successive progress of a sound agreement for disarmament.

I appreciate my colleagues’ willingness to permit me to begin this 
discussion. I am aware that it has been somewhat delayed, and I  
have reported that we have been in rather extensive consultations. 
These consultations could be broadly characterized as successful. 
They have improved the prospects that if we here reached agreement 
there would be many other States which would join, in an appropriate 
manner, in a first step.

I  regret that I have spoken at such length. I hope that represent
atives will not object if at subsequent meetings I give further rather 
full statements on successive points, with the detail in each instance 
explained with increasing precision, because my Government is con
vinced that the more the Governments represented here and those 
outside the Sub-Committee thoroughly understand the motivations, 
the details and the flexibility of the United States position the brighter 
will be the prospects for a successful conclusion to our work.
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207. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Stassen) to the Disarmament Subcommittee: Re
duction of Conventional Forces, June 25, 1957 1

I should like this afternoon to continue the presentation of the 
United States proposals which reflect the positive attitude of my 
Government in its firm decision to move towards an agreement for 
partial measures in a first step of disarmament. At our 123rd meet
ing I began to discuss the matter of force levels in connexion with a 
disarmament agreement, and there was a request for the stating of con
crete force levels in this area below 2.5 million but not so low as 1 to 1.5 
million.2 Today I state the concrete figures for the United States 
and the Soviet Union of 2.1 million for the second stage and 1.7 
million for the third stage, within the context of my discussion of 
this matter at the 123rd meeting, and in accordance with the outline 
I will give in more detail at this meeting.

These figures presuppose that the United Kingdom and France, 
through their representatives in the Sub-Committee, may state such 
levels as they feel are appropriate for our consideration in turn in 
relation to such a programme, and we invite the comment of all the 
members of the Sub-Committee and their response to this presentation. 
We will, for our part, be prepared to respond to such comment as the 
representatives of the United Kingdom and France may make3 upon 
what they would wish to have us consider for their force levels in 
relation to the force levels which I now discuss, and in the context 
of the presentation at the 123rd meeting.

It is my hope that this proposal of the United States Government 
will advance us further towards agreement. The United States 
makes this proposal on condition that the first reduction of armed 
forces under a partial agreement is carried through successfully to 
the level of 2.5 million, that the partial inspection in relation to the 
first-step agreement is satisfactorily implemented and that the essen
tial States have adhered to the treaty. The United States delegation 
will be prepared to negotiate for these further reductions in armed 
forces and in armaments. The United States delegation views favour
ably the possibility of a second reduction under such circumstances to

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.124, June 25, 1957, pp. 2-5. See also Mr. Zorin’s 
statement of July 19,1957 (post, doc. 212).

2 Ante, doc. 206.
8 Immediately after Mr. Stassen’s statement, M. Moch and Mr. Lloyd announced 

that France and the United Kingdom would accept the following force levels: 
First stage, 750,000 men; second stage, 700,000 men; and third stage, 650,000 
men. See U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.124, June 25, 1957, pp. 6-9.
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not fewer than 2.1 million men, and, if this in turn is executed suc
cessfully and the inspection expanded satisfactorily, it is the hope of 
the United States delegation that further reductions in armed forces 
might be negotiated to a level not below 1.7 million. Reductions in 
armaments would be made correspondingly, and we look to the 
representatives of the United Kingdom and France to express the 
levels to which we should give consideration for those States in 
relation to the levels that we are presenting from the standpoint of 
the United States and, in turn, in balance with the ̂ Soviet Union.

The legitimate security requirements of the nations concerned 
would, in our view, be taken fully into account in the light of re
sponsibilities of individual and collective self-defence and in the light 
of the political and military situation existing at the time. This 
decision to state these additional and lower levels in concrete terms 
is a decision taken by the United States Government on 25 May as 
a part of a very thorough consideration of this entire matter. It is 
a firm decision. The members of the Sub-Committee will be aware 
that since the meetings of the Sub-Committee in August [September] 
1955, when the United States placed a reservation upon the older 
force levels,1 the United States has declined to mention any figure 
below 2.5 million. We do feel that there is increased possibility 
that we are moving towards a first-step agreement. Therefore, the 
decision has been made to state these lower levels.

We took this decision in keeping with all other decisions we have 
taken in this matter, in the belief that advancing it and implementing 
it would improve the prospects of a lasting peace. We do believe 
that if reduction to these levels were carried out reciprocally, and if 
the necessary inspection that would be worked out to go with them were 
fulfilled—taking into account progress towards the solution of major 
political issues and satisfactory progress in fulfilment of the agree
ment—the outlook for the prevention of a third major war would 
be bright.

We consider that, if these reduced levels were moved upon in parallel 
and respected by both sides, at each point as we moved down to the
2.5 million and, in the conditions stated, to 2.1 million and then to 
1.7 million, both sides would have the capability of defending their 
respective vital interest of safeguarding against the dangers of the 
initiation of war. We are aware that it is not only we who look 
for the careful safeguarding of our national security and the ful
filment of our commitments, but that those in other States have the 
same concern and must analyse these matters as they affect their

1 Ante, doc. 132.
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national security, their commitments, their outlook and their vital 
interests.

Obviously, if  we successfully put together the first step and im
plement it, and then move on beyond that as we feel that there is 
an enhanced opportunity of further progress, then this would mean 
that greater economic resources in all States would be available for 
peaceful purposes and for constructive accomplishments. It would 
mean that there would be a better outlook for enhanced standards 
of living for peoples throughout the world. It would mean that there 
would be a better prospect for lessened tensions, and, because of that 
improved climate, a greater likelihood and more attractive circum
stances for the solution of some of the very difficult political problems 
with which the world is now concerned and has been concerned during 
recent years.

I  may have some further comment to make before today’s meeting 
ends, and of course I anticipate going in succeeding days into the 
matter of armaments and budgets and then other related provisions 
of a proposed first-step agreement. I restate what I said at the 
123rd meeting, namely, that we hold the view that an appropriate 
clause affecting nuclear testing should be included in such a first-step 
agreement. I would prefer today not to take up the Soviet proposal 
of 14 June1 or the earlier comments on this subject in the Soviet 
document of 30 April,2 or those in the Anglo-French proposals and 
the earlier United States proposals regarding nuclear testing. For 
today I  would, rather, simply state that we continue to hold the 
view that an appropriate clause regarding nuclear testing should 
be included in a first-step agreement, and also to state again that 
the fact that we are concentrating in these two meetings—the 
123rd and the 124th—on force levels and nuclear testing does not mean 
that these two alone are adequate in our view. Quite the contrary. 
There are other measures that we continue to hold are necessary to 
consummate a desirable first-step agreement. But I think that, in 
the interests of the orderly and thorough presentation of these mat
ters, the extent of the statement I have made now represents the best 
way of proceeding for the present.

1 Ante, doc. 205.
* Ante, doc. 203.
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208. Remarks by Secretary of State Dulles, July 2, 
19571

Q. . . . Can you have disarmament without including Bed Chmaf
A. Yes, I think one can have a disarmament agreement without 

including Red China. Of course, if  it were not possible to have it 
without including Red China, then it might be possible to have under
takings from Red China. We already have such undertakings in the 
form of agreements to limit armament and agreements for inspection, 
in relation to both North Korea2 and Viet-Nam 3 and that does not 
involve any diplomatic recognition.

Q. Those are military arrangements, Mr, Secretary. What would 
be the consideration in the case of stoppage of nuclear production 
within an agreement by cou/ntries which are not nuclear powers to 
avoid obtaining nuclear weapons if Red China was not includedt 
Would the assumption of the United States be that Red China would 
vol/u/ntarUy abide by such an agreement?

A. Our assumption, I  think, would be that it is extremely unlikely 
that the Chinese Communist regime would get assistance in that area 
from the Soviet Union and, indeed, the provisions of the disarma
ment agreement would probably preclude that. Of course, that 
doesn’t of itself mean that they would be lived up to, but probably 
evasions of that sort, violations of that sort would become known and 
if  they became known, if they happened and became known, then 
that would be an occasion for calling off the whole agreement. It 
is quite possible, you see, to have an agreement which stands on cer
tain presuppositions. Some of those presuppositions might relate 
to Communist China without it being a party to the agreement. Then 
if those presuppositions proved unfounded the agreement would be 
called off. It might very well be that pressure of that sort, particu
larly from the Soviet Union, if it wanted the agreements to continue

1 Department of State press release 405, July 2, 1957. On Feb. 23, 1959, 
Assistant Secretary of State Robertson stated to the Senate Subcommittee on 
Disarmament: “. . . if it were possible to establish a sound workable system 
for controlling armaments or nuclear tests or surprise attacks—a system that 
truly protected our national security—then, of course, I believe Red China should 
be included. But I would lay great stress on the words ‘sound, workable system/ 
because of the experience which we have had in the Far East in the last decade 
not only in dealing with Red China’s repeatedly broken promises but, more 
pertinently, with the Communists* methods of undermining the work of control 
commissions established in Korea and in Indochina.” He added that “bringing 
the Chinese Communists into more direct participation in arms control dis
cussions” would be used by them to “try to increase their political stature” and 
that their participation in a disarmament treaty without adequate controls and 
protective measures would add to their political stature without reducing “the 
strategic requirements of other countries in the area” (Disarmament and For- 
eignt Policy: Hearings, pt. 2, pp. 379, 381).

2 For the text of the Korean armistice agreement, see American Foreign Policy, 
1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 724-750.

8 For the texts of the Vietnamese cease-fire agreement and related documents, 
see ibid., pp. 750-788.
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in force, would have the result that the Chinese Communists would, 
in fact, conform without being a party to the agreement.

Q. Mr. Secretary, is it your view that the Chinese Communists 
unaided cannot 'produce atomic-hydrogen weapons? Is that correct?

A. I doubt very much whether they would go into that production 
on their own. I don’t say that it could not be done, but it would be 
a very expensive operation; it would be an operation which probably 
could not be done without detection and, as I say, the terms of our 
arrangement could be such, probably would be such, that if it was 
found that that was going on, then our restraints could be shed.

Q. Mr. Secretary, is it not our assumption that in a cut-off produc
tion agreement, there would be an effective inspection system in the 
three present nuclear powers and that for other countries the peaceful 
agencies would amount to an inspection system to prevent the develop
ment of weapons? If that is correct, then we would have, if this 
worked out, an inspection system for all the countries of the world, 
with the exception of the Chinese Communists and those European 
satellites that we don't recognize. Is that sufficient? Do we consider 
that sufficiently adequate?

A. I think we believe that a system can be devised, without neces
sarily the Chinese Communist regime being a contractual party to it, 
which would state certain terms and conditions, and certain pre
suppositions, certain assumptions as regards countries which were 
not parties. And, of course, it is not only Communist China which 
may not be a party, but there are probably quite a few other coun
tries that won’t be parties. We can’t make an agreement here which 
is contingent upon every nation of the world being a party to it. And 
you can say that to that extent there is always a risk that somebody 
might engage in this business of making atomic weapons. But the 
arrangement would have to be of such character that in the first place 
that probably could be detected, which I think can be made the case 
even without contractual arrangements for inspection, and also that 
if that happened then the limitations which other countries had as
sumed could, if they desired, be shed.

209. Western Statement in the Disarmament Subcom
mittee on Nuclear Test Suspension, July 2, 1957 1

The delegations of Canada, France, the United Kingdom and 
the United States welcome the acceptance by the delegation of the

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/59, July 2, 1957, in Fourth Report of the Sub-Committee 
of the Disarmament Commission (DC/112), Annex 11.
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Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of the requirement of inspec
tion posts with appropriate scientific instruments, equipment, and 
facilities, to be set up for the purposes of control and detection of 
nuclear testing.1 This is an essential requirement which the four 
delegations had long proposed and upon which they had insisted. 
They note that the Soviet Union proposes that these inspection posts 
should be located within the territories of the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics, the United States, the United Kingdom and Pacific 
Ocean areas.

Soviet acceptance of this principle now brings within the realm 
of possibility a temporary suspension of nuclear testing as part of an 
agreement for a first step in disarmament. This temporary cessa
tion would be subject, of course, to precise agreement on its duration 
and timing, on the installation and location (with, of course, the con
sent of the countries concerned) of the necessary controls, includ
ing inspection posts, and on its relationship to other provisions of a 
first stage agreement. These provisions would include the first steps 
to halt the growth of armaments and to reverse the trend by initial 
reductions in armed forces and designated armaments, with the neces
sary initial measures of inspection, and the cessation of production 
of fissionable materials for weapons purposes under conditions to be 
agreed.

The four delegations propose that a group of experts under the 
direction of the five delegations meet o n ................ (date) 2 to pro
ceed with the design of the inspection system to verify the suspen
sion of testing and that the Chairmen of the five delegations proceed 
with the consideration of the necessary relationship of this provision 
for the temporary suspension of nuclear testing to the other provisions 
of the first stage disarmament agreement.

210. Statement by the French Representative (Moch) 
to the Disarmament Subcommittee: Control of 
Nuclear Production, July 5, 1957 3

I should like to revert to the cut-off of the production of fission
able materials for military purposes. This is a matter to which 
France attaches great importance and which, to judge by the ob
jections that have been raised, hinges upon the other problem of 
controlling the cut-off, that is the use of future production of fission
able materials for peaceful purposes only.

1 See ante, doc. 205.
3 Date left blank in original.
8 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.131, July 5, 1957, pp. 2-15. Cf. Dr. English’s state

ment of Mar. 12,1958 (post, doc. 246).
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It is of this control that I  wish to speak today. I shall try to show 
that it would be relatively simple and inexpensive to set up. I  shall 
do so, not as an expert in such matters, but simply as a man who has 
discussed these problems with experts and whose training enables 
him—or so at least he believes—to understand the explanations he 
has received. The facts and figures which I am going to contribute 
to our discussion in no way represent final or official conclusions, but 
reasonably reliable data which should be examined, re-studied and 
discussed by a group of experts from our five countries. I therefore 
quote them simply to give our delegations food for reflection, without 
guaranteeing their complete accuracy.

With that end in view, and leaving technical considerations aside, 
I should like to indicate:

(1) where this control should be set up and what operations it 
would comprise;

(2) what degree of accuracy it may be expected to attain;
(3) approximately what staff it would require;
(4) approximately how much it would cost.
I  would emphasize that this is of course simply intended as a fairly 

general outline, on which further research and study will be needed. 
It will, however, be sufficient to demonstrate this important political 
fact: that control will in no way hamper the economic life of States, 
or infringe their sovereignty, while its cost will remain negligible, if  
set against the tranquillity it will bestow on the whole world.

The insurance premium would be so low that the operation, as we 
conceive it, would more than repay its costs for the whole of mankind.

First of all, however, I  crave your indulgence for a re-statement of 
a few ideas with which you are quite familiar but to which I shall 
have to refer.

The active materials used in reactors—leaving aside moderators 
and heat-exchangers—are of two kinds: the fissionable materials, also 
used in bombs, which initiate chain reactions, and the breeding ma
terials which are used only in reactors, where in their turn they are 
partly converted into fissionable materials.

At present three kinds of fissionable material are used, either as 
the explosive charge of atomic weapons or as the detonators of ther
monuclear weapons. Only one of these—uranium 235—exists in 
nature, in intimate association with uranium 238, and in the very 
small proportion of 7/1,000. The two others—plutonium 239 and 
uranium 233—are produced artificially in reactor rods from uranium 
238 and thorium 232 respectively, the two breeding materials I  men
tioned, large quantities of which exist in nature.

The three fissionable materials must be of a fairly high degree of
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purity in order to be used in weapons, whereas high concentrations 
are by no means essential in high-capacity reactors.

For the purposes of discussion, let us work on the rough assumption 
that a concentration of over 80 per cent is reasonable for the former 
type of operation of under 30 per cent for the latter.

The existence of this margin between the maximum degree of purity 
required for peaceful purposes and the minimum degree of purity 
required for military purposes explains why there is no immediate 
danger of fissionable materials being put to military use unless they 
are available in purified form. All control of the cut-off of manu
facture for military purposes and of use for peaceful purposes only is 
based on the principle of keeping close track of these materials 
through recording the changes they undergo in nuclear industry.

It is, however, equally obvious that this control need not be very 
strict unless the products are in pure or easily separable form. It 
could be considerably relaxed wherever they are mixed with other 
isotopes. This is an important point, for it means that control can 
be much lighter in most industries where the fissionable materials are 
not nearly pure enough for military use and are associated with 
isotopes.

So expressed, however, this first point needs qualification. A dis
tinction must, in fact, be drawn between uranium 235 and the two 
other fissionable materials. It has been said that uranium 235 occurs 
in nature in the proportion of 7/1,000 of natural uranium. The two 
forms of uranium are separated in huge “isotope-separation” plants 
by various methods which are all highly complex. The most usual 
method requires several thousand pumps made of special metals and 
several thousand barriers, and uses a great deal of power. It is worth 
recalling that to extract one kilogramme of pure uranium 235—a very 
small quantity for military purposes—takes about one million kwh, 
and that as much current is needed to make the charge of a small 
bomb as a town of over 10,000 inhabitants would use in a year.

Thus it is difficult to imagine that such operations could be carried 
out secretly. The diversion to military purposes of natural uranium 
slightly enriched with uranium 235, as supplied to some reactors, 
would therefore not be immediately dangerous. Consequently a 
limited control will serve for this type of material, and can be es
tablished without difficulty and without hampering industries.

On the other hand the other two fissionable materials, which do not 
exist in nature, are chemically different from the breeding material 
which is placed in reactors with them. It is comparatively easy to 
separate the two products and to recover one of them, which is fis
sionable material in an almost pure state—in other words in a state

514543—60—vol. %----- 8
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in which it can be used for military purposes. In this case stricter 
control is required.

I apologize for these introductory remarks, and now turn to the 
first point of my analysis: the establishments which should be subject 
to control.

These are of three kinds: the plants producing reactor fuel, the 
reactors themselves, and the plants where fissionable substances are 
extracted.

I will begin with the first stage, fuel manufacture. Every fuel 
contains a proportion, quite small, of fissionable substances and a 
much larger proportion of breeder substances. The proportion of 
the former is 0.7 per cent in French and United Kingdom reactors 
using natural uranium, and will, I understand, be about 2 per cent in 
future large power stations modelled on that of the USSR Academy 
of Sciences.

Fuel elements are manufactured in plants using the techniques of 
metallurgy, ceramics, metal-part machining and the like. The process 
involves a long series of operations and hence much handling, so that 
control is difficult.

Though some of the substances used are extremely poisonous (the 
thousandth part of a milligramme of plutonium dust will cause death 
if ingested orally), their radiations have very low penetration: they 
are thus comparatively easy to approach but comparatively difficult to 
detect. To prevent, for example, plutonium or uranium 235 from be
ing diverted to military use, the inspectors of these plants must have 
access to certain “key points”, especially those where fissionable ma
terials enter the plant and processed fuel elements and the various 
kinds of waste leave it.

They must have power to take samples and make analyses. It will 
probably be difficult to prevent them from learning the processes of 
manufacture, and in return they will have to be bound to observe 
secrecy and respect industrial property rights. Happily, however, 
this control can be considerably relaxed in a plant which, as is most 
usual nowadays, produces only natural or slightly-enriched uranium 
fuel, as do the standard Soviet, United Kingdom and French plants.

The second stage of control is that carried out in the reactors. Con
trary to what might be imagined, this important stage is also the 
easiest.

To illustrate my point, I should like to compare a reactor to a kind 
of safe which is difficult to open because of the radiation it emits.

During periods of normal functioning, the control organization 
will have no operations to supervise. It will merely have to be in a 
position to check the number and quality of fuel rods introduced at 
the start and then, at each opening of the safe, the extraction of ir
radiated rods and their replacement. It will certainly also have to
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know the general arrangement of the rods inside the reactor and the 
chief nuclear properties of the latter. It will have the right to ask for 
the reactor’s “log book” in order to follow its operations.

These data will suffice to enable experts to calculate the scale on 
which fissionable products are being both burnt and generated. They 
will, for example, ascertain that the first of our reactors at Marcoule, 
in the south of France, absorbed a certain quantity of uranium 235 
and generated a certain quantity of plutonium 239 in a year. But 
the figures obtained will be only approximate. In order to draw up 
a more accurate balance sheet of fissionable products leaving the re
actor, the control of irradiated elements will have to be continued into 
a third stage, that of chemical processing.

In this third stage I include plants of two different types: those 
which extract fissionable products from irradiated fuel elements, and 
those which separate uranium 235 from ordinary uranium.

The former use highly radioactive elements which can only be 
treated behind thick concrete walls. The fissionable products to be 
controlled (plutonium 239 and uranium 233) are absolutely unap
proachable except at the final stage of purification. Control is there
fore simple, provided that the inspector knows the factory well 
enough to be sure that it has no concealed exits by which compounds 
of fissionable material could be smuggled out in solution. Inspection 
would thus be a matter of maintaining, through analyses, balance- 
sheets of the fissionable materials at the various entrances and exits 
of the concrete shield enveloping the plant, and controlling, among 
other things, the output of radioactive waste. Thus the inspectors 
will know the recovered quantities of plutonium 239 and uranium 
233—which, though secondary fissionable materials, are high-quality 
explosives.

Plants for the isotopic separation of uranium 235 are the second 
kind to be controlled at this stage. We know that each of them covers 
several square miles. Diffusion plants use a series of thousands of 
pumps and at the start handle large masses of ordinary uranium, the 
bulk of which decreases as the purity grows. In other words, the 
initial stages of purification are much more extensive in area and 
volume than the later stages. But the product of the initial stages 
has no military value. Only the later and more restricted stages have 
to be supervised closely. Thus, for example, a factory purifying 
uranium to a few per cent only needs nothing more than a light and 
purely statistical control.

These three types of control are linked, and that link is what makes 
the control operations secure.

In fact, atomic energy for peaceful purposes could not possibly be 
developed on a large scale without the re-use as nuclear fuel of fission
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able materials extracted from plants processing irradiated fuels or 
from isotope-separation plants. We in this Sub-Committee have to 
make a choice either in mankind’s favour or against i t : either to re
use the plutonium and uranium 233 extracted from irradiated rods, 
or the uranium 235 separated from natural uranium, in power genera
tors which will steadily increase in number and capacity, or to stock
pile these materials and hand them over to the military to put in 
bombs and rockets.

In the former hypothesis—the only one with which I am now con
cerned—we set in motion a chain of events such that the control 
operations at the three stages control one another: the material bal
ance-sheets at the outset of each operation have to correspond to the 
material balance-sheets at the end of the preceding one. The mate
rials which have left the processing plants are met again at the intake 
points of the reactors. The over-all accuracy attainable by the cen
tral technical control organization is greater than the accuracy at
tained during any one operation. The general balance-sheet for one 
country or for the whole world is more accurate than any of the 
partial balance-sheets.

I  now come to a second series of observations which, in common 
with the third series, will be briefer than the first.

What degree of accuracy can these operations be expected to 
achieve?

In the words of an old saw which applies most aptly to control, 
nothing is perfect in this world. We shall never set up a form of 
control which will give 100 per cent coverage of all the use made of 
fissionable materials on the surface of the globe. On the other hand, 
the experts I have consulted consider that it is easy to achieve an 
over-all accuracy within 10 per cent—in other words to keep track of 
90 per cent of all material—and that it is possible to do much better 
than this by making the necessary effort. It is like the speed of a ship: 
my United States and United Kingdom colleagues know the saying 
that the last knot burns as much oil as all the others put together. 
The same applies to control.

French experts take the view that with a well-planned control 
organization it should be possible, without great difficulty or excessive 
expense, to reduce the margin of error in these balance-sheets to 3 
per cent, and that even this figure is not an impassable barrier. This, 
if true, means that for a fraudulent State to have any chance of hid
ing from control sufficient uranium 235 to fill a bomb, its plants would 
have to process 200,000 kg of natural uranium. It would probably feel 
that, if I may so express it, the game was not worth the candle.

Let us assume, pending more complete study by our experts, that 
this 3 per cent margin of error is correct; and let us try to estimate
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how large a control staff would be required. I will begin the third 
part of my statement by repeating that the figures I am going to give 
are only approximate. They will have to be discussed and narrowed 
down by experts. I  quote them merely to show that the control I  have 
■described is feasible; for even if my figures are wrong by a factor of 
two or three, the operation will still be easy and highly profitable. 
I would add that they are averages which may vary considerably 
according to the calibre of the staff and the types of fuel used.

Subject to these specific reservations, French atomic scientists en
visage the necessary teams being made up roughly as follows:

(1) For each high-capacity reactor: a maximum of six to eight 
inspectors, two or three of whom would be qualified to undertake 
sampling and control measures, while the functions of the remainder 
would be confined to maintaining a permanent guard around the 
reactor and perhaps to assisting with health protection measures in 
their free time, which would be abundant.

(2) For each large irradiated fuel processing plant serving some 
dozen high-capacity reactors and for each isotope separation plant: 
twenty to thirty inspectors, of whom a third would be technicians, 
while two thirds would be guards;

(3) For fuel manufacturing plants: the number would vary ac
cording to the nature of the operations and the degree of mechaniza
tion of the installation concerned—perhaps some twenty inspectors 
and guards.

These basic figures, which are advanced tentatively, will give some 
idea of the size of the control branch responsible for verifying the 
cut-off of the production of fissionable materials for military purposes.

At the present time high-capacity reactors and plants of the types 
I have mentioned exist in only four countries, all of which are rep
resented around this table: the United Kingdom, the United States, 
the USSR and France. By the end of 1958 the world will still only 
Tiave some fifty really high-capacity reactors, a score of large-scale 
isotope separation or irradiated rod processing installations and a 
score of large plants producing fuel elements.

If we adopt for the teams the maxima I have quoted, the fifty re
actors will require a total of 400 inspectors and guards, and the forty 
plants about 1,000; this makes 1,400 persons in all.

Let us add to this three or four large international analytical and 
verifying laboratories serving the international control organization 
at various points on the main continents, each employing 50 to 100 
technicians and chemists. Let us add, further, the central administra
tive departments, clerk-storemen, secretaries and the like, who we 
may assume will number some 500 in all. It must be borne in mind 
that this is an international organization, i.e. an institution with a
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large headquarters staff. This gives us an over-all maximum of 
2,300 employees for this essential world service.

I even wish to allow a margin for error. I shall allow for an error 
of up to one-third, which will raise the initial figure for the total staff 
from 2,300 to 3,000 for the whole world.

I shall be told that this will hold good only at the start and that the 
control organization will expand in proportion to the number of re
actors brought into operation. Doubtless this is true; but how much 
will it expand ? It will be of interest to consider this.

For every new 100,000 kilowatt reactor, in other words every re
actor of greater capacity than those now in existence, the staff will 
have to be increased by a mere dozen persons, six or eight around the 
reactor and the remainder in the plants—each of which will serve 
some ten reactors—to provide control within a margin of error of 
3 per cent. This is a small number, and it will be even smaller if, 
as seems probable, the unit capacity of reactors increases greatly in 
the future.

What will such a control system cost ?
At the outset the pay of the 3,000 employees, at international rates, 

will account for a total expenditure of about 15 million dollars a yean 
At a very liberal estimate, let us add a similar amount for the perma
nent installations—the laboratories etc. This means that initially the 
cost of control will be some 30 million dollars. Now the military 
expenditure of the five States represented here amounts to some 60 
thousand million dollars a year. Hence the cost of this particular 
control system will not exceed 0.05 per cent, I repeat, 5/10,000, of that 
figure—or, to use Mr. Zorin’s yardstick, 0.5 per cent of a possible 10 
per cent reduction of military appropriations. I want to stress this 
point. I f we decided tomorrow to reduce all our military appropria
tions by 10 per cent, this control system would offset only 0.5 per cent 
of that reduction—a truly negligible percentage.

Later on the cost of control will increase, but less rapidly than the 
amount of power produced by the reactors, for the overheads of the 
central departments and laboratories will remain fairly constant. Let 
us take a hypothetical case. A new 100,000-kw reactor is brought 
into operation in a given country; it will generate 700 million kwh 
of power a year. Let us assume that the generally recognized price 
of ten thousandths of a dollar will be paid for this power: the turnover 
of this reactor at the production end—not at the distribution end, 
where it is much larger—will be some 7 million dollars, and the addi
tional cost of control will be the wages of a dozen persons, some
60,000 dollars—less than 1 per cent of the production turnover.

There are two points I wish to make briefly in conclusion.
First, everything I have said is based on the assumption that States 

will declare their nuclear installations, and not on the assumption
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that the control organization will have the additional task of 
detecting clandestine installations. This is an entirely different and. 
very complex problem, which I shall not touch on in this context. It 
requires different methods, particularly aerial inspection. It will per
haps be decided that, at the outset, as a first nuclear stage, control will 
be confined to declared installations. At all events I have dealt today 
only with this aspect of the matter.

Second, the method of control I have proposed has no meaning ex
cept on the assumption that purified fissionable materials constitute 
the essential ingredient of nuclear weapons, both hydrogen and atomic. 
This is the case today. We all know, however, that in all our coun
tries, and perhaps in others research is now in progress on controlled 
fusion, research with a view to evolving fusion, as distinct from 
fission, reactors. The research being done on these lines in the Soviet 
Union, the United States and the United Kingdom is extremely im
portant, because only limited quantities of uranium and thorium exist, 
whereas the light elements are available in unlimited quantities. 
Sooner or later, controlled fusion will take the place of controlled 
fission and will provide man with superabundant power at low cost.

This research, however, may also reveal methods of detonating 
H-bombs without the need to explode a mass of fissionable materials. 
Under present world conditions such a discovery might well rule out 
all possibility of controlling the cut-off of the production of fissionable 
materials for military purposes, because the new explosive materials 
and detonators might be producible by comparatively routine methods 
employing substantially fewer resources than are required for the 
production of fissionable ipaterials.

We should then have passed the “point of no return”, as we already 
have today in the case of production effected before the installation 
of control. Control ovefc future production, which at present is still 
feasible, would in its turn become impossible, and the world would 
have moved farther along the road to catastrophe.

It is thus imperative that men should be weaned from the habit of 
manufacturing such weapons, before they are able to do so without 
any effective control. This is another reason why the production of 
fissionable materials for military purposes should be ended when test 
explosions are suspended, as France is requesting.

To sum up: I have, I think, just shown that manufacture for mili
tary purposes can be cut off under effective control which would not 
interfere with the economic life or the sovereignty of States, which 
at the outset would not employ 3,000 persons throughout the world, 
including all central departments, and which would not cost 3 per 
cent of the value of the power produced, a percentage which would 
in any case fall rapidly as the number of high capacity reactors in
creased. What peace-loving Government would refuse to pay such a
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small premium for insurance against an unprecedented catastrophe, 
and to free mankind from the threat inherent in the nuclear arma
ments race—a threat infinitely more formidable than the hazards of 
nuclear explosions? I hope with all my heart that my arguments 
have convinced you all.

211. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Dulles, July 16, 1957 1

Q. Mr. Secretary, we seem to get contradictory reports commg out 
of London and Paris, and from our own delegations in London at 
the disarmament conference. Could you give us your assessment a/nd 
possibly explain why there is more optimism on our side than there 
is out of Paris and London?

A. I  understand that there are reports which—from British sources 
at least, perhaps French—are somewhat pessimistic. I do not myself 
have any view in terms of whether or not there is likely to be a re
sult. The problems ahead are immense, terribly complicated. After 
you reach an agreement in principle, the problem of translating that 
principle into something that is detailed and workable presents tre
mendous difficulties, and we have not even approached those yet. I  
think it would be very premature to have come to any conclusion as 
to whether there is likely to be a success or a failure. I think all we 
can do is to keep pushing ahead as resourcefully, as determinately as 
we can to try to get a result. So far thejte have not emerged any 
absolute obstructions to progress. And as'- long as there is not an 
absolute obstruction to progress, we keep working ahead.

Q. Do you favor a recess then, sir, at some time, say August 1, as 
has been discussed, until fall, or do you favor continued negotiations?

A. Well, I don’t favor a recess merely as a way of suspending 
work. There are times when a recess helps to make progress because 
it enables the delegations to reassess the situation with their gov
ernments. We had such a recess, I think, over Easter when there 
was a review of the situation here; and it is possible, for example, 
that after the American proposals have been fully explained and put 
forward—it is possible that the Soviet delegation might want to 
recess in order to go back and study the situation. I f they did, then 
a recess would be constructive. But to recess merely because we are 
tired or people want a holiday I don’t think is an adequate reason 
or, least of all, because they are discouraged as to the possibility of

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Aug. 5,1957, pp. 230-234.
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progress. There is no discouragement now present or demonstrated 
which justifies just suspending work.

Q. From owr standpoint then, sir, unless the Soviets request the 
recess, for the reason you have mentioned, we are prepared to con
tinue more or less indefinitely. Is that correct?

A. That’s correct.
Q. Mr. Secretary, why are the American proposals being presented 

in such a long time instead of a package?
A. Because the American proposals involve in certain aspects quite 

a few of our allies, and because we do not feel in a position to lay 
down proposals to the Russians which involve our allies without hav
ing fully explored them first with our allies.

Now the Soviet Union is in a different position: It can take posi
tions which involve East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
and the like. It doesn’t have to consult them at all. It can decide 
what it wants knowing that it can impose its views upon them. They 
don’t have to be brought into consultations.

But when we deal with problems which involve the future use of 
fissionable material, the possibility of a European zone of inspection— 
all of that involves, very deeply, our allies. It is important that we 
explain the matter fully to them, that we take account of their views, 
and this is not a quick process.

Our own position in its present form was only arrived at after a 
good many weeks of intensive study by ourselves. It was arrived 
at only last spring. And the problem of keeping our allies fully in
formed, being assured what we did had their concurrence and support, 
that is nothing that we can shortcut with deference to the inde
pendent sovereign position of our allies.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in referring to the ability of the Soviet Union to 
impose its views on the satellites, you left out Red China. Do you 
think, sir, that the Soviet Union could impose its views in the question 
of disarmament upon Red Chi/na?

A. Well, that is a difficult question to answer categorically. I  
certainly think that Red China has a greater degree of independence 
than the European satellites. On the other hand, when it comes to 
matters of armament, the dependence of China upon Soviet Russia is 
so nearly complete that I  would doubt very much if in that area 
Red China would try to take a different position from that of the 
Soviet Union.

Q. Mr. Secretary, it has been reported that as part of yowr dis
armament proposal you have indicated to the other nations that, if
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they do not proceed with atomic weapons development, this country 
will consider revising the Atomic Energy Act and making more 
fissionable material and even weapons available to the allies. Could 
you comment on that, sir?

A. That is an aspect of the matter which has been considered, and 
no definitive conclusions have been reached. Certain things are 
quite clear. We do not intend that atomic weapons shall not continue 
in existence, because the unanimous report of the scientists, including 
the report of the Soviet Union itself which is contained in its May 
1955 proposal,1 makes it perfectly clear that, as far as existing stocks 
of fissionable material are concerned, there can be no assurance that 
they can be accounted for or that surreptitious use may not be made 
in weapons form of existing fissionable material.

Therefore we have had to come to the conclusion that, as far as 
existing fissionable material is concerned, we cannot safely ourselves 
deny its use for weapons purposes because we cannot get any assurance 
that others will do the same. Therefore we predicate our proposals on 
the assumption that there will continue to be the use of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes at least to the extent that that has 
occurred up to the cutoff date that we propose.

Now, if that is to be the case, we do not ourselves want to be in a 
position where our allies are wholly dependent upon us. We don’t 
think that is a healthy relationship. Therefore we are studying ways 
whereby, through perhaps a NATO stockpile of weapons and various 
arrangements of that sort, there can be assurances to our allies that, 
if they are attacked, if war comes, they will not then be in the position 
of suppliants, as far as we are concerned, for the use of atomic weap
ons. Now that may or may not require some amendment of the act. 
Quite possibly it would. But we do not think that we are far enough 
along in that path to make it worth while to come to any definitive 
program of that sort. So far the Soviet Union seems to be unwilling 
to accept the idea of a fissionable cutoff at all, and of course, if they 
don’t accept it, then the problem becomes academic. And also, if 
they are going to accept the fissionable cutoff, we don’t know at all 
what the date would be.

A lot of things have to happen before that date comes, because there 
have to be large installations of supervisory machinery and so forth. 
So, you see, we don’t know today either whether the Soviets accept 
the concept or what might be a possible date. Until we know those 
two things with greater certainty, it is not practical or desirable for 
us to work out any concrete program.

Q. Does that apply, sir, only to the NATO allies, that possibility, or 
would it apply in any other quarter of the globe?

1 Ante, doc. 112.
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A. Well, so far we have only thought about it in connection with 
the NATO allies. Conceivably it might apply elsewhere, but so far 
we have only thought about it in that connection.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you mentioned the question of inspection zones as 
another unresolved problem between the United States and some of 
the allies. As far as I  remember, Chancellor Adenauer, for instance, 
has indicated his approval of a European inspection zone. Where 
are the difficulties now? Could you indicate those?

A. Well, Chancellor Adenauer indicated, as I recall, a qualified 
approval that assumed or presupposed that there could be a European 
inspection zone which would not militate against the reunification of 
Germany and would not seem to solidify the present division of Ger
many. Now that leads you right away into the question of what type 
of inspection you’re going to have, who is going to operate it, the 
relationship of ground patrols to air patrols, your system of com
munications, and so forth. Until you get into those matters, it is very 
difficult to form a dependable conclusion as to whether or not these 
inspection zones in Europe would or would not de facto have the effect 
of solidifying the division of Germany by involving a large number 
of installations, bases and so forth, which would in fact be predicated 
upon the division of Germany. So until you get into the practical 
‘details of this matter, it is, I think, not possible to judge what its 
impact would be upon the political problems of Europe.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you said last spring that you hoped to see a 
wholly new development within the North Atlantic commumity of 
consultation, not only about political matters within the community 
but outside. I f  this question of providing atomic weapons for NATO  
were to go through, would that not involve a much greater degree of 
consultation than has existed to date?

A. I think it would be an act of confidence which would strengthen 
the fellowship of the North Atlantic community. You may recall 
this proposal was made by the French at the Bonn meeting of the 
NATO Council, and it has received very active consideration ever 
since then. We have the problem that has been alluded to of our 
legislation, and we have that same problem in relation to the matter 
of establishing intermediate missiles in the United Kingdom. There 
are certain things that can be done within the confines of the present 
legislation, other things that will require a change in that legislation. 
Those are highly technical problems that are being studied by the 
Defense Department and the Atomic Energy Commission, and we 
hope that there will be some conclusions on that aspect of the matter 
within the next few weeks perhaps. But so far there is no definite 
conclusion.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, with an alternative to creating a stockpile of 
atomic weapons for NATO , would an alternative be to provide atomic 
weapons to some of the principal NATO partners which were in
terested in hawing them, such as Britain and France?

A. I think that it would be more appropriate to deal with thi& 
matter, if possible, as a NATO matter, which would not involve draw
ing lines of distinction as between different allies. That becomes an 
invidious process.

Q. Mr. Secretary, who would own this NATO stockpile of atomic 
weapons?

A. Well, that is one of the problems that we have to consider, 
whether the ownership would technically be in the United States or 
not. Now, SACEURr [Supreme Allied Commander Europe] wears, 
in a sense, two hats. He is the United States representative, and he 
also is a representative of the NATO powers. Conceivably he might 
have those under his control in his capacity as an American general. 
And, of course, it’s accepted that in time of war the President would 
have authority to turn such weapons over to our allies and that the 
present provisions of law would at that time give way to the power 
of the President as Commander in Chief. We are operating on that 
assumption now, in the training of our allies to handle atomic weap
ons, in the provision of equipment which is capable of handling 
atomic weapons, i. e., appropriate planes, weapons, and so forth. So 
we are proceeding on the assumption that, if there is a war, atomic 
weapons will be usable, at least, and may be usable by our allies.

Q. Do you assume, sir, that, if  there is such a NATO nuclear stock
pile, there would automatically be a Warsaw Pact stockpile?

A. I don’t think that the Soviets have the same degree of confidence 
in their satellites that we have in our allies.

212. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to 
the Disarmament Subcommittee, July 19, 19571

In his statement at the last meeting Mr. Lloyd, the chairman of 
the United Kingdom delegation, acknowledged the need to speed 
up the Sub-Committee’s work. He proposed the establishment of 
working groups of experts to undertake detailed examination of the 
technical problems of disarmament, arguing in support of his pro
posal that we had already reached agreement in principle on some

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.138, July 19,1957, pp. 2-15.
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matters to be covered by an agreement on partial measures, and that 
we were now closer together than we had been in March. In this 
connexion he referred in particular to the question of reducing armed 
forces.

I think we should do well to take stock of the Western Powers’ 
position on this question to which Mr. Lloyd gave prominence.

Mr. Stassen, when stating the United States position on this matter, 
said that after the armed forces of the United States and the Soviet 
Union had been reduced to 2.5 million men in the first stage the 
United States would be prepared to write into the agreement a pro
vision for the further reduction of those Powers’ armed forces, first 
to 2.1 million and then to 1.7 million men.1 The reduction to those 
levels of 2.1 and 1.7 million men, however, would have, in Mr. Stas- 
sen’s words, to be covered by separate negotiations in the light of the 
political and military situation existing at the time. In other words, 
reductions below the 2.5 million-men level are made contingent on 
the fulfilment of certain conditions.

At the meeting of 15 July Mr. Stassen explained that the United 
States position was—I quote—“that further reductions, on a basis to 
be agreed upon, should take into account”—I stress the words “take 
into account”—“progress towards the solution of major political 
issues”.2

However, the White Paper published today by the United Kingdom 
Government states this point differently. It says that further reduc
tions of armed forces below 2.5 million men—I quote further—“would 
be dependent”—I stress the word “dependent”—“on progress in reach
ing settlements of major international political problems, as well as 
on the development of an effective control system”.

As written texts are usually more accurate, we must, it would seem, 
base ourselves on the written text of the White Paper. Mr. Stassen 
can correct me if I am wrong.

I f the significance of the proposals submitted by the United States 
and supported by the United Kingdom, France and Canada is to be 
properly understood, certain facts relating to the problem of estab
lishing force levels for the great Powers must be borne in mind.

In presenting the United States position, Mr. Stassen recalled3 that 
as early as 1952 the United States, jointly with the United Kingdom 
and France, proposed that force levels for the United States, the 
USSR and China should be reduced to 1 to 1.5 million men.4

It will also be remembered that during the Sub-Committee’s London 
session in 1955 the United Kingdom and France reiterated their pro

1 Ante, doc. 207.
a DC/SC.l/PV. 136, p. 42 [citation in original].
8 See ante, doc. 206.
4 Ante, doc. 80.
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posal that force levels for the USSR, the United States and China 
should be fixed at 1 to 1.5 million men, and that that proposal was 
not then opposed by the United States.1 When, however, on 10 May 
1955 2 the Soviet Union introduced its proposals concurring in the 
force levels proposed by the Western Powers, the United States 
refused to accept the force levels it itself had proposed.

1 would also remind you that at the Sub-Committee’s meeting in 
New York on 6 September 1955 Mr. Stassen announced that the 
United States was placing a reservation upon all of its substantive 
positions taken in the Sub-Committee, in the Disarmament Commis
sion or in the United Nations generally before the Geneva meeting 
of the Heads of Government.3

This rejection by the United States of its own proposals set our 
work back and made it impossible to reach agreement even in the- 
favourable circumstances of that time.

Thus the conditional consent now given by the United States to the 
reduction of armed forces to a level below 2.5 million men cannot 
be regarded as a great advance in its position as the Western represen
tatives maintain.

To justify the unwillingness of the United States to reduce itŝ  
armed forces to a level of 1 to 1.5 million men, Mr. Stassen asserted 
that this would prejudice stability and the outlook for a durable 
peace. To say the least, we find this argument perplexing. It is not 
clear how a substantial reduction in the armed forces of all States— 
not of one side but of both sides—could undermine world stability. On 
the contrary, it is clear to everyone that decisive measures to put a 
stop to the armaments race and to reduce substantially the armed 
forces of both camps would strengthen universal security, reduce the 
burden of military expenditure, and strengthen international con
fidence.

Another reason advanced by Mr. Stassen to justify the unwilling
ness of the United States of America to agree to a substantial 
reduction in armed forces is the change in the international situation. 
In this connexion, we are bound to note that the international situa
tion in 1952, when the United States proposed levels of 1 to 1.5 million 
men, was considerably tenser, since at that time there was a war in 
Korea and hostilities in Indo-China and the world faced a consider
ably greater number of acute unsolved problems.

Conditions are now more favourable and in our view make possible 
a major reduction of armed forces.

Further, I  can only express my perplexity at Mr. Stassen’s re
mark that changes in weapons make it impossible to accept a more*.

1Ante, doc. 109.
2 Ante, doc. 112.
3 Ante, doc. 132.
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substantial reduction of armed forces. The artificiality of this argu
ment becomes the more apparent if it is remembered that when we 
discussed in other circumstances the prohibition of atomic and hydro
gen weapons, the Western Powers, and especially the United States* 
took an entirely different line.

In rejecting the Soviet Union’s proposal for the prohibition of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons, the Western Powers generally plead 
that they must retain atomic weapons for their “defence” in view 
of the Soviet Union’s alleged superiority in conventional armed forces. 
How, it may be asked, can there be any question of a superiority in 
conventional armed forces if it is proposed that the armed forces 
of both the United States and the Soviet Union should be reduced 
to identical levels? Clearly there can be no question of any kind 
of superiority. How are we to appraise the Western Powers’ posi
tion when in one instance they declare that they cannot renounce 
atomic weapons because the Soviet Union possesses powerful conven
tional armed forces, while in another instance, when the Soviet Union 
proppses a major reduction of conventional armed forces, they re
fuse to accept it?

Thus obstacles are placed in the way both of a major reduction of 
armed forces and conventional armaments, and of agreement on the 
prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

It is plain to everyone that to make agreement on disarmament 
conditional on the settlement of political issues—the problems of 
Germany and the Middle East have been mentioned in this connex
ion—is in fact to raise serious obstacles to the settlement both of the 
disarmament problem and of such issues themselves. Our misgivings 
on this score are increased by the fact that, as I understood Mr. 
Stassen, any agreement to reduce armed forces to 2.1 million and 1.7 
million men must be preceded by separate negotiations. That is 
why we put the legitimate question whether the proposal is not, 
in effect, that the armed forces of the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America should be reduced only to a level of 2.5 million 
men. So far no clear reply to that question has been given by the 
United States delegation. The absence of a reply is hampering prog
ress towards a settlement of the question of armed force reductions.

In the Memorandum it submitted to the Sub-Committee on 30 
A pril1 the Soviet Government stated the reasons why the Soviet 
Union cannot agree to a reduction of armed forces which would not 
bring those of the United States of America and the USSR below
2.5 million men.

A reduction of armed forces to 2.5 million men for the United 
States of America and the USSR gives an advantage to one side at

1 Ante, doc. 203.
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the expense of the other because of the unequal situation of the two 
States. The Soviet Union has a territory much larger than that of 
the United States, and lengthy frontiers the protection of which re
quires proportionately numerous armed forces. Allowance must also 
be made for the vitally important fact that the Soviet Union is 
threatened in the west by the North Atlantic bloc,1 in the south by the 
Baghdad Pact grouping,2 and in Asia and the Far East by the 
Baghdad Pact grouping and the SEATO military bloc.8 At the same 
time the United States, whose territory is smaller and whose frontiers 
are shorter, is separated from other countries by oceans, extending 
many thousands of kilometres, and adjoins States from which it does 
not anticipate any danger.

Mr. Stassen has admitted that because of its extensive territory and 
its lengthy frontiers the Soviet Union requires more numerous armed 
forces to safeguard its security. Nevertheless he has attempted to 
deny that the existence of military groupings near its frontiers forces 
the Soviet Union to maintain extensive armed forces to safeguard its 
security, contending that the NATO and other groupings exist purely 
for defence.

I  will not take up the Sub-Committee’s time by quoting the highly 
revealing statements of various generals, the heads of an important 
group like NATO, on the true meaning of this military alliance. 
But if  the North Atlantic bloc is not opposed to the Soviet Union and 
not hostile to it, why was the Soviet Union’s application to join it 
rejected ? Lastly, why are our proposals for the conclusion of a non
aggression pact between the North Atlantic bloc and the Warsaw 
Treaty4 countries rejected? The same questions arise also in con
nexion with other military blocs directed against the Soviet Union 
and other peace-loving countries.

To justify identical force levels for the Soviet Union and the 
United States, Mr. Stassen argued that the United States had a special 
strategic position. The United States, he said, needed powerful' 
armed forces because

“Many of the natural resources on which the highly-productive 
economy of the United States depends are located in distant areas 
of the world, and the availability of these natural resources and 
their peaceful and steady flow to the United States for the use

1 For the texts of the North Atlantic Treaty and related protocols, see Ameri
can Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Bnsio Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, 
and 871-873.

* Ibid., pp. 1257-1259.
•ib id ., pp. 912-915.
4 Ibid., pp. 1239-1242.
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of its industrial economy are very important to the future of the
United States.” 1
But in my opinion these arguments will not bear close scrutiny.
How can a peaceful and steady flow of natural resources for the 

use of an industrial economy depend on military bases and armed 
forces scattered over foreign territories?

As we see it, a steady flow of natural resources, from whatever 
source, requires neither the establishment of military bases nor the 
stationing of armed forces, but the development of free economic re
lations among States and of peaceful and unhampered trade free from 
restrictions or discrimination of any kind.

Mr. Stassen’s reference to what he termed the “vital interests” 
of the United States “repeated many, many times around the world” 
is equally devoid of force. If the matter is to be approached from 
this angle it is difficult to speak seriously of real steps towards the 
reduction of armed forces and armaments, for any State with claims 
to put forward can plead its own vital interests in any comer of the 
globe.

The arguments which have been used by the United States dele-r 
gation in the Sub-Committee indicate, not that the United States is 
striving to effect a substantial reduction in its armed forces, but that 
it intends to keep at its disposal large armed forces which are cer
tainly not required to preserve its own security.

In this connexion I should like to mention a statement which, 
though not made by a person holding public office, apparently has 
some foundation. I refer to Brigadier-General Thomas Phillips, re
tired, who stated in an article recently published in the newspaper 
Post Dispatch that United States military men regard the disarma
ment negotiations merely as a new form of the struggle for military 
supremacy, and wish to win this contest and advance; otherwise they 
have no need of any agreement.

This unofficial statement is of course open to challenge from every
one, including the United States representative. But it would seem 
that if this Brigadier-General takes such a view, he knows what he 
is talking about.

A cut in armed forces which would merely reduce them to a level 
of 2.5 million men and which was not linked with a further major 
reduction in armed forces would not constitute a real step forward 
towards a genuine disarmament.

The> Soviet Union’s aim is not a symbolic gesture in the matter of 
armed force reductions, but a decision the execution of which would

1 Ante, doc. 206.
514543— 60— vol. 2-------9
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result in effective and practical steps towards disarmament as required 
by the security of nations.

The Soviet Union believes that the question of armed force reduc
tions for the great Powers could be equitably settled on the basis of 
the Soviet Government’s proposals of 30 April, under which the 
armed forces of the USSR and the United States would be reduced 
to 1 to 1.5 million men and those of the United Kingdom and France 
to 650,000. Nevertheless, the Soviet Government would be prepared 
to give favourable consideration to the United States proposal that the 
armed forces of the Soviet Union and the United States of America 
should be reduced to 2.1 million men in the second stage and to 1.7 
million men in the third stage of the programme and that those of 
the United Kingdom and France should be reduced correspondingly 
to 650,000 men, provided that these reductions were in fact effected 
under the partial agreement and were not made contingent upon the 
settlement of political and other issues.

I f  the Western Powers withdrew their reservations, there would be 
no obstacle to an agreement establishing armed-force levels for the 
great Powers.

The foregoing remarks show that the position of the Western 
Powers in regard to substantial armed-force reductions is not ap
preciably different from their position of March 1957, and still lags 
behind their position of 1952 and April 1955.

In these circumstances, is Mr. Lloyd justified in saying that we have 
now come closer together in this matter than we were in March?

If the Western Powers withdrew their conditions precedent to a 
reduction of armed forces to a level below 2.5 million men, then he 
would be right. Unfortunately they have not yet done so.

Perhaps the United Kingdom, France and the United States of 
America are prepared to do so? If so, we should be delighted, and 
ready to begin a more detailed examination of all aspects of armed- 
force reductions. Then, of course, there would also be a need for a 
group of experts—or, as Mr. Lloyd called it, a working group—to 
deal with the matter. Thus the establishment of a working group 
depends entirely on the positions of the Western Powers.

The same also applies, for example, to the question of discontinu
ing atomic and hydrogen weapons tests.

Mr. Lloyd said on 17 July—and I quote:

“. . . we have all accepted the principle of suspension of nuclear
tests under international control.” 1

1 DC/SC.l/PV. 137, p. 3 [citation in original].
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However, he added at once:
“There are of course still divergencies between us.”
The United Kingdom Government’s White Paper reveals the points 

on which such divergencies exist. It shows that the Western Powers 
accept the principle of an immediate agreement on the suspension of 
tests, but that they propose a shorter trial period of ten months and 
that they wish to link such agreement with the execution of first-stage 
reduction of armed forces and armaments and with a cut-off of future 
production of nuclear materials for military purposes.

I would incidentally point out that the White Paper does not 
present the Western Powers’ position quite accurately, because these 
Powers do not propose a cut-off of atomic weapons production. They 
merely propose that we should agree to cut off production of further 
atomic materials for military purposes, but they retain the right to 
manufacture atomic weapons from accumulated stocks and to develop 
these weapons. They also reserve the right to use such weapons for 
military purposes. This, however, is by the way.

It is clear, however, from what I have said that so far we have 
reached agreement neither on the period for which tests are to cease 
nor on the conditions for their cessation.

Whereas the Soviet delegation proposes the cessation of tests uncon
ditionally for two or three years, the Western Powers make conditions 
precedent to cessation of tests and confine it to a mere ten months— 
a period which will not ensure any real cessation of tests because, as 
we have already pointed out, the next tests planned by the principal 
countries cannot be carried out before the ten month period advocated 
by the Western Powers expires. In these circumstances, what is the 
value of the agreement in principle on the cessation of tests to which 
Mr. Lloyd referred ?

If the Western Powers agreed to an unconditional cessation of tests 
for a period which would really ensure the suspension of the next tests 
planned and thereby restrain the nuclear armaments race, there would 
be real point in convening groups of experts to work out the details 
of control and of the other problems connected with the cessation 
of tests.

I might comment similarly on the other questions on which Mr. 
Lloyd states we have reached agreement in principle, but I do not wish 
to prolong my statement.

From what I have already said it will be clear that our agreement 
on the matters mentioned by Mr. Lloyd is relative and that the basic 
problems before us are unfortunately still unsettled.
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In these circumstances, should we be justified in setting up working 
groups to study the technical details of these basic problems?

Can such working groups help us to reach agreement on these prob
lems ? Mr. Lloyd himself, it seems to me, does not incline to that view, 
because his speech of 17 July contained a statement to the effect that 
while the working groups proposed by him were operating “we of 
course could still continue our discussions of the issues of principle 
which have not yet been resolved.” 1 

Mr. Lloyd concluded his statement with these significant words:
“. . . in that way we would really give confidence to public 

opinion in all our countries that we really wished to face the reality 
and achieve a practical agreement.” 2
I cannot help wondering whether Mr. Lloyd’s proposal is not in

tended as a response to the continuously increasing pressure of 
public opinion, which is calling upon us, not to create an illusion of 
progress but, to come to a genuine agreement on the major questions 
of a partial disarmament agreement.

I f  we want to make a real response to the public demand, our first 
aim must be to achieve not a fictitious but a real agreement on these 
highly important matters.

A separate agreement on an immediate, unconditional cessation of 
tests for two or three years; agreement on such partial measures of 
disarmament as a major and unconditional reduction of armed forces, 
if only to the level of 1.7 million men each for the USSR and the 
United States; agreement on measures against surprise attack and, 
in particular, control posts in the territories of the North Atlantic 
bloc and Warsaw Treaty countries and aerial photographic inspection 
in Europe and the Far East; and finally, agreement to renounce the 
use of atomic weapons for military purposes: these are now the first 
measures required to satisfy public opinion and to take real steps 
towards disarmament.

Are the Western Powers ready to agree on these matters? For the 
United Kingdom this question is answered to some extent in the 
White Paper published today by its Government. I have already 
mentioned parts of this. One of the statements made on control and 
inspection, however, also calls for attention. The United Kingdom 
Government White Paper states that the Western Powers regard the 
zones of inspection proposed by the Russians as unsatisfactory, but 
they have not yet put forward any proposals of their own. The 
United Kingdom Government states that consultations are in prog
ress on this subject.

xIUd., p. 9.
* Ibid.
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We know from Mr. Stassen’s statement and from the Press—in
cluding today’s Manchester Guardian—that these consultations with 
other member countries of NATO are in fact taking place.

Thus the Western Powers are awaiting the opinion of the other 
member countries of NATO, particularly on control.

Can the Sub-Committee in these circumstances work normally and 
move forward to genuine disarmament? Can we discuss problems 
at all, seeing that the Western Powers’ views have not yet been fully 
presented, that Mr. Stassen has not yet outlined the United States 
position, and also that this position evidently now depends on the 
views of the other member countries of NATO ?

The Soviet delegation would like an explanation on this point 
from the representatives of the Western Powers, including the repre
sentative of the United Kingdom Government, which has issued a 
special White Paper on disarmament, and the United States 
representative.

For its own part the Soviet delegation is prepared to study and 
to strive for an understanding on those basic problems of a partial 
disarmament agreement on which our views still diverge. It will 
also be ready to discuss the technical details of these problems in 
working committees, as soon as we have achieved genuine agreement 
on all these problems.

213. Radio and Television Address by Secretary of 
State Dulles, July 22, 1957 1

I  shall speak about disarmament. It is an intricate subject, but 
it is so vitally important to every man, woman, and child of America 
that it should not be left just to the experts. There should be more 
public understanding.

So I shall talk with you about the problem and try to explain the 
issues and what your Government thinks can be done and should be 
done about them.

Let me first of all make clear that we do not, of course, use the word 
“disarmament” in any literal sense. No one is thinking of disarming 
the United States or the Soviet Union or any other nation. What 
we are seeking is action, in the field of armaments, which will reduce 
the danger of war. It is imperative that we seek this result.

Already large nuclear weapons are so plentiful that their use in 
general war could threaten life anywhere on the globe. And as mat
ters are going the time will come when the pettiest and most irrespon

1 Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 12,1957, pp. 267-272.
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sible dictator could get hold of weapons with which to threaten 
immense harm. Also the cost of maintaining competitive military 
establishments is getting so big that no nation can sustain that cost 
without grievously burdening its economy.

Your Government believes that this situation can be and should 
be remedied.

We believe that it can be made difficult if  not impossible for any 
nation to launch a massive surprise attack. I f so, this would greatly 
reduce the danger of war, because potential aggressors usually count 
on being able to deliver a surprise knockout blow.

We believe that it is possible to prevent a promiscuous spread of 
nuclear weapons throughout the world.

We also believe that, if the danger of surprise attack is really 
reduced, then the cost of armament could safely be reduced.

Waging Peace on Many Fronts

The United States is, as you know, waging peace on many fronts.
As a member of the United Nations we support its purpose that 

international disputes should be settled by peaceful means and in 
conformity with justice.

Accordingly, we seek by peaceful means an end to the unjust and 
inhuman partition of Germany and a restoration of independence to 
those nations now subject to Soviet colonialism.

We seek collective security so that the smaller and weaker nations 
cannot be attacked and overrun one by one, and the United States, 
in the end, left isolated and encircled by overwhelming hostile forces.

We encourage the political independence of all peoples who desire 
it and show the capacity of sustaining its responsibilities.

We seek to help the peoples of less developed countries to find ways 
to end stagnant poverty and to enjoy the blessings of liberty.

And on the armaments front, also, we wage peace.

Procedures at London

Before explaining what our program is, I should like to say a word 
about our procedures.

Disarmament discussions are going on at London under the auspices 
of the United Nations. There is a disarmament subcommittee con
sisting of the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Canada, 
and the Soviet Union. This subcommittee has been working since 
1954. Until recently its proceedings seemed quite unrealistic. The 
Soviet Union used the meetings as a sounding board for its propa
ganda. It made spectacular, but wholly vain, proposals in an effort 
to make itself appear “peace-loving.”

Recently the atmosphere has somewhat changed. We hope that 
the Soviet rulers view with concern the prospect of nuclear weapons
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production spreading throughout the world. They surely are find
ing it difficult to reconcile their armaments program with the rising 
demands of their people for a better way of life.

Whatever be the reasons, the Soviet delegation has been talking 
with somewhat more realism and less bombast.

The United States delegation is headed by former Governor Stassen 
and includes diplomatic, military, and technical advisers. The dele
gation does not itself make United States policy. Its task is to ex
press United States policy in accordance with guiding instructions 
given it by the Department of State. The substantive decisions are 
made by President Eisenhower, after taking account of the views 
represented on the National Security Council. Because the negotia
tions might lead to a treaty, the Senate’s disarmament subcommittee, 
of which Senator Humphrey is chairman, is being kept fully informed.

We also work closely with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 
Europe is the area where major forces most closely confront each 
other. It is the area where there are dangerous and unresolved 
political issues such as the partition of Germany and such suppres
sions of political independence as were recently exposed in Hungary. 
We are determined to do nothing which might endanger the security 
of Western Europe or, in the name of disarmament, seem to sanction 
the partition of Germany and the suppressions of human liberty and 
national independence. So we also keep in harmony with the views 
of those European allies who are not themselves parties to the London 
talks.

As you can see, our procedures are somewhat complicated. The 
Soviets complain that we are slow. But we do not operate by Soviet 
standards. They have no parliamentary processes, and the satellite 
governments do not need to be consulted. They are only told.

The operations of a coalition of democratic nations often seem 
slow. But, as I  said last April, dependable progress can only come 
by “steps carefully measured and carefully taken.” 1 The free na
tions are dealing with matters which gravely affect their very ex
istence. And while it is important that we make progress, it is equally 
important that we be careful.

Possibilities and Impossibilities
I  turn now to the United States program, which is being steadily 

concerted with other free nations.
Our program differentiates sharply between what is impractical, 

at least today, and what is practical, even today. For example:
(1) We cannot rely merely on promises. We already have prom

ises in the United Nations Charter. All members—and that includes 
the Soviet Union—renounced the use of force, except in individual

1 Address of Apr. 22, 1957 (ibid., May tf, 1957, p. 715).
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or collective self-defense against armed attack. I f  we thought that 
promise was dependable, we would not be maintaining our present 
costly defensive and deterrent military establishment. But Soviet 
promises have not proved dependable. We will not change our mili
tary posture merely in reliance on paper promises.

(2) It is not practical to assure the abolition of nuclear weapons. 
The scientists tell us that there is no known method of detecting and 
surely accounting for the fissionable material already produced. 
Therefore, we must make our plans on the assumption that the nations 
which now have nuclear weapons would use them in war.

(3) It is not practical to invent some formula which would measure 
accurately the military power of the Soviet bloc, on the one hand, and 
the United States and its allies, on the other hand.

We tried in 1921 to establish naval equations as between the five 
principal naval powers. But that relatively simple effort produced 
an unhappy end. Throughout the period of 1926 to 1933 the Allies 
of World War I earnestly, but vainly, sought formulas for the limita
tion of land armaments.

Armaments and military “potentials” are so complex that it 
not possible to arrive at dependable equations. We sometimes tallfr 
as a matter of convenience, in terms of the numbers of persons in the 
national armed forces. But that is misleading if it gives the impres
sion that, if  the national forces of the Soviet Union and the United 
States were equal in numbers, our military strength would be equal. 
The number of men in the national armed services at any given time 
is no decisive index of relative strength. There may be local, police, 
and other paramilitary forces which cloak national strength. There 
may be trained reserves which permit standing forces to be quickly 
increased. That possibility is ever-present in a society, like that of 
the Soviet Union, where all manpower is at all times under absolute 
control.

We know that we cannot find any formula to provide a dependable 
balance of military power.

Those are some of the impossibilities. On the other hand, there 
are possibilities. For example:

(1) It is possible, through a mutually reinforcing combination of 
aerial inspection and ground control, to prevent massive surprise 
attack or at least to reduce the risk and degree of surprise.

This is of the utmost importance. It is unlikely that any nation 
which is itself vulnerable to devastation would start a general war 
unless it felt that it could catch its principal opponent unprepared 
and thus, by surprise, gain a decisive superiority.
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That was the idea which underlay President Eisenhower’s “open 
skies” proposal made at the Summit Conference in July 1955.1 No 
other proposal has ever been made which would be so effective in 
reducing danger and make it safe to have less costly defenses against 
aggression.

(2.) It is technically possible to control the use of newly produced 
fissionable material and to assure that it is not put into weapons. Let 
me emphasize here the difference between checking on, or accounting 
for, past production and accounting for new production after a system 
of supervision is installed. The past cannot now be checked. The 
future can be.

(3) It is technically possible to devise a monitoring system which 
would detect significant nuclear tests and make evasion a highly 
risky business. But possibility of concealment is such that inspection 
teams will have to be numerous and located near to possible test areas. 
The problem is not so simple as many have believed.

(4) It is possible to bring under effective control the future devel
opment of major means for the transmission of destructive weapons 
to their target. In this connection certain new kinds of weapons, 
as, for example, intercontinental ballistic missiles, deserve particular 
consideration.

(5) There can be limitations on the maximum numbers of persons 
in standing forces. This would have no profound military signifi
cance, but it could have some utility as a barometer if accompanied by 
sufficient sources of information so that large evasions could be de
tected and if it was accompanied by some limitations on the arms 
available to military personnel.

(6) It is possible to reduce to some degree the conventional weapons 
in thfe present arsenals of the Soviet Union and the United States, 
including major means of delivery of nuclear weapons, and to assure 
a rough equality between what each of us would eliminate or put into 
internationally supervised depots. This reduction could have some 
practical significance in relation to the numbers of men that could 
lie armed. '
■ 1 (7) There can be transfers of fissionable material from existing 
weapons stock to stocks which would be definitely allocated to peace
ful uses. It would not be possible to measure or equate the material 
remaining for weapons purposes. But such transfers to peace stocks, 
coupled with the nonuse of new fissionable material for weapons, 
would assure that existing nuclear war potential was on its way 
down.
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U.S. Proposals

The possibilities and impossibilities which I have outlined shape .the 
United States disarmament proposals. These proposals are concededly 
only partial. They represent, we hope, a beginning and not an end
ing. We do not now attempt what seems now to be impossible. 
We do attempt the possible to the extent needed to make a sig
nificant beginning. The essential thing, at this point of history, is 
actually to get started and to move from the phase of wearisome and 
unending talk into the phase of actually doing something. Here are 
our proposals.

First. We propose that the Soviet Union join in inaugurating a 
system of inspection which will provide dependable safeguards 
against large-scale surprise attack. The United States is prepared to 
accept the inspection of all its territory in North America in ex
change for inspection of the Soviet Union. We are in close consulta
tion with our Canadian friends as to the possibility of enlarging this 
North American zone to include Canada.

We are also prepared to consider more limited zones which could 
be expanded progressively. An initial zone could be a northern one 
comprehending the area within the Arctic Circle and also Alaska 
and the Aleutians and corresponding parts of East Siberia, Kam
chatka, and the Kuriles. This, of course, requires the concurrence of 
other nations. We are in close consultation with Canada, Denmark 
as regards Greenland, and Norway on this aspect of the matter. We 
know that these allies of ours are as eager as we are to help to make 
a beginning in finding safeguards against surprise attack.

This northern zone would not be without major significance. Many 
of the potential routes of surprise attack are across the polar region. 
At the same time, these areas are relatively free from complicating 
political problems, so that a quick beginning could be made there 
and experience gained in the technical problems involved. These 
technical problems are considerable, involving coordinated air and 
ground inspection and a dependable system of communication.

Active consideration is also being given to a European zone. In 
this matter the United States is cooperating closely with its NATO 
allies. There is a general desire, which we share, to establish such a 
zone. But all realize that it presents many special complications. It 
will take much longer to work out a European zone than a northern 
zone which is free of such complications.

I f a beginning can develop the techniques of providing measurable 
insurance against surprise attack, that beginning can be progressively 
extended to cover all the significant areas from which a massive sur
prise attack might be staged. In that way, a major step will have 
been taken to reduce the danger of war. Then security expenditures 
might safely be reduced.
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Second. We propose a threefold move in relation to nuclear 
weapons. We do not propose to eliminate nuclear weapons or the 
possibility of their use, for, as we have seen, this cannot be assured. 
However, it is possible and worth while to reduce the dimensions of 
the nuclear weapons problem and to prevent the spread of such 
weapons throughout the world.

We are not concerned with regard to the free nations which might 
be the next to produce nuclear weapons. And we doubt that the So
viet Union will permit its allies to have nuclear weapons. But unless 
international procedures are now devised to bring nuclear weapons 
under control, the problem may soon become totally unmanageable, 
and we must anticipate that immense destructive power would come 
into the hands of those who might be quite irresponsible.

Our threefold approach involves these elements:

A. We propose that all nations should agree that after a specified 
date there will be no producing of fissionable materials for nuclear 
weapons. The date would be dependent on the prior establishment 
of all effective control system. All would agree that as of that date 
all their future production of fissionable material would go into 
peaceful uses. This would mean the ending of the buildup of costly 
and ever larger stockpiles of nuclear weapons. Our scientists tell us 
that this is a feasible objective.

B. We propose to create a system whereby existing nuclear weapons 
stockpiles could be gradually reduced by transfers to peaceful uses, 
perhaps under the auspices of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, now being formed. President Eisenhower recommended this 
in his “atoms-for-peace” address to the United Nations in 1953.1 The 
proposed reductions would initially be on a modest scale and would 
not appreciably affect the existing weapons stockpiles. There would 
remain substantial nuclear weapons capabilities for the use of our
selves and our allies if war should be forced on us. If, however, polit
ical settlements and other measures of armament limitation made 
it prudent to reduce more sharply the weapons stockpile, we would 
have created the international machinery for doing so.

C. Along with steps A and B we propose a tentative suspension 
of nuclear testing for about 10 months. This period is not chosen 
arbitrarily. It is designed to be the period which would not dis
locate our existing scientific staffs. During this same period head
way could be made on installing the inspection system in order to 
assure that, if the suspension of testing were to be extended, such 
suspension could adequately be supervised and controlled. Also, 
during this same period there could be begun the inspection needed

1Antet doc. 92.
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to assure that future production of fissionable material would be used 
only for peacetime purposes.

Until we see convincing proof that the Soviets are serious about 
arms limitation, our safety primarily depends on having the best 
weapons, large and small, that we can develop. This means 
continued testing. Testing makes it possible to develop even smaller 
weapons and to insure that larger weapons will have less radioactive 
fallout. President Eisenhower has alluded to the possibility of 
reducing the fallout of large weapons to less than one percent of their 
yield. In such ways it can be insured that nuclear weapons, if they 
had to be used, could be confined more closely to distinct military 
objectives. Therefore, we do not separate the problem of testing 
from the broader issues.

During the trial suspension period we suggest, good progress may 
be made in installing systems which can provide warning against 
surprise attack, can provide detection of subsequent testing, can in
sure that future production of fissionable material will not be used 
to enlarge existing stockpiles or to spread nuclear weapons through
out the world. Then and then only would we feel that security was 
sufficiently enhanced to justify considering further suspension of 
testing.

Third. We are prepared to make a start on reducing and regu
lating conventional armaments and armed forces. These initial cuts 
cannot be either deep or drastic or theoretically perfect. We have, 
however, proposed that we and the Soviet Union accept, as a first 
step, limitation of our national military manpower so as not to exceed
2.5 million for each of us. Also, as a beginning to reduce the arma
ments available for use, we are prepared to join with the Soviet Union 
in depositing in internationally supervised depots within our respec
tive territories certain amounts and types of armaments as may be mu
tually agreed.1

Fourth. We are willing to cooperate in the working out of a 
system which would insure that outer-space missiles would be used 
exclusively for peaceful and scientific purposes. The use of outer 
space is still sufficiently experimental to make it possible to assure 
that future developments in this new area of knowledge and experi
mentation will be for the benefit of mankind and not for its 
destruction.

The beginning we now propose is limited, but it is realistic. And 
if the initial steps are successful, it will be possible to go further. 
However, as we look ahead, we do so with realization that steps in 
the field of armament are no substitute for political settlements 
needed to end massive injustice. The search for armament limita-

1 See ante, doc. 196.
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tions and the search for political settlements must go forward hand 
in hand.

And let me add: Until we have proof of Soviet seriousness in arms 
reduction, we must as a matter of simple self-preservation do our 
part in sustaining the vigor and strength of our security arrange
ments, including defensive alliances. To slacken our efforts in these 
great and constructive security arrangements would be to risk our 
very existence and moreover almost insure Soviet indifference to our 
disarmament proposals.

Immediate Prospects
We believe that our proposals offer a basis for an important start 

in bringing destructive forces under control. We hope the Soviet 
Union will accept them. So far, some slight progress has been made.

The Soviet Union seems prepared to accept, as an initial phase of 
disarmament, the installation of an aerial and ground inspection 
system. But we are not agreed as to where such inspection should 
be inaugurated or as to the nature of the inspection.

The Soviets, at this time, seem hesitant to agree to stop producing 
fissionable material for weapons purposes so as to prevent the pro
duction of nuclear weapons from spreading throughout the world.

The Soviets still want to see nuclear testing suspended irrespective 
of other steps and for a period which would be unrelated to progress 
in other directions.

Our allies have given our proposals independent and intensive 
study, and their reaction is generally favorable. Encouraged by this, 
we shall, with them, persist in our pursuit of Soviet agreement upon 
an initial program. That program goes as far as can be gone now 
without endangering our own safety and that of our allies. It does 
not, in the search for theoretical perfection, postpone indefinitely the 
practical start which is imperative. We believe that such a po
sition must prevail.
Conclusion

It may be asked whether the steps we now propose can be taken 
without any risk that hostile forces may gain advantage for them
selves. In all frankness it must be admitted that, after all foreseeable 
risks are considered, there may be other risks that we cannot foresee. 
But this can be said with assurance: The risks of seeking to move 
forward are far less than the risks of being frightened into 
immobility.

The whole world faces a grim future if the war threat is not 
brought under some international control. Mankind cannot long live 
under the shadow of such destruction as is now possible, without 
great changes in existing physical, social, political, and moral 
values.
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Do we want a future where men feel that, in order to survive j 
they must learn to live as burrowers within the earth’s crust for pro
tection against the blast, the heat, and the radiation of nuclear 
weapons? Do we want a world where man must be a slave to the 
rapidly mounting cost of bare survival? Do we want individual 
freedom to become a historic relic?

We live in a decisive stage in history. It is a moment when those 
who love liberty, and who would enjoy its blessings and bequeath 
them to posterity, must unite to dominate the new forces of material
ism which would drive mankind back along the path by which it 
has slowly emerged from a primeval condition. At such a moment 
there is no place for immobilizing fear; there is no place for indiffer
ent neutralism; there must be unity and courage on the part of all 
"who would have a world where man can realize his spiritual aspira
tions. Marginal risks must be accepted if thereby we may eliminate 
vastly greater risks.

We must take as our working hypothesis that what is necessary 
is possible, and we must make it so. We must assume that what 
man by his ingenuity has created, man by his wisdom, resourceful
ness, and discipline can harness and control.

Time is not unlimited. Each year that passes without agree
ment adds to the practical difficulty of achieving adequate limitation 
and control.

But we have reason to hope. The very increase in urgdiicy for 
reaching agreement has contributed in recent months to an increase 
in the realism and seriousness of the negotiations and the prospect 
they hold of bringing some meeting of minds.

I f  mankind wishes to preserve the civilization it has created over 
many centuries and guarded at great risk and cost, then it must 
find a way to free the world from the continuing threat of destruc
tion from the weapons it has built.

I know it can. I believe it will.

214. Berlin Declaration by the Foreign Minister of the 
Federal Republic of Germany and the American, 
British, and French Ambassadors, July 29, 1957 1

Twelve years have elapsed since the end of the war in Europe. 
The hopes of the peoples of the world for the establishment of a 
basis for a just and lasting peace have nevertheless not been fulfilled. 
One of the basic reasons for the failure to reach a settlement is the 
•continued division of Germany, which is a grave injustice to the

1 Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 19, 1957, pp. 304-306.
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German people and the major source of international tension in 
Europe.

The Governments of France, the United Kingdom and the United 
States, which share with the Soviet Union responsibility for the re
unification of Germany and the conclusion of a peace treaty, and the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany, as the only Gov
ernment qualified to speak for the German people as a whole, wish 
to declare their views on these questions, including the question of 
European security, arid the principles which motivate their policies 
in this regard.

1. A European settlement must be based on freedom and justice. 
Every nation has the right to determine its own way of life in freedom, 
to determine for itself its political, economic and social system, and to 
provide for its security with due regard to the legitimate interests of 
other nations. Justice requires that the German people be allowed to 
re-establish their national unity on the basis of this fundamental 
right.

2. The reunification of Germany remains the joint responsibility of 
the Four Powers who in 1945 assumed supreme authority in Germany, 
a responsibility which was reaffirmed in the Directive issued by the 
four Heads of Government in Geneva in July 1955.1 At the same 
time the achievement of German reunification requires the active 
cooperation of the German people as a whole under conditions ensur
ing the free expression of their will.

3. The unnatural division of Germany and of its capital, Berlin, 
is a continuing source of international tension. So long as Germany 
remains divided there can be no German peace treaty and no as
surance of stability in Europe. The reunification of Germany in 
freedom is not only an elementary requirement of justice for the 
German people, but is the only sound basis of a lasting settlement 
in Europe.

4. Only a freely elected all-German Government can undertake 
on behalf of a reunified Germany obligations which will inspire con
fidence on the part of other countries and which will be considered 
just and binding in the future by the people of Germany themselves.

5. Such a Government can only be established through free elec
tions throughout Germany for an all-German National Assembly.

6. There should be no discrimination against a reunified Germany. 
Its freedom and security should not be prejudiced by an imposed 
status of neutralization or demilitarization. Its Government should 
be free to determine its foreign policy and to decide on its interna
tional associations. It should not be deprived of the right recognized 
in the Charter of the United Nations for all nations to participate 
in collective measures of self-defense.2

1 Ante, doc. 123.
* Art. 51 of the Charter.
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7. Re-establishment of the national unity of Germany in [accord
ance with the freely expressed wishes of the German people woulft 
Hot in itself constitute a threat to Germany’s neighbors nor would 
it prejudice their security. Nevertheless, so as to meet any preoccu
pation, which other governments may have in this respect, ttppropri- 
ate arrangements, linked with German reunification, ahouldbemade 
T^hich would take into account the legitimate security interests o f all 
the countries concerned. It was for this reason that, at the Geiieva 
Foreign Ministers’ Conference, the Western Powers made proposals 
for a treaty of assurance on the reunification of Germany.1

8. The Western Powers have never required as a condition of Ger
man reunification that a reunified Germany should join the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. It will be for the people of a reuni
fied Germany themselves to determine through their freely elected 
Government whether they wish to share in the benefits and obligations 
of the treaty.

9. I f  the all-German Government, in the exercise of its free choice, 
should elect to join NATO, the Western Powers after consultation 
with other members of NATO are prepared to offer on a basis of reci** 
procity, to the Government of the Soviet Union and the Governments 
of other countries of Eastern Europe which would become parties to 
a European security arrangement, assurances of a signij&cant and far- 
reaching character. The Western Powers are alsoprepared, as part 
of a mutually acceptable European security arrangement* to give 
assurance that, in the event of a reunified Germany choosing to jpin 
NATO, they would not take military advantage as a result of the 
withdrawal of Soviet forces.

10. But the Western Powers could not contemplate that the existence 
of NATO itself should constitute the subject , of negotiations.

11. The reunification of Germany accompanied by the conclusion 
of European security arrangements would facilitate the achievement 
of a comprehensive disarmament agreement. Conversely, if a begin
ning could be made toward effective measures of partial disarmament, 
this would contribute to the settlement of outstanding major political 
problems such as the reunification of Germany. Initial steps in the 
field of disarmament should lead to a comprehensive disarmament 
agreement which presupposes a prior solution of the problem of Ger
man reunification. The Western Powers do not intend to enter into 
any agreement on disarmament which would prejudice the 
reunification of Germany.

12. Any measures of disarmament applicable to Europe must have 
the consent of the European nations concerned and take into account 
the link between European security and German reunification. The

1 Ante, doc. 138.
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four Governments continue to hope that the Soviet Government will 
come to recognize that it is not in its own interest to maintain the pres
ent division of Germany. The Western Powers are ready to discuss 
all these questions with the Soviet Union at any time that there is a 
reasonable prospect of making progress. At such time there will be 
many points relating to the procedure for German reunification and 
the terms of a treaty of assurance which will be worked out by detailed 
negotiation.

In advance of serious negotiations the Western Powers cannot 
finally determine their attitude on all points. Nor can they contem
plate in advance the making of concessions to which there is no present 
likelihood of response from the Soviet side. If negotiations are to be 
fruitful, both sides must approach them in a spirit of accommodation 
and flexibility. Through this declaration the Western Powers, in 
full accord with the Federal Republic, wish again to manifest their 
sincere desire to enter into negotiations with the Soviet Union in order 
to reach a European settlement and to give evidence that the 
paramount objective of their policy is the attainment of a just and 
lasting peace.

215. Western Working Paper Submitted to the Disarma
ment Subcommittee: Systems of Inspection To Safe
guard Against the Possibility of Surprise Attack, 
August 2, 19571

Upon the entry into force of a first stage Disarmament Agreement 
the parties concerned will co-operate in the establishment and main
tenance of systems of inspection in order to safeguard against the 
possibility of surprise attack:

I.
1. With regard to inspection in the Western Hemisphere and in the 

USSR the Governments of Canada, France, the Uilited Kingdom and 
the United States propose the following:

(a) That all the territory of the continental United States, all
Alaska including the Aleutian Islands, all the territory of Canada
and all the territory of the USSR will be open to inspection.

XU.N. doc. DC/SC.l/62/Rev. 1, Aug. 2, 1957, in Fifth Report of the Sub-Com
m ittee of the Disarmament Commission (DO/113), Annex 1. Submitted to the 
Subcommittee by the delegations of Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and 
the United States. See also Secretary of State Dulles’ statement of Aug. 2, 1957 
(post, doc. 216).

514543— 60— vol. 2------ 10
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(b) I f  the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad 
proposal, to which is related the proposal for inspection in Europe 
referred to below, the four Powers with the consent of the Govern
ments of Deiimark and Norway propose that:

All the territory north of the Arctic Circle of the Soviet Union, 
Canada, the United States (Alaska), Denmark (Greenland), and 
Norway; all the territory of Canada, the United States and the 
Soviet Union west of 140 degrees West longitude, east of 160 
degrees East longitude and north of 50 degrees North latitude; all 
the remainder of Alaska; all of the remainder of the Kamchatka 
peninsula; and all of the Aleutian and Kurile Islands, will be open 
to inspection.

II.

2. With regard to inspection in Europe, provided there is commit
ment on the part of the Soviet Union to one of the two foregoing 
proposals, the Governments of Canada, France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States, with the concurrence in principle of their 
European allies and in continuing consultation with them, subject to 
the indispensable consent of the countries concerned and to any 
mutually agreed exceptions, propose that an area including all of 
Europe bounded in the south by latitude 40 degrees North and in the 
west by 10 degrees West longitude and in the east by 60 degrees East 
longitude will be open to inspection.

3. I f  the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad pro
posal, then, under the same proviso as is expressed above, a more 
limited zone of inspection in Europe could be discussed but only on 
the understanding that this would include a significant part of the 
territory of the Soviet Union, as well as the other countries of Eastern 
Europe.

III.

4. With regard to the character of the inspection to safeguard 
against the possibility of surprise attack, it is understood that it would 
include in all cases aerial inspection, with ground observation posts 
at principal ports, railway junctions, main highways and important 
airfields etc. as agreed. There would also, as agreed, be mobile 
ground teams with specifically defined authority. It is understood 
that ground posts may be established by agreement at points in the 
territories of the States concerned without being restricted to the 
limits of the above described areas, but the areas open to ground 
inspection shall not be less than the areas of aerial inspection. The 
mobility of the ground inspection would be as specifically defined in 
the agreement with in all cases the concurrence of the countries 
directly concerned. There would also be all necessary means of com
munication.
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5. Since the establishment of any inspection system is subject to 
agreement on the details of its installation, maintenance and opera
tion, it is proposed, as a matter of urgency, that a working group of 
experts be set up at once to examine the technical problems and to 
report their conclusions which could form the basis for an Annex to 
the Agreement.

IV.

6. It is understood that any initial system of inspection designed to 
safeguard against the possibility of surprise attack may be extended 
by agreement of all concerned to the end that ultimately the system 
will deal with the danger of surprise attack from anywhere.

216. Statement by Secretary of State Dulles to the Dis
armament Subcommittee, August 2, 19571

I declare open the 143rd meeting of the Sub-Committee of the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission. I understand that all 
five delegations have approved the August 1 progress report (DC/- 
SC.1/61)2 to the Disarmament Commission prepared by the Secre
tariat in consultation with the five delegations, and, if there is no 
objection, I assume that the record may confirm this approval. I hear 
no objection so the record will confirm that approval.

I may say to my colleagues that I am prepared to make a state
ment at this session; however, being Chairman, I do not want to 
proceed in advance of any of my colleagues if they wish to speak first.

I f  no one else wishes to take the floor at this time, I should be glad 
to present a proposal for dealing with what I consider to be, and I 
am sure all of us consider to be, one of the most important of the prob
lems which relates to the task of limiting armament and limiting the 
risk of war, that is—the inauguration of an inspection system to pro
vide in ai* appropriate manner reciprocal safeguards against the pos
sibility of surprise attack. The importance of this topic was 
recognized by the heads of the four Governments which met at the 
Summit Conference at Geneva almost exactly two years ago at this 
time. All of them recognized that importance. It was then that 
President Eisenhower put forward his “open skies proposal” 3 and 
related proposals were made by the heads of other delegations at the 
Summit Conference. We have now made progress in our thinking 
on this important topic and I have here a proposal which I am author

1 U.N. doc. DO/SC.1/PV.143, pp. 2-10.
* See Fourth Report of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission 

(DC/112).
* Ante, doc. 120.
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ized to make on behalf of the Governments of Canada, France, United 
Kingdom and my own Government, the United States. That pro
posal is reflected in the document which has, I  understand, been circu
lated to the Sub-Committee as document DC/SC.1/62, date of 2 
August 1957.1 I will read that document, making a few commentaries 
as I go along. This is a working paper of the delegations of Canada* 
France, the United Kingdom and the United States.

“Upon the entry into force of a first stage Disarmament Agree
ment the parties concerned will co-operate in the establishment and 
maintenance of systems of inspection in order to safeguard against 
the possibility of surprise attack.”

I interpolate at this point the fact that the inspection which is dealt 
with here is inspection in order to safeguard against the possibility of 
surprise attack. There will be other systems of inspection which this 
Sub-Committee will have to consider—a system of inspection to pre
vent illegal testing of nuclear weapons, if we agree upon a suspension 
of such testing, and a system of inspection to prevent violations of a 
cut-off of the use of fissionable material for weapons purposes, if  
we agree to such a cut-off. This is the third of—perhaps I should 
say one of three systems of inspection—this one is a system designed 
to safeguard against the possibility of surprise attack. I will pro
ceed with the paper.

“1. With regard to inspection in the Western Hemisphere and in 
the USSR the Governments of Canada, France, the United King
dom and the United States propose the following :

(a) That all the territory of the continental United States, all 
Alaska including the Aleutian Islands, all the territory of Can
ada and all the territory of the USSR will be open to 
inspection.”

I interpolate at this point a reference to a succeeding section which 
deals with inspection of Europe generally, and which is to be consid
ered in relation to this proposal so that there could be under these 
proposals which I am now outlining an inspection of the territory of 
the continental United States, all Alaska, including the Aleutian 
Islands and all the territory of Canada, all the territory of the Soviet 
Union, and generally speaking, all the territory of Europe.

I have asked to have presented here a chart2 which will roughly 
indicate the areas which would be covered by the proposal which I 
have just read, which is in dark blue, and a subsequent proposal to 
which I shall refer in relation to Europe, which is covered in light 
blue. Would you point that out, please? That (pointing) is the

1 Ante, doc. 215.
* Not printed here.
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European area and there is the Soviet Union—Kamchatka and 
Kurile Islands—Aleutian Islands, Alaska, the Dominion of Canada, 
and the United States. That, as you can see, is a proposal of very 
broad scope, and I believe if that were acceptable it would result in a 
very large diminution in the risk of surprise attack—consequently in 
the risk of war—consequently in the need of maintaining the present 
level of armaments. I will proceed to read from the paper.

“ (b) If the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad 
proposal, to which is related the proposal for inspection in Europe 
referred to below, the four Powers with the consent of the Gov
ernments of Denmark and Norway”

I  interpolate that such consents have already been given—“. . . with 
the consent of the Governments of Denmark and Norway propose that:

“All the territory north of the Arctic Circle of the Soviet Union, 
Canada, the United States (Alaska), Denmark (Greenland), and 
Norway; all the territory of Canada, the United States and the So
viet Union west of 140 degrees West longitude, east of 160 degrees 
East longitude and north of 50 degrees North latitude; all the re
mainder of Alaska; all the remainder of the Kamchatka peninsula; 
and all of the Aleutian and Kurile Islands, will be open to 
inspection.”

Would you indicate that on the chart, please? The dark blue indi
cates the area which I have just described. The light blue indicates 
the area of Europe which I referred to earlier, and to which I will 
revert again. Thank you.

I continue from the paper.
“2. With regard to inspection in Europe, provided there is com

mitment on the part of the Soviet Union to one of the two fore
going proposals,”—

I emphasize this, interpolating now, that this proposal with respect 
to inspection in Europe is dependent upon Soviet acceptance of one 
of the two foregoing proposals—that is, either the broad proposal 
for North America and the Soviet Union; or the northern zone which 
has subsequently been described. Continuing—

“ . . . commitment on the part of the Soviet Union to one of the 
two foregoing proposals,”

And I read again:
“ . . . the Governments of Canada, France, the United Kingdom 
and the United States, with the concurrence in principle of their 
European allies and in continuing consultation with them, subject 
to the indispensable consent of the countries concerned and to any 
mutually agreed exceptions, propose that an area including all of
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Europe bounded in the south by latitude 40 degrees North and in 
the west by 10 degrees West longitude and in the east by 60 degrees 
East longitude will be open to inspection.”

Have you a chart indicating that ? Thank you. I would interpolate 
a comment on the phrase which I read, “subject to the indispensable 
consent of the countries concerned.” That word “indispensable” is 
used here in a double sense. In the first place obviously we cannot 
here deal with countries which have not been consulted and where 
clearly there can be no inspection of their territory without their 
consent. So in that sense, their consent is indispensable. It is also 
indispensable that the countries of Europe generally consent in order 
to make this proposal feasible, because any serious gap would strike 
at the essence of the proposal. However, it is recognized that there 
may be mutually agreed exceptions. It is possible, for example, that 
a country like Switzerland might not wish to participate in this kind 
of a program and if it is mutually agreed that such a country would 
be excepted, then its consent would not be deemed indispensable. 

Continuing to read—
“3. If the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad 

proposal,” (the proposal outlined in Paragraph 2) “then, under 
the same proviso as is expressed above,”— (that is, that one or an
other of the zones including portions of the Western Hemisphere 
are accepted) “then, under the same proviso as is expressed above, 
a more limited zone of inspection in Europe could be discussed but 
only on the understanding that this would include a significant 
part of the territory of the Soviet Union, as well as the other coun
tries of Eastern Europe.”

Interpolating . . .  I repeat that this possibility of a more limited 
zone of inspection in Europe is only discussable if either proposition 
1(a) or 1(b) is accepted by the Soviet Union and only if it be un
derstood that such a more limited zone of inspection would under 
any circumstances include a significant part of the territory of the 
Soviet Union as well as the other countries of Eastern Europe. 

Continuing to read . . .
“4. With regard to the character of the inspection to safeguard 

against the possibility of surprise attack, it is understood that it 
would include in all cases aerial inspection, with ground observa
tion posts at principal ports, railway junctions, main highways and 
important airfields etc. as agreed. There would also, as agreed, 
be mobile ground teams with specifically defined authority. It is 
understood that ground posts may be established by agreement at 
points in the territories of the States concerned without being re
stricted to the limits of the above described areas, but the areas
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open to ground inspection shall not be less than the areas of aerial 
inspection.”

I  will interpolate at this point—there will, I suppose, be mobility not 
only with reference to aerial inspection, which is inherent, but that 
there will have to be decisions reached as to the mobility and limits of 
action of those who may be posted and have responsibilities on the 
ground. That degree of mobility would have to be specifically 
defined. It is assumed that the areas which I have described would 
have both air and ground inspection, and it is pointed out that the 
areas open to aerial inspection shall all of them be open also to ground 
inspection. There may, however, as I pointed out, be ground posts 
at points outside of the described areas if this is mutually agreed 
upon. The normal and usual condition would, however, be coinci
dence between land and air inspection areas. The reference to areas 
of ground inspection not being less than the areas of aerial inspections 
is designed to indicate a uniformity of ground inspection throughout 
substantial areas and not a concentration in one particular zone which 
might ca^ry with it political implications.

Continuing to read—
“The mobility of the ground inspection would be as specifically 

defined in the agreement with in all cases the concurrence of the 
countries directly concerned. There would also be all necessary 
means of communication.”

I  again point out, interpolating, that this question of mobility is a 
very important one which applies to all circumstances because even 
ground posts, I  suppose, would not be shut up in a hotel room with 
the curtains drawn but would have a certain facility to move about. 
Just how much would have to depend on agreement. I  assume that 
any air inspection would have to be carefully arranged and monitored 
so as to cover what is indispensable and do so without interference 
with commercial flights and the like. They would not be free to fly 
at will, because that would disrupt civil aviation. As pointed out, 
there would also be—have to be necessary means of communication 
so if circumstances indicating preparations for a surprise attack were 
detected there would be possibilities of verification and also com
munications back because if communications were cut off then the 
value of the system would be negligible.

“5. Since the establishment of any inspection system is subject 
to agreement on the details of its installation, maintenance and 
operation, it is proposed, as a matter of urgency, that a working 
group of experts be set up at once to examine the technical prob
lems and to report their conclusions which could form the basis 
for an Annex to the Agreement.”
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Commenting on that, I would say* that I think it is of the utmost 
importance—as do my colleagues who join in this paper—of the 
utmost importance that we should as quickly as possible, get down to 
studying the practical details of such a proposal as we make, after, 
of course, having heard the view of the Soviet Union and being sure 
that this proposal, in one of its alternatives, is acceptable to the Soviet 
Ijnion. There is great danger, I think, that we might have an agree
ment in principle which might seem to much of the world to hold out 
great hopes, and then when it came to working out the practical details 
of the application of that principle we would find ourselves so far 
at variance that the acceptance of the principle alone would be a vain 
thing and great hopes would have been aroused which would only 
have to be disillusioned. Therefore, because the essence of inspection 
is how it works, we do not think that there should be any prolonged 
divorcement of the discussion of the principle and the discussion of 
the practical details which are many—which are complicated. So 
we should, as rapidly as possible, strive to get into agreement so as 
to be sure that the principles that we find acceptable, are truly 
meaningful.

I continue to read—
“6. It is understood that any initial system of inspection designed 

to safeguard against the possibility of surprise attack may be 
extended by agreement of all concerned to the end that ultimately 
the system will deal with the danger of surprise attack from 
anywhere.” j

In other words, even the broadest of the proposals made here, if  
accepted would still not cover all possible areas from which surprise 
attacks might be launched; and the narrower proposals, if the Soviet 
Union were unable to accept the broad proposals, would leave very 
important areas uninspected from which a surprise attack might be 
launched.

Therefore, the four Powers, in presenting this proposal want to 
make it clear that they believe that anything We do here is not an end, 
but a beginning, designed to arrive, ultimately, at a system which will 
mean a world within which all nations and all peoples may live free 
of the danger and fear of surprise attack. We believe, I  think, that 
if we can eliminate the danger of surprise attack, we Vill have gone 
far to eliminate the danger of any attack, because under modern con
ditions, with modem weapons, no nation is apt to attack unless it 
feels that it can, by an initial surprise blow, gain a decisive victory 
over its opponent. The element of surprise, always important in 
war, has become increasingly so with modern weapons and if the 
element of surprise can be taken away so that no nation would enjoy 
the advantage of a surprise attack, then we believe we will have taken 
perhaps the greatest single step which can be taken to eliminate
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danger—to eliminate fear—and to create an atmosphere under which 
there can be a very substantial reduction in the heavy burden of 
armament which weighs upon all peoples and which prevents the 
fruits of man’s labour from being used for his richer life, rather 
than for weapons of destruction.

217. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Stassen) to the Disarmament Subcommittee: Sus
pension of Nuclear Tests, August 21, 1957 1

At the previous meeting of the Sub-Committee I stated that the 
United States was prepared to proceed with the serious negotiations 
for an agreement with the Soviet Union, Canada, France and the 
United Kingdom on partial measures for a first step of disarmament. 
At the same time I emphasized that during the implementation of 
such a first step the United States would make its best efforts to reach 
accord on further steps and on a comprehensive agreement.

I have reported to the other members of the Sub-Committee on the 
work that has been going on in consultations and in consideration by 
my Government directed towards this end of successfully reaching 
agreement after eleven years of failure to agree. I have stressed that 
none of these consultations or considerations with other Governments 
or within our own Government was engaged in for any purpose of 
delay. I trust that from the presentation I shall make today the con
structive effort that has been going forward in these days of consider
ation will be very evident to all.

Our work has now proceeded to the point where today I can pre
sent a major move to reach agreement through narrowing one of 
the important gaps remaining between the position of the four 
Western States represented in the Sub-Committee and that of the 
Soviet Union.

Having prepared to present this position I asked to be inscribed 
as a speaker today, but I was perfectly willing to relinquish my first 
place on the list of speakers to permit the statements just made by the 
Soviet representative, who had requested this meeting in the first 
instance, and by the dean of the disarmament negotiations, the dis
tinguished representative of France.

Speaking, then in the third position, I now present in summary 
form, on behalf of the four delegations of Canada, France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States, this important proposal which could 
not only advance us towards agreement but would, if implemented, 
mean so much to the future prospects of peace in the world.

1 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.149, pp. 20-25.
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In presenting this proposal I do so with a large measure of confi
dence that if  we agree upon it we shall find that the overwhelming 
majority of other Governments in the world will decide that it would 
be in their interests also to join in such a move and to become signa
tories at an early date.

My proposal on behalf of the delegations of Canada, France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States is presented as a part of an 
agreement for partial measures of disarmament. It would be along 
the following lines:

“All parties to the agreement undertake to refrain from conduct
ing nuclear test explosions for a period of twelve months from the 
date of entry into force of the convention, provided that agreement 
has been reached on the installation and maintenance of the neces
sary controls, including inspection posts with scientific instruments 
located within the territories of the Soviet Union, the United King
dom, the United States, in the area of the Pacific Ocean and at such 
other places as may be necessary with the consent of the Govern
ments concerned.

“A group of technical experts appointed by the five Govern
ments represented on the Sub-Committee will meet as soon as pos
sible to design the inspection system to verify the suspension of 
testing.

“Upon termination of the twelve months’ period the parties will 
be free to conduct tests unless they have agreed to continue the 
suspension for a further period under effective international 
inspection.

“If the inspection system referred to in the first paragraph of 
this presentation is operating to the satisfaction of each party con
cerned, and if progress satisfactory to each party concerned is being 
achieved in the preparation of an inspection system for the cessa
tion of the production of fissionable materials for weapons pur
poses, all parties to the convention undertake to refrain from 
conducting nuclear test explosions for a further period of twelve 
months. Such an extension will be made only with the under
standing that testing may, at the discretion of each party, be con
ducted twenty-four months after the entry into force of the con
vention if the inspection system for the cessation of production for 
weapons purposes has not been installed to the satisfaction of each 
party concerned before the end of the twenty-four months, and if 
the cessation of production for weapons purposes has not been put 
into effect.

“Furthermore, even under these circumstances, after twenty-four 
months, if tests are resumed, each party undertakes to announce and 
register in advance the dates of each series and the range of total 
energy to be released therein, to provide for limited observation of
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them, and to limit the amount of radioactive material to be released
into the atmosphere.”
I am sure that the other representatives—those who have been as

sociated in the preparation of this major move, and also the repre
sentative of the Soviet Union—will be fully aware of what an impor
tant development this is in these negotiations. Taking into account 
the fact that the Soviet Union had advance[d] the proposal for two 
or three years’ suspension, and then had subsequently agreed to the 
introduction of inspection in relation to suspension,1 it is very evident 
that we are coming within close reach of agreement on this factor, 
even as we are continuing to consider and endeavouring to move closer 
on the other mutually desirable, related items for a partial measures 
agreement.

Implementation of the first period of twelve months’ suspension 
requires in reality only the implementation of, those points on which 
there has already been an expression of agreement within the Sub- 
Committee. There does remain the working out of the specific de
tails, which are very important. But in other respects the essential 
factors in the twelve months’ suspension, in the first instance, have 
been broadly agreed.

It is stated here that not only the territory of the Soviet Union, 
the United Kingdom, the United States and the area of the Pacific 
Ocean is involved, but such other places as may be necessary. We 
believe this is a mutually desirable addition, and that if we are think
ing of a system that should grow and continue then there would be 
other areas of the world that should also be included in the inspec
tion systenl. We recognize the obvious fact that inspection posts will 
not be placed anywhere unless with the consent of the Governments 
concerned. While the five Governments represented in this Sub- 
Committee could agree through their representatives here, other Gov
ernments outside the Sub-Committee would need to give their specific 
consent.

We have all agreed that these nuclear matters require technical con
sideration. In fact, all five Governments here have worked together 
through technical experts in the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
in the International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic 
Energy at Geneva two years ago, and in various studies of radiation 
under United Nations auspices. There is, then, a precedent for the 
study by technical experts; there is the need for i t ; and in presenting 
on 2 July the Joint Statement2 of the four delegations which was 
the forerunner of today’s proposal the Foreign Minister of the United 
Kingdom made a very eloquent presentation of the logic and the 
desirability of such a businesslike approach to our work.

1 See ante, docs. 200 and 205.
a Ante, doc. 209.
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Thus, these requirements for the first twelve months seem to me to 
be merely a matter of now applying in a sensible way and a practical 
manner the points already made and agreed between the parties. As 
a basis for extending to the full twenty-four months—which would 
meet the period of two years proposed by the Soviet Union—we then 
expect that there would be the move in relation to the cessation of pro
duction of fissionable material for weapons purposes.

I f  the requirements of the first year of the agreement have been 
successfully fulfilled, then it should be possible to continue progress 
and to make it in a more durable way. The second period of a year 
makes that possible. We do not require that there be a cut-off of 
fissionable materials production in the first year. We do state spe
cifically that if no such cut-off is realized within the second twelve 
months then the suspension ends and testing may be resumed. But, 
even in these circumstances, we meet and go somewhat beyond the 
proposal1 on nuclear testing made by the Governments of Canada* 
Japan and Norway by providing that each party should undertake

“to announce and register in advance the dates of each series and 
the range of total energy to be released therein, to provide for 
limited observation of them, and to limit the amount of radioactive 
material to be released into the atmosphere.”

This agreement, in our view, should go into effect at the earliest 
feasible date. It needs to be brought in in relation to the other key 
partial measures on which we are in an advanced stage of negotia
tion—although some problems remain and although, in some respects, 
we are waiting for a response. Until it does go into effect, of course* 
any State remains free to continue nuclear testing. That applies 
not only to the three States which have conducted tests, but to any 
other State. Likewise, of course, if  we five agree to such a partial 
measures treaty it is a matter for each State to decide whether it will 
become a signatory thereto. Consideration of this aspect of the 
problem has been an important part of our studies and our consulta
tions in the United States Government. We believe that a logical 
and practical approach such as that which we are presenting today 
will commend itself to the other Governments whose adherence to a 
treaty would be very important for its success.

In advancing this new and major move we do not step back in any 
way from the other advances we have made in our willingness to re
duce non-nuclear armaments, to reduce armed forces and in various 
ways to “open up” reciprocally to each other, reduce the dangers of 
surprise attack, lessen tensions and pave the way for progress to
gether to a lasting peace in this age of nuclear scientific advance.

1 Ante, doc. 1S9.
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218. Soviet Statement on the Disarmament Talks, 
August 27, 1957 1

For more than ten years now, talks on disarmament have been pro
ceeding in the United Nations. The United Nations Disarmament 
Commission and its Sub-Committee, to which the General Assembly 
of the United Nations has assigned a vital task 2—to frame an inter
national disarmament agreement ensuring the prohibition of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons and a substantial reduction in the armaments 
and armed forces of States, under suitable international control—have 
been in existence for many years. Never before has mankind been 
confronted by so urgent and burning an international problem as that 
of disarmament and the prohibition of atomic weapons, a problem 
which arrests the attention of all the peoples of the world. And that 
is understandable, for unless a constructive solution is found to the 
problem of disarmament no country will be able to feel itself free from 
the threat of a new war, with the use of weapons of mass destruction,
i.e., of atomic and hydrogen bombs. The fate of millions upon mil
lions of people in the various parts of the globe now depends on 
whether the Powers reach agreement on practical measures of dis
armament. It is for this reason that the peoples are demanding with 
ever-increasing insistence that measures should be adopted forth
with to put an end to the armaments race, and above all to remove the 
threat of war.

While the Disarmament Sub-Committee marks time, the arma
ments race continues

So far, the work of the United Nations Disarmament Commission 
and its Sub-Committee has failed to yield positive results. There is 
no truth in the assertions of those who are now trying to give world 
public opinion the impression that the disarmament talks that have 
been going on in London for five months, at this session of the Sub- 
Committee, have made satisfactory progress. In all this time the 
Sub-Committee has not advanced one inch towards the solution of 
the problems referred to it. Meanwhile, the Governments of the 
Western Powers have been constantly increasing the production of 
all types of armaments, and particularly of means of mass destruction 
such as atomic and hydrogen weapons.

While the United Nations Disarmament Sub-Committee has been 
meeting in London, the Council of the aggressive North Atlantic bloc

XU.N. doc. DC/SC. 1/65/Rev. 1, in the Fifth Report of the Sub-Committee of 
the Disarmament Commission (DC/113), Annex 4. Read by Ambassador Zorin 
to the Subcommittee (Aug. 27). Cf. Soviet memorandum of Sept 20 (post, 
doc. 220).

* Ante, doc. 105.



850 DOCUMENT 218 : AUGUST 27, 1957

decided at its last session in Bonn to place atomic weapons at the 
disposal of a number of West European States members of the bloc, 
including Western Germany.1

Despite energetic protests by the peoples of many lands, the United 
States Government has stationed its special atopiic units in the terri
tories of the Western European States members of NATO. All 
this has been taking place under cover of fruitless disarmament talks.

Little wonder, then, that the peoples are more and more beginning 
to ask the reasons for this situation. They wish to know whether the 
States represented in this Sub-Committee are really trying to achieve 
the vitally important goal of disarmament, and whether they are 
taking all the necessary steps to that end. No one will evade an 
answer to these questions, for the problem of disarmament pro
foundly affects the interests of literally every family and every indi
vidual, wherever they may live. The extremely unsatisfactory 
situation with regard to the disarmament talks which have now been 
going on for many years, so far without any result, justifies the dis
quiet and anxiety felt by wide masses of people. It is becoming 
increasingly obvious to them that those who are responsible for the 
policies of the Governments of the Western Powers represented in 
the United Nations Disarmament Sub-Committee, in particular that 
of the United States, do not really want a disarmament agreement. 
True, high-sounding statements by these leaders about the desirability 
of disarmament are not lacking. But what is the value of these 
declarations if the activities of the Governments of the United States 
of America and of its NATO allies are really directed towards the 
continuation of the armaments race, further militarization of their 
countries, and preparations for an atomic war?

It is not difficult to understand what compels the opponents of dis
armament to resort to such shifts. In view of the ever-growing move
ment of supporters of peace all over the world, in view of the in
creasingly forceful demands of peace-loving people in all countries 
for a policy of peaceful coexistence and the cessation of the armaments 
race, no Government can afford openly to reject these demands and 
so risk provoking the indignation of its own people by its policy. 
Consequently the ruling circles of the Western Powers have decided 
to play a double game and, in order to deceive public opinion, are 
camouflaging their military preparations under talks about disarma
ment and trying to create the impression that some genuine effort is 
being made in the United Nations Sub-Committee, whereas in fact 
the Sub-Committee is marking time.

1 See communique released May 7, 1957 (Department of S tate Bulletin, 
May 27, 1957, p. 840).
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The Government of the Soviet Union, which is a member of the 
Sub-Committee of the United Nations Disarmament Commission, is 
aware of the importance of the task laid upon this Sub-Committee 
and of its responsibility to the peoples, and so considers itself bound 
to define its position on the disarmament question and to explain how 
it assesses the current talks on this question.

The USSR advocates the speediest possible attainment of agree
ment on disarmament

The Soviet Union’s attitude towards the disarmament talks is de
termined primarily by the basis of its entire foreign policy, which is 
the principle of the peaceful coexistence of States, regardless of differ
ences in their social structure, and the desire for a lessening of tension 
between nations and for the maintenance of friendly relations and the 
growth of peaceful co-operation between all peoples. The Soviet 
Government’s desire has been to improve the effectiveness of the Sub- 
Committee’s work and to ensure the adoption of appropriate decisions 
at an early date. For that purpose it proposed, even before the start 
of the Sub-Committee’s present session, that on this occasion the 
session should be conducted at Foreign Minister level, with the par
ticipation of responsible representatives of the fighting service de
partments, preferably chiefs of staff. Unfortunately the Western 
Powers represented in the Sub-Committee rejected the Soviet Union’s 
proposal, a fact which in itself has inevitably had detrimental effects 
on the Sub-Committee’s work.

At the very outset of the present session the USSR Government 
submitted for the Sub-Committee’s consideration proposals compris
ing a comprehensive programme of disarmament.1 This programme 
provided for the complete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weap
ons, the renunciation by States of their use, the cessation of their 
production, their elimination from the arsenals of States, and the de
struction of stockpiles of these weapons. In regard to conventional 
armaments the programme provided for a reduction of the armed 
forces of the Soviet Union and of the United States in the course of 
two periods to 1-1.5 million men, and of those of the United Kingdom 
and France to 650,000 men. The Soviet Union also proposed an 
agreement providing for the abolition of all military bases on foreign 
soil, the reduction of the armed forces of the Soviet Union, the United 
States, the United Kingdom and France stationed in Germany, and a 
reduction in the armed forces of the United States, the United King
dom and France stationed in the NATO countries and in the territory

1 Ante, doc. 195.
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of other foreign States and of the armed forces of the Soviet Union 
stationed in the Warsaw Treaty countries.

Provision was also made for the establishment of a system of inter
national control over the execution of these measures by States. The 
Soviet Union also proposed the use of aerial photography in the 
areas of Europe in which the principal armed forces of the NATO 
countries and of the Warsaw Treaty countries are deployed, to a 
depth of 800 kilometres on each side of the line dividing the NATO 
forces from those of the Warsaw Treaty countries. It also proposed 
that a zone of limitation and inspection of armaments, including the 
territory of both parts of Germany and that of the States adjoining 
them, should be established in Europe.

The Soviet Union’s proposals were drawn up with due regard to 
the Western Powers’ position and to the considerations put forward 
by many States at the eleventh session of the United Nations General 
Assembly. Nevertheless, the proposals of the Soviet Government 
received no support from the representatives in the Sub-Committee of 
the United States, the United Kingdom, France and Canada. The 
representatives of these countries stated that they were not in any 
case prepared at present to consent to a radical solution of the dis
armament problem, and proposed to negotiate for agreement on par
tial disarmament measures only.

Although the Soviet Government favours an immediate settlement 
of the whole problem of disarmament, it deferred to the Western 
Powers’ position and, desiring to shift the disarmament problem out 
of deadlock, submitted on 30 April a proposal for those partial meas
ures of disarmament which in the present circumstances cannot be 
postponed and which, if implemented, would also pave the way to a 
comprehensive agreement on disarmament.1

The Soviet proposals for partial disarmament provided for reduc
tions of armed forces, armaments and military budgets and for a 
gradual liquidation of bases on foreign soil, and included a series of 
measures for lessening international tension.

Because of the categorical refusal by the United States and its 
allies to consent to a total prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weap
ons, the Soviet Union proposed on 30 April that as a first step States 
should give a solemn undertaking to renounce the use for military 
purposes of atomic and hydrogen weapons of all types, including 
aerial bombs, rockets carrying atomic or hydrogen warheads, irrespec
tive of range, atomic artillery, etc.

In view of the especially urgent need to halt atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests, these proposals of the Soviet Union provided that this 
question should be separated from the disarmament problem as a

1 Ante, doc. 203.
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whole, so that it might be settled without delay as a measure of 
the highest priority.

I t  is essential to put an immediate stop to atormc and hydrogen 
weapons tests

The struggle to bring nuclear weapons tests to an end has in recent 
years become world-wide. Millions of ordinary people in all the 
countries of the world are insistently demanding that dangerous 
experiments with atomic and hydrogen weapons should be stopped. 
The World Peace Council, expressing at its recent session in Colombo 
the will of the peoples of the world, appealed to all societies, move
ments, organizations, unions, groups and individuals working for 
the halting of atomic tests, to join together in a common endeavour 
to achieve this noble aim by their combined efforts.

A conviction of the need for the speediest possible solution of the 
problem of halting atomic and hydrogen weapons tests is growing 
not only in world society at large, but also in Governmental and 
parliamentary circles of many States. Resolutions demanding the 
conclusion of an agreement for the cessation of nuclear tests have 
been passed by the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and by the Parlia
ments of India, Japan, Yugoslavia, Indonesia, Burma and other 
countries.

The most eminent scientists in the world are turning their atten
tion to the grave threat hanging over mankind as a result of the 
continuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests. In recent 
months, many hundreds and thousands of leading scientists in the 
Soviet Union, the United States, the United Kingdom, France, 
Germany, Japan and many other countries have issued statements 
calling for the immediate cessation of nuclear tests.

The Soviet Government fully shares the view of the Governments 
and parliaments of various countries, of large sections of the public 
and of scientists that the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
should be ended at once. Early action to this effect has been urged 
by the Soviet Government in various United Nations organs for 
several years.

The need for the immediate cessation of atomic weapons tests is 
dictated above all by the fact that that step would to some extent 
prevent the further development of atomic weapons and the creation 
of new and still more destructive types of such weapons, and would 
be a first and important step on the road to the main objective, the 
complete prohibition of atomic weapons. It is self-evident that nuclear 
weapons tests are carried out to ascertain the effectiveness of the 
destructive powers of such weapons, with a view to making them 
a still more fearful means of mass destruction. The fact cannot be
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evaded that every test explosion of an atomic or hydrogen bomb in 
one country spurs on other countries to adopt similar measures, in  
order not to be “left behind”. And in the last analysis this leads to 
a general intensification of the nuclear armaments race and makes 
the world situation increasingly tense and dangerous.

It is highly important also that the very fact of an agreement on 
this question between the great Powers would react favourably on 
the whole international atmosphere and would help to strengthen 
confidence between States.

It must also be borne in mind that even now the radiation resulting 
from nuclear explosions is a real danger to human life and health. 
The cessation of atomic weapons tests would prevent the harmful con
sequences of nuclear explosions.

The Soviet Union proposed that the question of the cessation of 
nuclear testing should be isolated from the overall problem of dis
armament and dealt with immediately as a separate issue, independ
ently of any agreement on other disarmament questions.

The advantages and the practicality of that proposal are obvious. 
Firstly, atomic and hydrogen weapons are so far being manufactured 
and tested by three countries only: the United States, the USSR  
and the United Kingdom; and consequently agreement depends ex
clusively on the goodwill of these Powers. Since the Soviet Union 
has declared itself ready to agree to an immediate cessation of tests, 
the matter rests with the two other countries—the United States and 
the United Kingdom.

Secondly, an agreement on the cessation of tests would be a simple 
measure requiring no complicated machinery, since in the present state 
of science its supervision could be carried out without creating any 
cumbersome system of control, and would be a perfectly practicable 
operation.

The Soviet Union is in favour of the complete and unconditional 
cessation of nuclear testing. Since, however, the Western Powers 
show no desire for such a step, the Soviet Government, in order to 
smooth the way to a mutually acceptable agreement, proposed that 
nuclear testing should be suspended at least temporarily, for a period 
of two or three years. In deference to the wishes of the Western 
Powers, the Soviet Union also proposed the establishment of control 
posts, on a basis of reciprocity, in the territories of the USSR, the 
United States and the United Kingdom and in the Pacific Ocean 
area, with a view to supervision over the execution of the agreement 
for the cessation of tests.1

One would have thought that such a measure, with its obvious bene
fits to the whole of mankind, could not possibly have given rise to any

1 Ante, doc. 205.
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opposition. Yet it has so far proved impossible to reach agreement 
with the Western Powers on a cessation of nuclear testing, or even 
on a temporary suspension of two or three years. Until recently, 
indeed, the Western Powers have made no particular effort to conceal 
their negative attitude to this proposal.

Faced with the unanimous demand of the peoples for the cessation 
of dangerous experiments with weapons of mass destruction, the 
United States and the other Western Powers represented in this Sub- 
Committee have now adopted different tactics, as is apparent from 
the statement made by the United States representative at the Sub- 
Committee’s meeting of 21 August.1 Without formally rejecting the 
proposal for a suspension of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, the 
United States has nevertheless reduced to nil the possibility of agree
ment on that proposal by artificially linking its implementation with 
other disarmament measures on which agreement is impeded by 
serious difficulties which, again, result from the positions of the 
Western Powers themselves. In particular, the United States says 
that it will not accept even a temporary suspension of nuclear weapons 
tests until agreement is reached on a cut-off of the production of 
fissionable materials for military purposes. But even under those 
conditions the United States is prepared to consider a suspension 
of tests for a period of only twelve months, that is, for a period no 
greater than that required for the preparation of the next test. True, 
the United States statement of 21 August refers to the suspension 
of tests for a further period of twelve months; but in view of the con
ditions laid down the prospects of agreement on this period are even 
more doubtful than those of reaching agreement on the first period.

What, then, does the United States proposal for the cessation of the 
production of fissionable materials for military purposes, which is put 
forward as an absolute condition for United States agreement to a 
suspension of nuclear tests, actually amount to ?

The United States Secretary of State, in one of his recent state
ments, said that his country had come to the conclusion that so far 
as concerned existing stocks of fissionable materials, it could not with
out risk renounce their use for the production of weapons.2 This 
point of view is fully reflected in the latest proposals of the Western 
Powers, which provide not only for the retention by States of their 
existing stocks of nuclear weapons, but also for the continued produc
tion of these weapons from existing stocks of fissionable materials. 
Added to which, the Western Powers categorically oppose the pro
hibition of nuclear weapons.

What, then, is the point of the United States proposal on the cut-off 
of the production of fissionable material for military purposes, if after

1 Ante, doc. 217.
2 See ante, doc. 211.
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its adoption the United States continues to manufacture atomic and 
hydrogen bombs just as before and if atomic weapons have still not 
been outlawed? All this evidence shows that in fact neither the 
United States nor the United Kingdom really mean to stop producing 
atomic and hydrogen weapons.

It is sometimes stated that the proposal to cut off the production of 
fissionable materials for military purposes is aimed at preventing the 
spread of atomic weapons “throughout the world”. However, the 
actions of the United States indicate exactly the opposite. It is well 
known that while the United States Government is saying that atomic 
weapons must not be allowed to spread throughout the world, it is 
simultaneously preparing and, more than preparing, giving effect to 
plans to supply atomic weapons to its partners in NATO, a move 
which obviously aggravates the international situation and makes a 
solution to the problem of disarmament still harder to find.

The cut-off of the production of fissionable material for military 
purposes will be of real significance in eliminating the threat of 
atomic war only when it is indissolubly linked to the prohibition of 
atomic weapons, their elimination from the armaments of States, and 
the destruction of atomic weapons stockpiles. That is the solution of 
the problem advocated by the Soviet Union.

The linking by the Western Powers of the cessation of nuclear weap
ons tests with the cut-off of production of fissionable materials for 
military purposes shows that they are far from desirous of contribut
ing towards the halting of nuclear weapons tests. All this is bound 
to hamper settlement of the urgent problem of prohibiting nuclear 
tests.

It must be added that the United States and its partners have made 
the cessation of atomic weapons tests conditional also upon the re
duction of conventional armaments and armed forces, a clear indi
cation that they do not wish at the present time to solve the problem 
of halting atomic weapons tests, seeing that they themselves are 
hindering the attainment of agreement on this other question too.

Another matter worthy of attention is that certain elements among 
the Western Powers have recently begun to spread stories about a 
so-called “clean” atomic weapon, the making of which, they claim, 
demands the continuance of tests. There is no doubt that they have 
found this myth which they have been circulating about a “clean” 
atomic weapon necessary in order to justify by some means their 
opposition to the discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen bomb tests, 
and that it is intended further to impede the attainment of agree
ment on this question. It is not hard to see that this is yet another 
attempt deliberately to confuse the simple, clear and very long
standing issue of stopping nuclear weapons tests.
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The discussion in the United Nations Sub-Committee of the ques
tion of halting nuclear weapons tests shows that the responsibility 
for the continued experimental explosions of atomic and hydrogen 
bombs lies fairly and squarely with the Governments of the Western 
Powers and, first and foremost, with those of the United States and 
the United Kingdom.

States should renounce the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons
In the period between the two World Wars public opinion, as is 

known, unanimously condemned chemical and biological weapons, 
and the use of such weapons was prohibited by appropriate inter
national conventions.1 This ban had positive results. Whereas chem
ical weapons were used in the First World War, in the Second World 
War the belligerents did not resort to chemical and biological war
fare. Now, however, there have appeared weapons of mass destruc
tion many times more terrible in their effects: nuclear weapons, which 
have as their target not only military objectives but above all large 
cities, centres of industry and culture built by centuries of man’s 
work and creative genius.

It is understandable, therefore, that since the very day when the 
first American atom bombs fell on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki, killing many tens of thousands of peaceful individuals 
whose charred bodies were buried under their shattered homes, the 
peoples of the world have been more and more imperatively calling 
for the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. Governments can
not turn a deaf ear to this demand. It is the solemn duty of States 
to assume an obligation not to tolerate the use of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons.

The leaders of the Western Powers, since they do not wish to out
law nuclear weapons, like to justify their position by the argument 
that the possession of nuclear weapons by States acts as a deterrent 
and reduces the likelihood of atomic war.

This is pure illusion. On the contrary, history teaches us that 
every armaments race has always resulted in its logical conclusion, 
war. That lesson is convincingly borne out by the events which 
preceded the First and Second World Wars. What guarantee is 
there that the present armaments race, and particularly the atomic 
weapons race, will not unleash armed conflicts or lead to a new world 
war in which atomic and hydrogen weapons will be used ? There is 
no such guarantee.

The Governments of the Western Powers are trying to make out 
that the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons is legal and that the

1 See Geneva Protocol of 1925 (94 LNTS 65; Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Disarmament and Security: A Collec
tion of Documents, pp. 169-170).
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need is not to renounce their use but merely to define the conditions 
and circumstances in which they may be used. In particular, it is 
proposed that the use of nuclear weapons shall be recognized as legal 
in accordance with Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, which 
provides that States have a right of self-defence if attacked.) But 
it can easily be seen that to adopt such a form of words would by 
no means result in the prohibition of atomic weapons, but would in 
fact legalize their use. It would leave a loophole authorizing an 
aggressor to resort to atomic and hydrogen weapons under the guise 
of self-defence. Have there not been countless cases in history of 
aggressors invoking self-defence as an excuse ? Did not Hitler him
self cry “self-defence” when attacking other States?

It is easy to see that the Western Powers’ position is radically 
opposed to the interests of the peoples, who long to be freed from 
the threat of atomic war and for nuclear weapons to be absolutely 
prohibited and eliminated from the arsenals of States. An important 
step towards the attainment of this aim would be made if the States 
possessing such weapons gave a voluntary undertaking to renounce 
their use.

An agreement to renounce the use of nuclear weapons would be of 
exceptional significance for peace and would do much to ease inter
national tension. Such an agreement would create an atmosphere of 
moral and political condemnation of barbarous atomic weapons and 
would do much to restore confidence in the relations between States. 
It would at the same time be an important step on the road towards 
the complete prohibition of atomic weapons, and would demonstrate 
clearly to the peoples of the world that the Powers possessing nuclear 
weapons had moved from words to actions and were taking positive 
measures to free mankind from the threat of atomic war.

The Soviet TJnion favours a substantial reduction in armed forces, 
armaments and military expenditure

Twelve years after the end of the Second World War, the armed 
forces of the principal Western Powers have still not been reduced 
to a level appropriate to peacetime conditions, and are still stationed 
in foreign territories as if the war were still going on.

As the facts show, the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France are not even attempting to rectify this abnormal situation; 
indeed they are preparing for a new war.

Only four years after the end of the Second World War, at the in
stigation of the United States Government supported by the Govern
ments of the United Kingdom and France, a military grouping of 
States was formed; a grouping hostile to the Soviet Union and cer
tain other States which had been allies of the United States, the 
United Kingdom and France in the struggle against Hitlerite aggres
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sion. In recent years the construction of United States air and naval 
bases in foreign territories near the borders of the Soviet Union and 
the countries friendly to it has been proceeding on a more and more 
massive scale. It is known that between 1951 and 1957 the number of 
NATO air bases alone in Europe rose from fifteen to 150. Feverish 
steps are being taken in the NATO countries to equip troops of all 
arms with atomic and hydrogen weapons and various types of 
rockets. The military budgets of many countries are dozens of times 
higher than the normal peace-time levels and swallow up an ever- 
increasing part of the productive labour of the population. In this 
connexion the following facts are worthy of notice. In 1956 the 
total armed forces of the NATO countries numbered 6 or 7 million, 
and their total military expenditure in 1957 is at least 58,000 to 60,000 
million dollars. In the United States alone 43,300 million dollars, or 
63 per cent of the budget, has been approved for military expenditure 
in 1957-1958. Nevertheless, even this rate and scale do not satisfy 
the partisans of the armaments race. They complain that the rate is 
not high enough.

Why is all this being done? Will all these military preparations 
help to secure peace or security for any Power ? The answer can only 
be in the negative. Such measures as the preparations for atomic war 
that are being made in Europe by the aggressive North Atlantic bloc, 
and the creation of a wide network of United States military bases 
abroad, profoundly jeopardize the security of many States, especially 
those on whose territory these preparations are being made; in ad
dition to which the increased international tension to which they give 
rise is itself fraught with the threat of war.

People may say that the Soviet Union is also arming itself and 
spending considerable sums on defence. That is, of course, true. But 
it goes without saying that the USSR and other peace-loving Govern
ments cannot ignore the fact that a ring of United States military 
bases, called NATO bases, has been set up round the Soviet Union, 
and that, as the representatives of the high command of this aggres
sive military bloc have themselves stated on more than one occasion, 
the military preparations of the United States and its NATO allies 
are directly aimed at the Soviet Union and the other Socialist States. 
In this connexion, reference could be made to numerous statements 
made by General Norstad of the United States Army, the present 
Commander-in-Chief of the NATO forces, by Mr. Strauss, the Min
ister of Defence of Western Germany, and by other military chiefs of 
NATO, who make no effort to conceal their plans of attack on the 
Soviet Union. They quite unashamedly, in season and out, vaunt the 
facilities their bases bring them for striking the first blow at the 
Soviet Union.



860 DOCUMENT 218 : AUGUST 27, 1957

The Soviet Government can naturally not overlook the fact that 
the Western Powers, while continuing to evade the conclusion of an 
agreement on disarmament, are at the same time pursuing a frantic 
armaments race and preparing themselves for a new war. All this 
compels the Soviet Union and the other countries of the socialist 
camp to take due measures to ensure their own security so that they 
may be ready to repel any aggression and curb the aggressor.

On 18 March and 30 April the Soviet Government, desiring to put 
an end to the armaments race, submitted to the Governments of the 
Western Powers participating in the work of the United Nations Sub- 
Committee a number of highly concrete proposals for the reduction 
of the armed forces, armaments and military budgets of the United 
States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and France.1

The carrying out even—as a beginning—of partial measures of dis
armament would undoubtedly help to improve the situation in Europe 
and the world at large and to create an atmosphere of trust in the 
relations between States; and that would make it possible to make 
further progress of [on?] the road to disarmament.

The Western Powers took a negative position on the Soviet pro
posals, and on various fabricated pretexts are evading the conclusion 
of an agreement providing for a genuine reduction in armed forces 
and armaments. Thus, in place of the levels of 1-1.5 million for the 
armed forces of the United States and the Soviet Union which they 
themselves proposed at an earlier date,2 they are now proposing that 
the armed forces of those two countries should be reduced by three 
stages to levels of 2.5 million, 2.1 million and 1.7 million men respec
tively.3 Moreover, any reduction of the armed forces below 2.5 mil
lion men is made conditional on the prior settlement of outstanding 
international problems.

The Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France, and also of the Federal Republic of Germany, confirmed in 
a joint statement on 29 Ju ly4 that they regard prior settlement of the 
question of German reunification as a condition precedent to a dis
armament agreement. To link disarmament with the reunification 
of Germany, particularly in view of the blackmailing attitude of the 
militaristic circles of Western Germany, which demand the unification 
of Germany on Adenauer’s terms in return for the consent of the Fed
eral Republic of Germany to disarmament, is to pile up new and 
serious obstacles to the solution not only of the disarmament problem 
but also of the German problem itself. But that is apparently just 
what the Western Powers want.

1 Ante, docs. 195 and 203.
* Ante, docs. 80 and 109.
8 Ante, doc. 207.
4 Ante, doc. 214.
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The Soviet Union’s proposal for reducing military budgets by 15 
per cent met with no positive reaction from the Western Powers, 
which confined themselves to general statements and refused any 
definite commitment.

The Western Powers also decline to discuss the Soviet Union’s pro
posals for the liquidation of military bases and the removal of armed 
forces from the territories of foreign States.

Thus experience has shown that all concrete proposals designed to 
call a halt to the armaments race are opposed by the Governments of 
the United States, the United Kingdom and other Western Powers.

The Governments of the Western Powers give priority to matters of 
control, in an endeavour to focus discussion on these issues rather 
than on the main subject of these talks—actual disarmament measures. 
The Soviet Government has made considerable efforts to narrow the 
gap between the positions of the participants in these talks regarding 
the international control of disarmament also. On 30 April of this 
year it proposed that during the first stage of disarmament control 
posts should be established on the territory of appropriate States, on 
a basis of reciprocity, at large ports, at railway junctions and on main 
motor highways, to ensure that there was no dangerous concentration 
of armed forces and armaments. The Soviet Union also proposed that 
control posts should be established in certain regions of the USSR, 
the United States, the United Kingdom and France and also in the 
territory of other signatories of the North Atlantic Treaty and the 
Warsaw Treaty.

The Governments of the Western Powers have for some time been 
linking the attainment of an agreement on disarmament to the ac
ceptance of their plans for aerial inspection by aerial photography.

The question of aerial photography is not a new one. It has been 
raised before, as long ago as July 1955, at the meeting of the Heads 
of Governments of the Four Powers in Geneva, when the President 
of the United States, Mr. Eisenhower, introduced his open skies pro
posal for the Soviet Union and the United States.1 The Soviet Union 
representatives immediately gave their reaction to that proposal. 
They said that aerial photographs alone would solve neither the 
problem of disarmament control nor that of preventing aggression 
or surprise attack; and that what was required was not photographs 
of broad areas but rather practical steps to reduce armed forces and 
armaments and avert the threat of war.

Nevertheless, because the United States and its allies made the con
clusion of a disarmament agreement conditional on aerial photog
raphy, and because the Soviet Government desired to meet these 
Powers half-way, it agreed to the use of aerial photography and in-

1 Ante, doc. 120.
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dicated certain specific zones in which aerial inspection might be 
carried out.

In its proposals of 30 April 1957 submitted for the consideration 
of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission, the Soviet 
Government advocated, in particular, the establishment of aerial 
photography zones in the centre of Europe, where the principal armed 
forces of the opposing military groups are deployed—since this region 
constitutes the greatest threat to the peace and the security of States— 
and in the Far East. In introducing these proposals the Soviet Gov
ernment assumed that the United States would meet it half-way, and 
that as a result favourable conditions would be created for the con
clusion of a mutually acceptable agreement on partial disarmament.

However, the United States and the other Western Powers failed to 
give their support to these Soviet proposals, thereby revealing their 
lack of any desire to co-operate in the framing of a disarmament 
agreement.

Instead, the United States, the United Kingdom, France and 
Canada on 2 August introduced new proposals for aerial inspection, 
proposals providing for flights over the entire territories of the United 
States, Canada and the Soviet Union.

What purposes has the United States in mind in now introducing 
these new proposals for aerial inspection? Neither the political 
leaders of the United States nor the NATO chiefs conceal their aims; 
they openly declare that they are preparing for atomic war against 
peace-loving States, preparing to bomb the territories of these States, 
their main industrial and political centres, communications centres 
and so forth, from the air. It is clear from the statements of the 
political and military leaders of the United States that the military 
chiefs of the United States and NATO would like to obtain for their 
use, by means of aerial surveys, the fullest possible information on the 
location of the Soviet Union’s most important industrial and com
munications centres. It is obvious that the object of this United 
States proposal is the collection of reconnaissance data; that it would 
result not in an improvement but rather in a deterioration of the 
international situation; and that its real purpose is to contribute to 
the preparation of aggressive war, not to the removal of the threat 
of war.

The Western Powers’ proposal very characteristically does not pro
vide for aerial reconnaissance over a number of countries where there- 
are military bases of States members of the aggressive NATO mili
tary bloc. The exclusion from aerial inspection of countries which 
are not members of NATO but on whose territory there are foreign 
military bases would handicap the Soviet Union and its allies under 
the Warsaw Treaty, whose territories it is proposed to open to aerial 
inspection.
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The other United States proposal concerning aerial reconnaissance 
of the Arctic regions can scarcely be taken seriously, for flights over 
barren, sparsely-inhabited stretches of the Arctic would yield no 
information useful either for disarmament or for the prevention of 
a surprise attack by one State upon another.

The fact that the Western Powers have submitted such unrealistic 
proposals to the Sub-Committee indicates that the United States and 
the other Western Powers do not want to conclude a disarmament 
agreement, although they are trying to give the impression that they 
are in favour of disarmament.

It may fairly be stated that in the circumstances, that is to say 
given the gulf of distrust and suspicion yawning between the great 
Powers, the prevailing international tension, the armaments race, 
and the preparations of the NATO countries for atomic war, no 
peace-loving State could agree to flights over its whole territory with
out jeopardizing the vital interests of its national security.

In the circumstances, the Western Powers’ proposals for flights 
over the entire territory of the United States, Canada and the Soviet 
Union1 can only be regarded as a trick designed to distract attention 
from the pressing problems of disarmament and to win complete 
freedom of aerial reconnaissance in order to prepare aggression.

In connexion with the proposal of 2 August of the United States, 
the United Kingdom, France and Canada on aerial photography, 
the Soviet Government stresses once again that no manner of inspec
tion can shift the discussion of the disarmament problem out of dead
lock. No kind of aerial photography can prevent surprise attacks 
by an aggressor possessing weapons of mass destruction together with 
the latest means of delivering them to the target, and armies num
bering millions of men. A different way out must be sought.

The Soviet Government considers that attention must now be de
voted to the implementation of measures which would contribute 
towards the easing of international tension, would promote co-opera
tion among States and the development of economic and cultural links, 
and would help to do away with commercial discrimination. The 
prohibition of war propaganda, particularly of propaganda regard
ing the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons against particular coun
tries, could do much to improve relations among States. The resolu
tion prohibiting war propaganda adopted by the United Nations 
General Assembly in 19472 is not being carried out. Laws prohibit
ing war propaganda have been passed only in the Soviet Union and 
in a few other countries. The absence of such laws in the other coun

1 Ante, doc. 215.
3 Resolution 110 (II), “Measures to be taken against propaganda and the in

citers of a new war” (General Assembly Official Records: Second Session, Reso
lutions, 16 September-29 November 1947, p. 14.)



864 DOCUMENT 218 : AUGUST 27, 1957

tries leaves the field clear for the dissemination of militaristic moods, 
enmity and hatred among peoples. Suitable measures to put a stop to 
war propaganda are called for in order to ease international tension 
and lessen the threat of war.

The prohibition of nuclear weapons, the substantial reduction of 
armed forces and armaments and the abolition of foreign military 
bases in the territories of other States would make a vital contribution 
to the lessening of international tension and the creation of an atmos
phere of international trust.

I f these steps were taken the present tension and distrust prevail
ing in the relations between the Powers would give way to friendly 
co-operation in trade, economic, cultural and scientific matters. There 
would then be no bar to the extension of contacts of every kind and 
the exchange of experience between States and peoples. In such cir
cumstances the obstacles even to the carrying out of reciprocal aerial 
photographic surveys covering the entire territories of the Soviet 
Union, the United States and the other countries participating in 
NATO, SEATO, the Baghdad Treaty and the Warsaw Treaty would 
spontaneously fall away.1

The Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission is not ful- 
filling the task assigned to it

As a result of the negative position taken by the representatives of 
the United States, the United Kingdom, France and Canada, the Sul> 
Committee has been unable to adopt agreed decisions on the disarma
ment questions under consideration. Such urgent problems as the 
immediate cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, the as
sumption by States of an obligation to refrain from the use of such 
weapons, and the substantial reduction of armed forces, still remain 
unsolved.

Why has the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission so 
far failed to fulfil the tasks assigned to it, the tasks of putting an 
end to the armaments race and removing the threat of a new war?

The reason is first and foremost the fact that, with the exception 
of the Soviet Union, the Sub-Committee consists of countries whose 
ruling circles are not interested in disarmament. As is well known, 
of the five members of the Sub-Committee, the four capitalist coun
tries—the United States, the United Kingdom, France and Canada— 
play a leading role in the aggressive North Atlantic bloc.

Thus the Western Powers have to all intents and purposes handed 
disarmament over to NATO, their military organization. This fact 
causes particular alarm for the future of the disarmament talks. It

1 For the texts of these treaties, see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic 
Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, 871-873, 912-915, 1239-1242, and 
1257-1259.
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is well known that the NATO leaders base all their calculations oil 
the use of atomic weapons, the continuation of the armaments race, and 
preparations for a new war; and the transfer of the disarmament 
question to these people reflects the desire of ruling circles in the 
countries participating in the North Atlantic military alliance to 
doom the disarmament talks to failure.

The United States and the other Western Powers represented in 
the Sub-Committee arrange matters in advance with the other mem
bers of NATO, including the Adenauer Government, which is mili
tarizing the Federal Republic of Germany. At the same time, in 
the United Nations Sub-Committee, they refuse to hear the views 
of States standing outside the military blocs and showing a sincere 
concern to preserve peace, as for instance India, which requested the 
Sub-Committee to give it a hearing.1

This attitude of the Western Powers betrays their fear of a broad 
discussion of this important problem with States which are not mem
bers of their exclusive military groups; but, more than that, it is 
directly contrary to the terms of the resolution in which the Gen
eral Assembly at its eleventh session recommended that the Sub- 
Committee should hear and give prompt attention to the proposals 
on the disarmament question which have been made in the United 
Nations by other States.2

Although the attainment of agreement on disarmament depends 
primarily on the great Powers which possess the largest armed 
forces and have atomic and hydrogen weapons at their disposal, 
the solution of the disarmament problem is of equal interest to all 
nations of the world, both large and small. The successful solution 
of disarmament problems requires that consideration should be given 
not only to the proposals of the five States represented in the Sub- 
Committee but also to the views of other States Members of the 
United Nations, and particularly of those which are actively opposing 
the armaments race and the use of nuclear weapons and calling for 
the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. I f  a larger number of States 
representing the various continents and social systems were drawn 
into the discussion of disarmament questions in United Nations organs, 
the discussion would be given a more objective character and an oppor
tunity would be provided for the voices of other Governments and 
peoples to be heard; which, unf ortunately, is not possible in the Sub- 
Committee with its present narrow and one-sided membership. The 
present completely anomalous situation, in which not only are a 
number of powerful States interested in solving the problems of

1 See Indian notes verbales of Apr. 8, 1957 (DC/SC.1/50) and May 21, 1957 
(DC/SC.1/58), in Fourth Report of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament 
Commission (DC/112), Annexes 2 and 10.

* Ante, doc. 193.
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disarmament excluded from its work, but whole continents—Asia, 
Africa and Latin America—remain entirely unrepresented, can no 
longer be accepted.

In addition, the Western Powers have compelled the Sub-Committee 
to work secretly, in private, with the result that public opinion has 
been kept in ignorance, and has on many occasions been completely 
misinformed about the true state of affairs in the Sub-Committee. 
This situation apparently suits the ruling groups of the Western 
Powers. It enables them to use the secrecy of the Sub-Committee’s 
work as a pretext for evading direct answers to questions about the 
progress of the talks raised in parliaments and by the Press, and to 
make out that serious talks are taking place, whereas in actual fact 
the talks are making no progress. The question arises: what use are 
the Sub-Committee’s talks to the United States and its partners? 
From everything that has been said above it follows beyond any doubt 
that the United States and the other Western Powers seek to use the 
Sub-Committee in order to mislead public opinion, to sow false illu
sions, and to deceive the peoples, who are vitally interested in 
bringing the armaments race to an end and removing the threat of 
a new war involving the use of nuclear weapons.

The time when professional politicians and diplomats could decide 
questions affecting the basic and vital interests of peoples secretly 
and behind their backs has gone for ever. The peoples vividly recall 
the grievous sufferings and hardships of the Second World War, 
and they know what might befall them in a third world war, in our 
atomic and rocket age. They demand from States a clear and un
ambiguous answer to the question whether they stand for the con
tinuance of the armaments race or for disarmament, for the prohibition 
of atomic weapons or for the preparation of an atomic war; and no 
Government can refuse to answer this question.

In all countries the people are day by day playing a more active 
part in political life, and are waging a stubborn struggle against a 
situation in which the interests of a mere handful of millionaires 
making enormous profits out of military orders have an overriding 
influence on the positions of the Western Powers towards disarma
ment problems and prevent the solution of these problems. The 
people will not allow the forces of war to prevail over the forces of 
peace and progress.

A disarmament agreement can and rrmst be achieved
There are at the present time real possibilities for the attain

ment of an agreement on some of the more urgent measures relating 
to disarmament and the removal of the threat of an atomic war. The 
opportunity must on no account be let slip.



DOCUMENT 218 : AUGUST 27, 1957 867

The Soviet Government has submitted to the United Nations pro
posals both on atomic weapons and on conventional armaments, on a 
comprehensive disarmament programme and on partial measures of 
disarmament. The most important duty of the States which bear 
the primary responsibility for the settlement of the disarmament 
problem is to show the proper desire and the good-will to attain 
agreement on disarmament questions, and to undertake a businesslike 
discussion of all the proposals which are before this Sub-Committee 
of the United Nations Disarmament Commission. That is the only 
approach to this question which will produce the practical results 
expected from the United Nations by all those who cherish the peace 
and security of the peoples.

The Soviet Government considers that the interests of a durable 
peace throughout the whole world and of the security of States would 
best be served by the execution of a comprehensive disarmament 
programme. However, if the Western Powers are not prepared to 
consent to comprehensive disarmament measures, the Soviet Union 
is ready to agree to the execution of partial measures. The Soviet 
Government takes that position because it believes that, if mutual 
trust is to be established and the suspicion and fear which at present 
characterize the relations between States are to be eliminated, initial 
practical steps which can be carried out without in any way endanger
ing States are particularly important.

The Government of the USSR considers that the time has come at 
last to abandon words for deeds and to initiate practical steps towards 
disarmament. It therefore once again proposes to the Governments 
of the United States, the United Kingdom, France and Canada that, 
pending settlement of the other problems of disarmament, agreement 
should be reached on those measures which stand first in order of 
urgency.

The Soviet Government, in view of the insistent demands of the 
peoples, suggests that as a first step, agreement should be reached to 
put a stop immediately and unconditionally to atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests or to halt them temporarily for two to three years 
under appropriate control, without making that step depend on the 
execution of other measures of disarmament.

The Soviet Government also proposes that agreement should be 
reached on partial measures of disarmament providing for a renuncia
tion by States of the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the reduc
tion to specified levels of the armed forces, armaments and military 
budgets of States, the liquidation of military bases in the terri
tory of foreign States, the reduction of the armed forces of the United 
States, the USSR, the United Kingdom and France in Germany, and 
the establishment of international control over the execution of these 
measures.
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Appropriate proposals by the Soviet Union on questions of disar
mament were submitted for the consideration of the Sub-Committee 
of the United Nations Disarmament Commission on 18 March, 30 
April and 14 June 1957/

The problem of disarmament still remains unsolved. It is essential 
that we should move from idle discussion to action. It is important 
that we should make a first step in regard to disarmament, in order to 
clear the way to the gradual settlement of the problem as a whole, a 
problem which, given good-will, can undoubtedly be solved. It would 
do much to serve that purpose if disarmament questions could be 
publicly discussed in the United Nations not by five countries alone, 
but also by other States having a vital interest in the settlement of 
the problem of disarmament.

The Soviet Government, for its part, will continue to concentrate 
all its efforts on reaching an early solution of this most important 
problem of the present day.

219. Western Working Paper Submitted to the Dis
armament Subcommittee: Proposals for Partial 
Measures of Disarmament, August 29, 1957 2

I. The Limitation and Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments

A. Within one year from the entry into force of the convention, the 
following States will restrict or reduce their armed forces respectively 
to the maximum limits indicated below:

France________________________________  750,000
United Kingdom_______________________  750,000
Soviet Union___________________________  2,500,000
United States----------------------------------------  2,500,000

The definition of the armed forces will be annexed to the convention.
B. During this same period, these States will place in storage 

depots, within their own territories, and under the supervision of an 
International Control Organization, specific quantities of designated 
types of armaments to be agreed upon and set forth in lists annexed 
to the convention.

1 Ante, docs. 195, 203, and 205.
2 U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/66, Aug. 29, 1957, in Fifth Report of the Subcom m ittee of 

the Disarmament Commission (DC/113), Annex 5. Submitted to the Subcom
mittee by the delegations of Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States.
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C. The relation of other States to the convention, including the 
agreed levels of their armed forces, will be determined later.

D. The States listed in paragraph I A  will be prepared to negotiate 
on a further limitation of their armed forces and armaments upon 
condition that:

1. Compliance with the provisions of the convention has been 
verified to their satisfaction.

2. There has been progress toward the solution of political issues.
3. Other essential States have become parties to the convention and 

have accepted levels for their aimed forces and armaments, fixed 
in relation to the limits set out in paragraphs A and B above.

E. Upon the conditions cited above, negotiations could be under
taken by France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 
United States on a further limitation of their armed forces which 
would involve agreed reductions for the United States and the Soviet 
Union to not less than 2.1 million men each. The agreed level of 
forces for France and the United Kingdom, corresponding to this 
figure, would be 700,000 men each. The levels of other essential States 
would be specified at the same time through negotiation with them.

F. Thereafter, and subject to the same conditions, negotiations 
could be undertaken on further limitations to not less than 1.7 million 
men each for the United States and the Soviet Union. The agreed 
level corresponding to this figure for France and the United Kingdom 
would be 650,000 men each. The levels of other essential States would 
be specified at the same time through negotiation with them.

G. Upon the conditions cited in D above, these States will also be 
prepared to negotiate on further limitations of armaments. The 
calculation of any such armament limitations will be in agreed rela
tion to the armed forces determined in paragraphs E and F  above and 
will be completed prior to the application of the further limitations 
in armed forces. The parties must be satisfied before such further 
limitations of armaments are undertaken and at all times thereafter 
that the armaments at the disposal of any party to the convention 
do not exceed the quantities thus allowed in each category.

H. No measures for the reduction and limitation of armed forces 
and armaments beyond those provided for in paragraph A and B 
above will be put into effect until the system of control is appropriately 
expanded and is able to verify such measures.

II. Military Expenditure
In order to assist in verifying compliance with the provisions of 

paragraph I, and looking forward to the reduction of military ex
penditures, France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 
United States agree to make available to the International Control
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Organization information about their military budgets and expendi
tures for the year preceding entry of the convention into force and for 
each year thereafter. The categories of information to be supplied 
will be agreed in advance and annexed to the convention.

III. Nuclear Weapons
Each party assumes an obligation not to use nuclear weapons if an 

armed attack has not placed the party in a situation of individual or 
collective self-defence.

IV. The Control of Fissionable Material
A. The parties to the convention further undertake:

1. That all future production of fissionable materials will be used 
at home or abroad, under international supervision, exclusively for 
non-weapons purposes, including stockpiling, beginning one month 
after the International Board of Control described in paragraph 
V III has certified that the installation of an effective inspection 
system to verify the commitment has been completed.

2. That they will co-operate in the prompt installation and in the 
maintenance of such an inspection system.

3. That for the purpose of accomplishing the above undertakings, 
the five Governments represented on the Sub-Committee will ap
point a group of technical experts to meet as soon as possible to 
design the required inspection system, and to submit a progress re
port for their approval within the first ten months after the entry 
into force of the convention.
B. The parties which are producers of fissionable material for 

weapons purposes at the time of cessation of production for weapons 
purposes undertake to provide, under international supervision, for 
equitable transfers, in successive increments, of fissionable materials 
from previous production to non-weapons purposes, at home or 
abroad, including stockpiling; and, in this connexion

1. To fix the specific ratios of quantities of fissionable materials 
of comparable analysis to be transferred by each of them, and

2. To commence such transfers at agreed dates and in agreed 
quantities at the fixed ratios following the cut-off date for produc
tion of fissionable materials for weapons purposes.

C. From the date of the cessation of production of fissionable ma
terial for weapons purposes provided in paragraph IV A 1:

1. Each party undertakes not to transfer out of its control any 
nuclear weapons, or to accept transfer to it of such weapons, except 
where, under arrangements between transferor and transferee, their 
use will be in conformity with paragraph III.
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2. Each party undertakes not otherwise to transfer out of its
control any fissionable material or to accept transfer to it of such
material, except for non-weapons purposes.

V. Nuclear Weapons Testing
A. All parties to the convention undertake to refrain from conduct

ing nuclear test explosions for a period of twelve months from the 
date of entry into force of the convention, provided that agreement has 
been reached on the installation and maintenance of the necessary 
controls, including inspection posts with scientific instruments, located 
within the territories of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, the 
United States, the area of the Pacific Ocean and at such other places as 
may be necessary, with the consent of the Governments concerned.

B. A group of technical experts appointed by the five Govern
ments represented on the Sub-Committee will meet as soon as pos
sible to design the inspection system to verify the suspension of testing.

C. Upon termination of the twelve months period, the parties will 
be free to conduct tests unless they have agreed to continue the sus
pension for a further period under effective international inspection.

D. I f  the inspection system referred to in paragraph Y A is operat
ing to the satisfaction of each party concerned and if progress satis
factory to each party concerned is being achieved in the preparation 
of an inspection system for the cessation of the production of fission
able material for weapons purposes agreed to under Paragraph IV  
A 1 above, all parties to the convention undertake to refrain from con
ducting nuclear test explosions for a further period of twelve months. 
Such an extension will be made only with the understanding that 
testing may at the discretion of each party be conducted twenty-four 
months after the entry into force of the convention if the inspection 
system for the cessation of production for weapons purposes has not 
been installed to the satisfaction of each party concerned before the 
end of the twenty-four months and if the cessation of production for 
weapons purposes has not been put into effect.

E. If tests are resumed, each party undertakes to announce and 
register in advance the dates of each series and the range of total 
energy to be released therein; to provide for limited observation of 
them; and to limit the amount of radioactive material to be released 
into the atmosphere.

VI. The Control of Objects Entering Outer Space
All parties to the convention agree that within three months after 

the entry into effect of the convention they will co-operate in the 
establishment of a technical committee to study the design of an in
spection system which would make it possible to assure that the send
ing of objects through outer space will be exclusively for peaceful 
and scientific purposes.
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VII. Safeguards Against the Possibility of Surprise Attack

A. From the entry into force of the convention the parties con
cerned will co-operate in the establishment and maintenance of sys
tems of inspection to safeguard against the possibility of surprise 
attack.

B. The establishment of such systems will be subject to agreement 
on the details of its installation, maintenance and operation. It is 
proposed as a matter of urgency that a working group of experts 
appointed by the five Governments represented on the Sub-Committee 
be set up at once to examine the technical problems and to report their 
conclusions which could form the basis for an annex to the agreement.

C. With regard to inspection in the Western Hemisphere and in the 
Soviet Union the Governments of Canada, France, the United King
dom and the United States propose the following:

1. That all the territory of the continental United States, all 
Alaska including the Aleutian Islands, all the territory of Canada 
and all the territory of the Soviet Union will be open to inspection.

2. I f  the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad pro
posal, to which is related the proposal for inspection in Europe, 
referred to in paragraph D below, the Governments of Canada, 
France, the United Kingdom, and the United States (with the con
sent of the Governments of Denmark and Norway) propose that:

All the territory north of the Arctic Circle of the Soviet Union, 
Canada, the United States (Alaska), Denmark (Greenland), and 
Norway; all the territory of Canada, the United States and the 
Soviet Union west of 140 degrees West longitude, east of 160 de
grees East longitude and north of 50 degrees North latitude; all the 
remainder of Alaska; all the remainder of the Kamchatka penin
sula; and all of the Aleutian and Kurile Islands will be open to 
inspection.

D. With regard to inspection in Europe, provided there is commit- 
ment on the part of the Soviet Union to one of the two foregoing pro
posals, the Governments of Canada, France, the United Kingdom and 
the United States, with the concurrence in principle of their European 
allies and in continuing consultation with them, subject to the indis
pensable consent of the countries concerned and to any mutually 
agreed exceptions, propose that an area including all of Europe, 
bounded in the south by latitude 40 degrees North and in the west 
by 10 degrees West longitude and in the east by 60 degrees East 
longitude will be open to inspection.

E. I f  the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad pro
posal, then, under the same proviso expressed above, a more limited 
zone of inspection in Europe could be discussed but only on the under
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standing that this would include a significant part of the territory of 
the Soviet Union, as well as the other countries of Eastern Europe.

F. The system of inspection to guard against surprise attack will 
include in all cases aerial inspection, with ground observation posts 
at principal ports, railway junctions, main highways, and important 
airfields, etc., as agreed. There would also, as agreed, be mobile 
ground teams with specifically defined authority.

G. Ground posts may be established by agreement at points in the 
territories of the States concerned without being restricted to the 
limits of the zones described in paragraphs C 1 and 2, but the areas 
open to ground inspection will not be less than the areas of aerial 
inspection. The mobility of ground inspection would be specifically 
defined in the agreement with in all cases the concurrence of the 
countries directly concerned. There would also be all necessary means 
of communication.

H. Within three months of the entry into force of the convention, 
the parties will provide to the Board of Control inventories of their 
fixed military installations, and numbers and locations of their mili
tary forces and designated armaments, including the means of deliver
ing nuclear weapons located within an agreed inspection zone or zones, 
and within such additional area or areas as may be agreed.

I. Any initial system of inspection designed to safeguard against 
the possibility of surprise attack may be extended by agreement of all 
concerned to the end that ultimately the system will deal with the 
danger of surprise attack from anywhere.
VIII. The International Control Organization

A. All the obligations contained in the convention will be condi
tional upon the continued operation of an effective international con
trol and inspection system to verify compliance with its terms by all 
parties.

B. All the control and inspection services described in the conven
tion and those which may be created in the course of its implementa
tion will be within the framework of an International Control 
Organization established under the aegis of the Security Council, 
which will include, as its executive organ, a Board of Control in which 
the affirmative vote of the representatives of the Governments repre
sented on the Sub-Committee and of such other parties as may be 
agreed will be required for important decisions.

C. All parties to the convention undertake to make available infor
mation freely and currently to the Board of Control to assist it in 
verifying compliance with the obligations of the convention and in 
categories which will be set forth in an annex to it.

D. The functions of the International Control Organization will 
be expanded by agreement between the parties concerned as the 
measures provided for in the convention are progressively applied.
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E. Other matters relating to the Organization will be defined in 
annexes to the convention. These matters will include the duties 
which the Organization is to carry out, the method by which it shall 
function, its composition, its relationship to the General Assembly and 
the Security Council of the United Nations, its voting procedures, its 
working conditions, jurisdiction, immunities, and prerogatives.

IX. Movement of Armaments

In addition to other rights and responsibilities, the Board of Con
trol will have authority to study a system for regulating the export 
and import of designated armaments.

X. Suspension of the Convention

A. Each party will have the right to suspend its obligations* 
partially or completely, by written notice to the International Control 
Organization, in the event of an important violation by another 
party, or other action by any state which so prejudices the security of 
the notifying party as to require partial or complete suspension.

B. At its option a party may give advance notice of intention to 
suspend its obligations, in order to afford opportunity for correction 
of the violations or prejudicial action.
XI. This working paper is offered for negotiation on the understand
ing that its provisions are inseparable. Failure to fulfil any of the 
provisions of the convention would create a situation calling for 
examination at the request of any party.

220. Memorandum by the Soviet Government on Par
tial Measures in the Field of Disarmament, Sep
tember 20, 1957 1

1. The problem of disarmament is the most urgent and vital inter
national problem, for unless it is solved in a positive manner, the 
peoples of the world cannot feel free of the threat of a new war, in 
which weapons of mass destruction would be used. The solution of 
the disarmament problem would be a most important factor in al
leviating international tension and ensuring the peace and security 
of States. An agreement on disarmament would not only remove 
the danger of a new war, but would also greatly reduce the burden

1 U.N. doc. A/C.l/793, Sept. 23, 1957, in General Assembly Official Records: 
Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  24, pp. 5-9. Transmitted to the Presi
dent of the General Assembly by the Soviet delegation on Sept. 20 (i b i d p. 5).
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of taxation and economic hardship borne by the peoples as a result 
of the armaments race, and would help to increase their well-being.

2. That is why the peoples are demanding with increasing insistence 
that measures should be taken without delay to stop the armaments 
race, to reduce the armed forces and armaments of States and to 
prohibit atomic and hydrogen weapons.

3. In its approach to the solution of the disarmament problem, the 
Soviet Government is guided primarily by the principle of the peace
ful coexistence of States, irrespective of differences in their social 
systems, and by a desire to alleviate international tension and to 
develop friendly co-operation with all peoples.

4. The Soviet Government is in favour of a radical solution of the 
disarmament problem, which would result in a substantial reduction of 
armaments and armed forces and in the absolute prohibition of atomic 
weapons and their elimination from the armaments of States. How
ever, in view of the refusal of the United States, the United Kingdom 
and France to agree to take broad measures on disarmament, the Soviet 
Union, being desirous of taking practical steps towards disarmament 
without delay, even before agreement is reached on a comprehensive 
programme, proposes that agreement should be reached on partial 
measures in the field of disarmament, on the basis of the following 
provisions.

A. jReduction of armed forces
5. The Soviet Government considers that the security requirements 

of all States would be largely met by an agreement to reduce armed 
forces to a level of 1 to 1.5 million men for the United States, the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and China and to a level of 650,000 
for the United Kingdom and France.

6. However, in its desire to facilitate agreement on this matter 
on a mutually acceptable basis, the Soviet Government would consent 
to carry out the reduction of armed forces in three stages, as proposed 
by the United States Government. For the United States and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, this would mean reduction to 
a level of 2.5 million men at the first stage, 2.1 million at the second 
stage and 1.7 million at the third stage. With regard to the United 
Kingdom and France, it is proposed to establish the levels of armed 
forces for these States at 750,000 men for each country at the first 
stage, 700,000 at the second stage and 650,000 at the third stage.

7. It is understood that the strength of the armed forces of all States 
parties to the agreement would include personnel employed by the 
armed forces in a civilian capacity, but engaged in servicing military 
equipment and installations.

8. The Soviet Government considers it essential that the appropriate 
disarmament agreement between the Powers should cover all the above 
stages and that the transition from one stage of the reduction of armed
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forces to the next should not be dependent on any conditions which 
are not stipulated in the agreement itself.

9. The reduction of the armed forces of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States only to the level of 2.5 million men, 
without a simultaneous agreement on subsequent reductions of the 
armed forces of the contracting Powers, cannot be justified. This 
would give one party the advantage and prejudice the interests of 
the other, for the positions of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States with regard to security needs differ in many 
respects.

10. I t is impossible to disregard the fact that the territory of the 
Soviet Union is much larger than that of the United States and that 
the security of its longer frontiers calls for a corresponding strength 
of armed forces. In particular, it would be wrong to ignore the fact 
that the security of the Soviet Union is threatened by the North 
Atlantic bloc in the west, by the Baghdad Pact group in the south, 
and by both the Baghdad Pact group and the SEATO military bloc 
in Asia and the Far East1 The United States, whose territory and 
frontiers are considerably less than those of the Soviet Union, is in 
quite a different position, and no danger threatens its frontiers.

11. Thus, while the reduction of the armed forces of the United 
States to 2.5 million men would not only ensure the security of that 
country but would also enable it to maintain considerable forces be
yond its frontiers and in foreign territory, the reduction of Soviet 
armed forces to the same level would prejudice the security of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, whose frontiers have no such 
natural protections as those of the United States and which, more
over, has long stretches of common frontiers with States participating 
in the above-mentioned military blocs.

12. The position would be different if the United States and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics could agree on the reduction of 
their armed forces to 2.1 million men at the second stage and to 1.7 
million men at the third stage, since that would mean a radical change 
in the whole international situation and the creation of circumstances 
in which the security of States would not be threatened by the mainte
nance of large armed forces by any Power.

B. Reduction of armaments and military budgets
13. The Soviet Government considers that it would be most ex

pedient to reduce conventional armaments by 15 per cent during the 
first stage of the reduction of armed forces. At the same time, the 
Soviet Government, taking into account the position of the United 
States and other Western Powers on this subject, agrees in principle

1 For the texts of these regional security treaties, see American Foreign Policy, 
1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, 912-915, and 1257-1259.
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with the United States proposal for the reduction of armaments 
through the mutual submission of specific lists of the armaments to 
be reduced.1

14. With regard to the reduction of military budgets, the Soviet 
Government persists in its view that budgets for the first stage of 
the reduction of armed forces and armaments could be reduced by 
15 per cent.

15. At the same time, it should be stipulated that agreement on the 
reduction of armaments in accordance with lists should not delay 
the implementation of the provisions of the agreement which relate 
to the reduction of armed forces and military budgets.

C. Prohibition of atomic weapons
16. The Soviet Government proceeds from the premise that agree

ment on the question of atomic and hydrogen weapons, which pre
sent a particular danger owing to their enormous destructive power, 
should be reached simultaneously with the conclusion of an agree
ment on the reduction of armed forces, armaments and military 
budgets.

17. The Soviet Union is in favour of a radical solution of the ques
tion of atomic weapons and considers that the cause of ensuring a 
stable peace and removing the threat of an atomic war would be served 
by the absolute prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the 
cessation of their production, their elimination from armaments 
and the destruction of stockpiles of such weapons, in accord
ance with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republic [s] proposals of 
10 May 1955, 17 November 1956 and 18 March 1957.2V

18. In view of the fact that the Western Powers are at present 
unwilling to agree to the absolute and unconditional prohibition of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons, the Soviet Government proposes that 
States should take at least the first step in this direction and should 
assume, in the eyes of the peoples of the whole world, the solemn 
obligation to renounce the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons in 
any form, including air bombs, rockets of any range with atomic or 
hydrogen warheads, atomic artillery and so forth. This obligation 
should come into force at the beginning of the first stage of measures 
for the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments.

19. Pending the reaching of agreement on this subject, the Soviet 
Government considers that it would be advisable for States possessing 
nuclear weapons to assume the solemn obligation not to use these 
weapons; this obligation should initially be assumed for a period of 
five years. The Soviet Government presumes that the question will 
be reconsidered by the United Nations on the expiry of this five-year

1 Ante, doc. 196.
1 Ante, docs. 112,183, and 195.
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period. Such temporary agreement on the renunciation of the use 
of nuclear weapons by States would create favourable conditions for 
a broader agreement on disarmament questions, including the ques
tion of the final prohibition of nuclear weapons and their elimination 
from the armaments of States.

20. The Soviet Government considers that such a temporary agree
ment should be considered as a separate and independent question, 
the settlement of which should not be made conditional on the reach
ing of agreement on other aspects of the disarmament problem.

21. The Soviet Government cannot agree with contentions that 
the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons is lawful and that the dis
cussion should relate not to renunciation of their use, but merely to 
the establishment of certain limitations of such use. This would 
mean that the aggressor himself would be the judge of his own actions 
and that he could use nuclear weapons at will, under cover of the 
alleged right of self-defence. It stands to reason that the Soviet 
Union cannot become a party to any such chicanery, since the in
terests of the peoples will be served, not by the legalization of nuclear 
weapons, but by their absolute and unconditional prohibition and, 
as an important step along that course, by the renunciation of their 
use on the part of States.

22. The Soviet Government draws attention to the fact that the 
handing over of atomic weapons to States which do not manufacture 
such weapons at the present time and the stationing of foreign atomic 
military units in various parts of the world are intensifying the 
threat of atomic war and creating an atmosphere which is dangerous 
to the cause of peace. Such actions may provoke measures of re
taliation on the part of the States whose security is thus threatened. 
The Soviet Government therefore considers it necessary for States 
possessing nuclear weapons to assume the obligation, under an ap
propriate agreement, not to allow the installation of any atomic 
military units or any types of atomic or hydrogen weapons beyond 
their national frontiers and not to place these weapons at the dis
posal of any other States or commands of military blocs.

23. The United States and other Western Powers propose that the 
cessation of manufacture of fissionable materials for military pur
poses in the future should be provided for in a partial agreement 
on disarmament. However, the United States proposals do not in 
any way relate to the absolute cessation of the production of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons. Apart from the fact that the United States 
and other Western Powers refuse to prohibit the use of nuclear weap
ons, to eliminate them from the armaments of States and to destroy 
stockpiles of these weapons, the United States insists on reserving
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the right to manufacture and perfect atomic weapons from fissionable 
materials already stockpiled.

24. The Soviet Government maintains its view that it is essential 
to achieve the absolute cessation of the manufacture of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons. However, as the Soviet Government has repeat
edly pointed out, these measures can have a real significance in remov
ing the threat of atomic war only if the question of the prohibition 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons and the absolute elimination of these 
weapons from the armaments of States is settled simultaneously.

D. Discontinuance of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons

25. The Soviet Government continues to insist on the necessity of 
Teaching an agreement on the discontinuance of tests of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, without making agreement on this subject condi
tional on the reaching of agreement on other aspects of disarmament. 
The need for such an agreement is dictated not only by the fact that 
continuance of test explosions of atomic and hydrogen bombs greatly 
•endangers the health of human beings and that such tests promote 
the manufacture of still more terrible and destructive types of atomic 
-and hydrogen weapons, but also by the fact that a positive solution 
of this problem would lead to a considerable improvement of the 
international situation and would greatly enhance the prospects of 
reaching agreement on other aspects of disarmament and of putting 
an end to the current armaments race.

26. The Soviet Government feels obliged to stress that other States, 
such as the United States and the United Kingdom, which possess 
nuclear weapons should be no less interested than the Soviet Union 
in discontinuing tests of these weapons. The States which are plac
ing obstacles in the way of an agreement on this important question 
are assuming a heavy burden of responsibility before the peoples, who 
are ever more insistently demanding the cessation of test explosions 
of atom and hydrogen bombs. In the opinion of the Soviet Govern
ment, it is high time to put an end to a situation in which a given 
country or group of countries which are hindering the reaching of 
agreement on the discontinuance of tests of nuclear weapons can 
regard a large part of the earth’s surface, containing the overwhelm
ing majority of its population, as a chessboard on which they can 
play with the destinies of nations behind the backs of the peoples 
concerned.

27. In view of the importance of the discontinuance of tests of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons, the Soviet Government considers it 
necessary to bring this question before the twelfth session of the Gen
eral Assembly as a separate and independent agenda item.
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E. International control

28. The implementation of the measures provided for in the agree
ment on partial disarmament should be placed under appropriate 
international control.

29. As the Soviet Government has already proposed, control func
tions could be performed, by agreement between the parties, by a 
control organ to be established for this purpose within the framework 
of the Security Council.

30. The Soviet Government reiterates its proposal that, at the first 
stage, control posts should be set up in the territory of States, on a 
basis of reciprocity at large ports, railway junctions and motor high
ways, to see to it that no dangerous concentrations of armed forces 
and armaments occur.1 The list of places where control posts are to 
be established should be drawn up in a supplementary agreement. 
However, since we are now concerned only with partial measures, the 
question of control posts should be settled in an appropriate manner. 
Accordingly, at the first stage, control posts should be set up only in 
the western frontier areas of the Soviet Union, in the territory of 
France, the United Kingdom and other States participating in the 
North Atlantic Alliance and in the Warsaw Treaty, and also in the 
eastern part of the United States.

31. Control posts may also be established in the territory of other 
States in the aerial photography zone by agreement with these States.

32. I t  is proposed that control posts at airfields should be set up 
at the second and third stages of the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments. The question of the establishment of control posts at 
airfields also requires correlation with the relevant measures for the 
final prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons and their elimina
tion from the armaments of States.

F. Aerial photography

33. The Soviet Government maintains its view that aerial photog
raphy can neither prevent surprise attacks nor ensure the necessary 
control over disarmament. Taking into account, however, the fact 
that as a result of the position taken by the United States and other 
Western Powers, the question of aerial photography has become one 
of the serious obstacles to agreement on disarmament, the Soviet Gov
ernment has expressed its willingness to consider the question of 
establishing aerial photography zones in Europe and the Far East. 
The establishment of such zones was provided for in the Soviet Union’s 
disarmament proposals of 17 November 1956, 18 March 1957 and 30 
April 19572 and in other documents which the Soviet Government

1 See ante, doc. 112.
* Ante, docs. 183,195, and 203.
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submitted for the consideration of members of the Sub-Committee. 
The Soviet Government continues to maintain these proposals,

34. However, these Soviet Union proposals were not supported by 
the United States and the other Western Powers, which in this case 
also showed no willingness to co-operate in achieving agreement on 
disarmament.

35. The United States and the other Western Powers now propose 
aerial inspection of the whole territory of the United States, Canada 
and the Soviet Union.

36. The Soviet Government considers that in the present circum
stances, when mistrust and suspicion prevail among the great Powers, 
when such tension exists in international relations and when an arma
ments race and preparations for atomic war are being conducted by 
the States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO], such 
a proposal is unrealistic and artificial. No peace-loving State can 
agree to the aerial photography of the whole of its territory without 
jeopardizing its security. Accordingly, the only possible appraisal 
of the Western Powers’ proposal on aerial photography is that it is 
designed to obtain intelligence information, that it can lead, not to 
an improvement, but only to an aggravation of the international 
situation, and that it is directed towards promoting preparations for 
an aggressive war.

37. Furthermore, the Western Powers’ proposal does not provide 
for the aerial photography of the territory of certain NATO countries 
and of a number of countries where the military bases of States par
ticipating in the aggressive military NATO bloc are situated. The 
exemption from aerial inspection of certain NATO countries and 
countries which, although not members of NATO, have foreign mili
tary bases in their territory, would place the Soviet Union and its 
allies under the Warsaw Treaty, whose territories it is proposed to 
open to aerial inspection, in a disadvantageous position.

38. It is doubtful whether the other United States proposal1 con
cerning aerial photography of Arctic regions can be considered seri
ously, since aerial inspection of the empty, sparsely-populated Arctic 
wastes can serve no useful purpose, either for the cause of disarmament 
or for the prevention of a surprise attack by one State against 
another.

39. The Soviet Government wishes to stress once again that no 
aerial photography can prevent a surprise attack by an aggressor who 
possesses weapons of mass destruction, the means of delivering such 
weapons to their target and an army of many millions. A different 
course must be followed.

40. A highly important part in relaxing international tension and 
creating an atmosphere of trust among States could be played by the

1 Ante, doc. 215.
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prohibition of nuclear weapons, a considerable reduction of the armed 
forces and armaments of States, and the abolition of foreign military 
bases in the territories of States.

41. Attention should now be paid to measures which would promote 
the alleviation of tension in international relations, the expansion of 
international economic and cultural contacts and the elimination of 
discrimination in trade.

42. If  such measures were taken, the present tension and mistrust 
in the relations between the Powers would give way to friendly co
operation, expansion of international contacts, and exchanges of ex
perience between States and peoples. Under those conditions, the 
obstacles to the aerial photography of the whole territory of the USSR, 
the United States, the other countries participating in NATO, SEATO 
and the Baghdad Pact and the other Warsaw Treaty countries would 
automatically disappear.

G. Foreign military bases
43. In view of the fact that the existence of foreign military bases 

in the territories of certain States has considerably increased suspicion 
and tension in recent years, especially because the stationing or pro
posed stationing of atomic military units at many of these bases pro
vide grounds for regarding these activities as preparations for war in 
which atomic and hydrogen weapons will be used, the Soviet Govern
ment proposes that the question of dismantling foreign military bases 
in the territory of certain States should be considered and that agree
ment should first be reached on the bases which could be dismantled 
at the first stage of the disarmament measures.

H. Reduction of armed forces of the four Powers in the territory of 
Germany and of the NATO amd Warsaw Treaty cou/ntries

44. The Soviet Government continues to hold the view that the re
duction of the armed forces of the United States, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom and France which are sta
tioned in the territory of Germany by one-third or by some other 
agreed figure would play a considerable part in improving the situa
tion in Europe and in the whole world and in solving the German 
problem as a whole.

45. The Soviet Government also considers that international ten
sion would be greatly alleviated by agreement to reduce the armed 
forces of the United States, the United Kingdom and France which 
are stationed in the territory of the NATO countries and the armed 
forces of the USSR which are stationed in the territory of the War
saw Treaty countries. The extent of the reduction of the armed 
forces of these countries might be specified at subsequent talks.
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I. Prohibition of war propaganda
46. In the Soviet Government’s proposals for partial measures in 

the field of disarmament submitted for the consideration of the Sub- 
Committee of the Disarmament Commission,1 it was stated that the 
war propaganda and incitement to war conducted in certain countries, 
especially propaganda for the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
against any given State, plays an important part in aggravating in
ternational relations and spreading hostility and hatred among na
tions. In those proposals, the attention of countries represented in 
the Sub-Committee was drawn to the non-observance by certain States 
of the General Assembly resolution of 1947 on the prohibition of war 
propaganda2 and also to the fact that the absence of legislation 
against war propaganda in many countries creates favourable condi
tions for the fomenting of militaristic attitudes and a war psychosis.

47. Unfortunately, the countries represented in the Sub-Committee 
disregarded the Soviet Government’s proposals on this subject, and 
unbridled war propaganda is still being conducted in those countries 
and in a number of others.

48. And yet the cessation of war propaganda, including propa
ganda for atomic war, might play a considerable part in improving 
relations between States and relaxing international tension.

49. The Soviet Government considers that war propaganda must be 
brought to an end, by the enactment of appropriate legislation in 
certain States, as has been done in the Soviet Union and other coun
tries, and by adopting other measures for the prevention of such 
propaganda.

J. Composition of the United Nations Disarmament Commission and
its Sub-Committee

50. The Soviet Government considers that the time has come to 
discuss the question of inviting a larger number of States to partici
pate in disarmament talks and of accordingly increasing the member
ship of both the United Nations Disarmament Commission and its 
Sub-Committee. The reason for such a decision is that the present 
composition of these organs does not allow the overwhelming majority 
of States to take part in talks on disarmament questions. Whole con
tinents, such as Asia, Africa and Latin America, are being left out of 
these discussions. Consequently, a relatively small group of partici
pants have an opportunity to discuss the urgent problem of disarma
ment, especially in the Sub-Committee, where only five States are 
represented. Moreover, four of these States are leading participants 
of the NATO military bloc.

1 Ante, doc. 203.
a Resolution 110(11) (see General Assembly Official Records: Second Session 

Resolutions, 16 September-29 November 1947, P- 14).
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51. In the opinion of the Soviet Government, the participation of 
new States in the disarmament talks, through an increase in the 
membership of these United Nations organs, can yield only positive 
results. I t  will allow for a more objective and many-sided approach 
to the discussion of the urgent problems of the prohibition of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons and the reduction of armed forces and 
conventional armaments.

52. I t  has also become necessary to make public all talks on disar
mament within the framework of the United Nations. Experience has 
shown that there is no justification for the secret and private work
ing procedure of the Sub-Committee, for example, and the fact that 
public opinion has frequently been misinformed on the course of the 
Sub-Committee’s talks proves that this procedure can only be harmful.

53. These considerations concerning the composition of the Dis
armament Commission and its Sub-Committee and their working 
procedures show the necessity of adopting a decision on these questions 
at the twelfth session of the General Assembly.

54. The Soviet Government expresses the hope that its proposals 
on partial measures in the field of disarmament, which have been 
prepared with due consideration of the proposals of other States, 
will be carefully considered by the General Assembly and that other 
Members of the United Nations, for their part, will co-operate in 
reaching a mutually acceptable agreement on disarmament.

221. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General 
Assembly: Discontinuance Under International 
Control of Tests of Atomic and Hydrogen 
Weapons, September 20, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Taking mto accormt the deep concern felt by all the peoples of the 

world at continued tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons,
Considering that the discontinuance of tests of nuclear weapons 

would be an important practical first step towards the complete pro
hibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons and would constitute an 
obstacle to the development and production of new and even more 
destructive types of such weapons of mass destruction,

1 U.N. doc. A/3674/Rev.l, Sept. 30, 1957, in General Assembly Official Records: 
Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  24, p. 5. Transmitted to the President of 
the General Assembly by Mr. Gromyko on Sdpt. 20 (ibid,, pp. 4-5). This resolu
tion was withdrawn in favor of the Indian proposal (post, doc. 229).
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Noting that the continued testing of weapons of such types consti
tutes a threat to human life and health,

Bearing in mind that the discontinuance of tests of nuclear weapon^ 
would remove that threat, would be in accordance with the desires of 
all the peoples of the world and would further the humanitarian aims 
of the United Nations,

1. Calls on those Governments which carry out tests of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons to conclude an agreement forthwith on the dis
continuance of tests of such weapons, on the basis of the following 
provisions:

(a) Tests shall be discontinued for a period of two or three years 
as from 1 January 1958;

(b) An international commission, which shall report to the Security 
Council and the General Assembly, shall be set up to supervise the 
fulfilment by States of their obligation to discontinue tests of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons;

(c) Under the direction of the aforesaid international commission 
control posts shall be established, on a basis of reciprocity in the ter
ritories of the USSR, the United States of America, the United King
dom and its possessions, and in the Pacific Ocean area, including 
Australia;

2. Calls upon other States to accede to the agreement on the discon
tinuance of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

222, Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General 
Assembly: The Use of Atomic Weapons, September 
20, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Bearmg in mind that the use of nuclear weapons for military pur

poses would bring untold misery to mankind and Would entail the 
mass slaughter of civilians and also the destruction of large towns 
and centres of material and intellectual culture,

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.175/Rev.l, Sept. 24, 1957, In General Assembly Official 
Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  24, p. 10. On Nov. 6, 1957, the 
First Committee of the General Assembly rejected this proposal by a vote of 
45-11-25. The Soviet bloc, Cambodia, and Yugoslavia voted in favor of the 
resolution, and the following countries abstained: Afghanistan, Austria, Bolivia, 
Burma, Ceylon, Egypt, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana, Guatemala, Haiti, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Jordan, Libya, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Saudi 
Arabia, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen.

51454a— 60— vol. 2--- 13
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Considering that the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
is wholly in accordance with the peaceful purposes and principles of 
the United Nations,

Desiring to facilitate agreement On the problem of the final pro
hibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, together with their 
elimination from the armaments of States and the liquidation of 
stockpiles of such weapons, and on the reduction of armed forces and 
conventional armaments,

Calls upon the States possessing nuclear weapons to assume, as a 
first step, a temporary obligation not to use atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, it being understood that if at the end of five years no com
prehensive international agreement on the disarmament problem has 
been reached, the question of an obligation by States to renounce the 
use of nuclear weapons will again be considered by the United Nations.

223. Japanese Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Suspension of 
Nuclear Test Explosions, September 23, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Noting that, in the discussions of the Sub-Committee of the Dis

armament Commission, the differences of opinion of the Member 
States concerned have been considerably narrowed, and further that 
all of the Member States concerned have manifested the desire for 
the prompt realization of general disarmament, particularly for the

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.174, Sept. 23, in General Assembly Official Records: 
Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  24, P- 10. On Nov. 6 the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly rejected this resolution, by a vote of 18-32-31. 
At the request of the Japanese delegation, subpar. (a) of operative par. 1 was 
not put to a vote. In favor of the resolution: Bolivia, Burma, Ceylon, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ghana, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Japan, Laos, Mexico, Mo
rocco, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Sweden, and Yugoslavia. Against: Albania, Argen
tina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re
public, Canada, China, Colombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, Greece, Hondu
ras, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nica
ragua, Peru, Poland, Rumania, Spain, Turkey, Ukraine, U.S.S.R., the United 
Kingdom, the United States, and Venezuela. Abstaining: Afghanistan, Austria, 
Cambodia, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark, the Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, 
Finland, Guatemala, Haiti, Iceland, India, Ireland, Jordan, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Libya, Malaya, Nepal, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, the Philippines, 
Portugal, Syria, Thailand, Tunisia, Uruguay, and Yemen.
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eventual prohibition of the test, manufacture and use of nuclear 
weapons,

Recognizing that a disarmament agreement, being directly con
cerned with the fundamental security of every country, should provide 
for measures on nuclear weapons, conventional arms and forces, aerial 
and ground inspection and other aspects of disarmament in a compre
hensive manner and with due relationships among these aspects,

Believing that the suspension of nuclear test explosions will fa
vourably affect future discussions on other aspects of disarmament,

Considering that, should nuclear test explosions be continued, they 
may adversely affect man and his environment and that public 
opinion throughout the world is keenly concerned therewith,

1. Requests the Disarmament Commission:
(a) To reconvene its Sub-Committee at an early date, not later than 

1 J  anuary 1958;
( i)  To recommend that the States members of the Sub-Committee 

continue their endeavour to reach an agreement without delay on the 
unsettled points of the disarmament problem, particularly on the in
itial measures of disarmament, including the inspection system in
tended to ensure the prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear weapons 
and the devotion of fissionable materials only to peaceful purposes, 
and to prevent surprise attack;

(c) To recommend that the Sub-Committee submit a progress re
port to the Commission within four months after the resumption of 
its meetings;

(d) To submit its report on the results of the discussions of the 
Sub-Committee to the General Assembly at its next regular session;

2. Calls upon the Member States concerned:
(a) To suspend all nuclear test explosions, from the time an agree

ment is reached in principle on a supervision and inspection system 
necessary to verify the suspension of tests until the discussion of the 
report of the Disarmament Commission at the next regular session 
of the General Assembly has been concluded;

(&) To enter into negotiations immediately after the commence
ment of the suspension of tests in order to reach an agreement on the 
prompt installation of the supervision and inspection system neces
sary to verify the suspension of tests.
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224. Message From the Japanese Prime Minister (Kishi) 
to President Eisenhower Regarding Nuclear Weap
ons Tests, September 24,1957 1

My d e a r  Mr. P r e s i d e n t : I  have the honour to call Your Excel
lency’s attention to the proposal submitted by the Japanese delegation 
to the present session of the General Assembly on 23 September, 1957 
on the question of disarmament and nuclear test explosions.2

Japan as a peace-loving nation ardently desires prompt realization 
of a general disarmament, particularly, prohibition of the manufac
ture, use and test of nuclear weapons as is clearly stated in the several 
resolutions of the Diet, which have been duly transmitted to Your 
Excellency’s government.3 My government, recognizing the urgent 
necessity of ending all nuclear test explosions, has repeatedly requested 
your government to suspend such tests. But to our profound disap
pointment, none of the countries concerned has so far taken the 
initiative to suspend nuclear test explosions. But they all go on 
repeating their tests, creating a vicious circle of the most regrettable 
kind, which does nothing to lessen distrust among nations.

The recent Disarmament Conference, while giving indications of 
partial agreement among the powers concerned, came to an impasse 
on account of the disagreement of views as to whether suspension of 
nuclear test explosions should be carried out in connection with other 
aspects of disarmament, or it should take place separately from them. 
This difference in opinion is perhaps irreconcilable, and it may be 
extremely difficult to resolve the present impasse. But when we con
sider the proposition on the one hand that disarmament negotiation 
be carried on while continuing with nuclear test explosions, and the 
proposition on the other that the negotiation be continued after hav
ing first put a stop to nuclear tests, the preferability of the latter, 
from the standpoint of humanity, is obvious; it is sure to be welcomed 
by world public opinion. I, therefore, earnestly request Your Ex
cellency to make a thorough study of the proposal of the Japanese 
Delegation. Acceptance will, my government believes, pave the way 
for the solution of the question of disarmament and nuclear test ex
plosions, which is eagerly wished by the Japanese people and all 
peoples of the world.

I avail myself of this opportunity to extend to Your Excellency 
the assurances of my highest consideration.

N o b u s u k e  K i s h i

1Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 21, 1957, p. 636. The President replied 
*on Oct. 3,1957 (post, doc. 226).

* Ante, doc. 223.
* Ante, doc. 198.
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225. Address by the Polish Foreign Minister (Rapacki) 
to the General Assembly {Extract}, October 2,1957 1

We are fully aware of the difficulties in the way of any solution 
of the problems facing the twelfth session of the General Assembly, 
for we know how deep-rooted they are. No one, of course, imagines 
that the basic contradictions of our time can be disposed of by a kind 
of magic formula. Their solution is part and parcel of the historical 
process now taking place. Our action should therefore be deter
mined by the realities of life and the laws of history. We should 
attempt, through a common effort of all peoples, to shape this histor
ical process in the best interests of mankind; above all, we must 
prevent a catastrophe, the dimensions and consequences of which are 
unpredictable. Where our differences cannot be resolved within a rea
sonable time, we must reach at least partial agreements, and that is 
precisely where the United Nations can play a very important part.

The key issue before the twelfth session of this Assembly is disar
mament. This is not the first time that the United Nations has had 
to deal with it. Towards the close of the last session, most delega
tions represented here expressed optimism as to the possibility of the 
discussions held that year leading at least to a preliminary agreement. 
Unfortunately, the results of the work of the Sub-Committee of the 
Disarmament Commission fell short of that expectation.

As is apparent from the way the discussions developed in the Sub- 
Committee in London, the primary obstacle to progress was the con
cept of so-called “global strategy” of the Western Powers, which 
assigns a vital role to nuclear weapons. We have had an eloquent 
example in this very hall of where such reasoning can lead. There 
is no point in challenging the view put forward by the Secretary of 
State of the United States on the humanitarian benefits which it is 
alleged can come out of the development of nuclear weapons. There 
can be no doubt that the peoples of the world prefer to have their 
security guaranteed by effective prohibition and destruction of nuclear 
weapons rather than by even the most subtle moral and religious 
scruples of a given government.

The second obstacle to the Sub-Committee’s progress was the insist
ence of the Western Powers that concrete measures for disarmament 
should be conditional on the simultaneous solution of other contro
versial international problems.

Finally, the third obstacle arose from the opposition of the Federal 
Republic of Germany and from considerations relating to the remili
tarization of Western Germany.

1 General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, 697th Plenary Meetingr 
pp. 235-238.



890 DOCUMENT 225 : OCTOBER 2, 1957

As a result of these various factors, the discussions on disarmament 
vrere protracted and it was impossible to reach even partial agreement. 
Meanwhile, time is running out. Every month that the armaments 
race continues is becoming far too costly, in all ways, for the peoples 
of the world.

We are now witnessing a transformation in the military forces of 
the great Powers. Conventional armaments are being replaced by 
nuclear weapons. There is a growing danger that other countries 
will also have nuclear weapons. When armies equipped with tactical 
nuclear weapons stand face to face, there will be a greater danger that 
weapons of mass destruction will be used, even in local conflicts.

That is another reason why, if we cannot, at this juncture, reach 
agreement on the permanent and absolute prohibition of the use of 
all nuclear weapons, we believe that the proposal of the Soviet Union 
stipulating that the great Powers should undertake provisionally not 
to use nuclear weapons for a period of at least five years1 is a step in 
the right direction. The Polish delegation will support any move to 
bring us closer to the basic solution of this problem.

We shall likewise support any step towards the discontinuance of 
tests of nuclear weapons as soon as possible. That is what people 
everywhere want; that is the conclusion to be drawn from the warn
ings given by the most eminent scientists. There can be no excuse 
for further procrastination. In our view, the discontinuance of nu
clear tests is not only a first step towards their prohibition, but a very 
important element in the relaxation of international tension, which 
everybody will welcome with relief.

The Polish delegation will, of course, present its views on the dis
armament question at greater length in the First Committee. In my 
comments here, I should like especially to stress the importance of 
the question for the most vital interests of Poland. So far as we are 
concerned, armaments are primarily related to the situation in Europe, 
in the territory of Germany on Poland’s borders. The remilitariza
tion of the Federal Republic of Germany and the concentration of 
arms and troops on its territory constitute a policy which is very dan
gerous to the cause of peace in Europe and in the world. I t is all the 
more dangerous because we are dealing with a State in which mili
tarist and “revanchist” trends have by no means disappeared and 
exert a considerable influence. Western Germany must not be allowed 
to become an atomic powder-keg in the middle of Europe.

We understand the legitimate aspirations of the German people for 
unification and we support them in the best interests of the whole of 
Europe. The example of our relations with the German Democratic 
Republic shows that the Polish people is capable of maintaining good-

1 Ante, doc. 222.
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neighbourly relations with the German people. We know that there 
is also a large sector of public opinion in the Federal Republic of 
Germany in favour of good relations with Poland. But the process of 
reunification of Germany as a peace-loving, democratic State can only 
develop in an atmosphere of relaxed international tension, disarma
ment, growing feelings of security on the part of Germany’s neigh
bours, and by a rapprochement and understanding between the two 
German States. I t cannot thrive in an atmosphere of tension, of 
“revanchist” demands for arms, and certainly not in the spirit of 
certain statements which practically advocate absorption of the 
German Democratic Republic by the Federal Republic and the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).

Existing tensions are being aggravated by revisionist claims con
cerning our western frontier. That frontier is final, inviolable and 
not open to bargaining. Any statesman with a sense of realities 
surely realizes that. I t would be a good thing for the diplomats of 
the countries which wish to maintain friendly relations with Poland 
to draw the proper conclusions.

We are against the dividing of Europe into opposing military blocs. 
Our views regarding the North Atlantic Treaty1 are well known. 
Every Polish citizen judges NATO primarily in relation to its policy 
in the German question. In the face of the danger which Western 
Germany’s armaments within NATO represent for our country and for 
other European countries, Poland and its allies were forced to con
clude the Warsaw Treaty,2 which safeguards our country’s security 
until such time as an effective system of collective security is estab
lished instead of the present division of Europe. We want such a 
system and will help to achieve it to the best of our ability. Until a 
system of collective security is created in Europe, we will support even 
partial solutions directed towards the same ultimate objective. We 
will support them whether they are part of a larger plan or the subject 
of separate agreements. Accordingly, we have felt and we still feel 
that it would be useful to set up limited and controlled armaments 
zones in Europe. Thus far, no progress has been made in that di
rection. On the contrary, there are plans afoot to equip the West 
German army with nuclear weapons. If  these plans are carried out, 
they will inevitably create more international tension and force States 
which feel threatened to draw their own conclusions as to strengthen
ing their security. We should not let that situation continue. We 
want to help prevent such a situation. Hence I should like on behalf 
of my Government to make the following statement: In the interest of 
Poland’s security and of a relaxation of tension in Europe, and after

1 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 
853-854, and 871-873.

'Ibid., pp. 123&-1242.
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Consultation with the other parties to the Warsaw Treaty, the Govern
ment of the People’s Republic j) f  Poland declares that if the two 
German States should consent to enforce the prohibition oT the pro^ 
duction and stockpiling of nuclcrnr wmpons in their respuctlvo lurri- 
tories, the People’s Republic of Poland is prepared simultaneously 
to^nstitute the same prohibition in its territory. ~

ramTconvinced that if that could be achieved, we would at least 
have made the first step towards solution of a problem which is vital 
not only to the Polish people and the German people and their mutual 
relations, but to the whole of Europe and to all the peoples of the 
world.

226. Message From President Eisenhower to the Japanese 
Prime Minister (Kishi) R e g a r d i n g  Nuclear 
Weapons Tests, October 3 ,1 9 5 7 1

D ear M r. P rime M inister : I  have for a long time given serious and 
thoughtful consideration to the issue you raise in your communica
tion of September twenty-fourth2 regarding the continuation of 
nuclear testing, which has been the subject of discussion between us in 
the past.

Unfortunately, I  have been able to reach no other conclusion than 
that for the time being and in the present circumstances, the security 
of the United States, and, I  believe, that of the free world, depends to 
a great degree upon what we learn from the testing of nuclear weapons. 
We are at a stage when testing is required for the development of im
portant defensive uses of nuclear weapons, particularly against mis
siles, submarines, and aircraft, as well as to reduce further the fallout 
yield from nuclear weapons. To stop these tests in the absence of ef
fective limitations on nuclear weapons production and on other ele
ments of armed strength and without the opening up of all principal 
nations to a measure of inspection as a safeguard against surprise 
attack in which nuclear weapons could be used is a sacrifice which 
would be dangerous to accept.

We are aware of the preoccupations with the question of health 
hazards connected with nuclear testing. We believe that these are ill 
founded. However, we have pledged to conduct those tests which may 
be necessary only in such a manner as will keep world radiation from 
rising to more than a small fraction of the levels which might be haz
ardous. Also, as you know, the General Assembly has established a

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 21,1957, pp. 635-636.
* Ante, doc. 224.
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scientific committee to study this problem.1 This committee is due to 
report by July 1958,2 and its findings will no doubt be fully debated in 
the United Nations.

We believe that nuclear tests can and should be suspended if other 
limitations of the type I  have mentioned are agreed upon. Accord
ingly, the United States has joined with the Governments of the 
United Kingdom, France, and Canada in presenting proposals which 
provide for the suspension of testing in this context.3 Of special im
portance, I think, is the proposal that further production of fissionable 
materials for weapons purposes be stopped and a beginning be made 
in the reduction of existing weapons stockpiles. We believe that if 
this proposal is widely supported in the General Assembly, it will be 
accepted by the Soviet Union. In this event, we would be assured that 
atomic energy in the future would be devoted to peaceful purposes 
everywhere in the world.

Sincerely,
D w ig h t D . E i s e n h o w e r

227. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly, October 10, 1957 4

All of us here present today must feel the urgent need for progress 
in solving a problem as vital to world peace as is the disarmament 
problem.

No country feels that need more urgently than the United States, 
which must bear a heavy load of military preparedness. We have 
long and earnestly sought a way to be rid of that costly burden.

But wfc seek more than that, Mr. Chairman. Through a safe dis
armament program we seek to build a world in which all nations, large 
and small, will be free from the danger of war and surprise attack, 
and can devote themselves confidently to the arts of peace.

Every nation, Mr. Chairman, understands how vitally important 
that is in this dangerous time.

We have had that goal in mind in all our work on disarmament, in
cluding the sessions of the Disarmament Subcommittee in London 
this year. The five and a half months of the Subcommittee’s work,

1 Ante, doc. 145.
* See post, doc. 273.
* Ante, doc. 219.
4 US/UN press release 2763, Oct 10, 1957. Statement made at the 866th 

meeting.
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although it recessed in disappointment, produced something of value. 
During its 71 meetings progress was made in narrowing disagree
ments, and new proposals of the greatest importance were presented 
to the world. Both the Foreign Secretary of the United Kingdom 
and the United States Secretary of State took part directly, and the 
Foreign Minister of France went to London for consultations in 
connection with the negotiations. This was without precedent in the 
Subcommittee’s history.

We have noted with interest the proposal of the Belgian repre
sentative for action to inform and enlighten the peoples of the world 
of the dangers which may confront us all if a solution to the problem 
of disarmament is not found.1 I t is well that all peoples should know 
the terrible facts of modem warfare. These facts have been brought 
forcefully, through every medium of information, to the people of my 
country. We hope that this may be the case with all the other coun
tries represented here. Perhaps in this way the collective conscience 
of the United Nations will have its effect on the progress of the dis
armament negotiations.

Disarmament discussions are so difficult that we run the risk of 
giving way to despair. Fortunately there is no need for us now to 
entertain such fears.

We were disappointed, of course—indeed, some people were 
shocked—when the Soviet representative said “No” to the new four- 
power proposals of August 29 2 without even studying them. But 
that fact, whatever else it may suggest, is surely no cause for despair. 
Indeed the fact that there has not yet been a thoroughly considered 
analytical response from the Soviet Union to these proposals as a 
whole leaves room for further progress during this session of the 
General Assembly.

I . T he  L ondon M eetings

Since we hear doubts expressed now and then on the value of the 
Subcommittee’s work, the United States feels it important that the 
Assembly should have a clear appreciation of what was done at 
London. The full record is available. Let me indicate some of the 
important points where the Subcommittee succeeded in narrowing 
the differences which we faced last year in the General Assembly.

Here are some forward steps which the Soviet representative took 
during the Subcommittee meetings:

1. He reaffirmed acceptance of the idea of a limited “first-stage” 
agreement on various aspects of the disarmament problem, instead of

*U.N. doc. A/3630, In General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, 
Annexes, Agenda Item  24, p. 2. Adopted on Nov. 14, 1957 (post, doc. 232).

* Antef doc. 219.
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insisting that there must be agreement immediately on a complete 
disarmament program before any steps are taken.

2. He seemed to see the value of the “Open Skies” air and ground 
inspection plan as a safeguard against surprise attack. And he ac
cepted the idea of beginning with agreed zones of inspection—even 
though these zones remain to be defined.

3. He seemed willing to have a “first-stage” agreement without the 
Soviet demand for so-called “elimination” of nuclear weapons, which 
he agrees would be impossible to verify.

4. He agreed that if nuclear testing were suspended there should be 
a monitoring system with inspection posts inside our countries in order 
to check on compliance.

5. He indicated that the Soviet Union would accept the idea of in
ternational disarmament depots for the storage of arms.

Those, Mr. Chairman, are five concrete points on which the Soviet 
Union made advances from its earlier stand. It is entitled to credit 
for having shown this spirit of accommodation, at least in the earlier 
stages of the talks. We trust that the Soviet delegate’s more negative 
position at the end does not imply that his government has changed 
its policy regarding these earlier advances.

The other four members of the Subcommittee showed an equal or 
even greater spirit of accommodation. We made a number of changes 
in our position to meet Soviet objections. All these are reflected in 
the four-power working paper of August 29. Here are the chief new 
points in our proposals:

1. We agreed to move beyond discussion of a purely “first-stage” 
agreement, and proposed specific target levels for a further reduction 
in the size of armed forces in the second and third stages of a disarma
ment program.

2. As an alternative to complete initial inspection, we suggested 
limited inspection zones as a beginning for the proposed “open sky” 
inspection plan thus making it easier for the Soviet Union to agree.

3. To meet the concern expressed over existing stocks of nuclear 
weapons, we made more specific our proposal not merely to stop adding 
to these stocks of weapons, but to begin at once to reduce them by trans
ferring successive amounts of fissionable material from military stock
pile to peaceful uses, under international supervision.

4. We agreed to transfer larger amounts of such material to peace
ful uses than the Soviet Union was willing to do. We agreed to ne
gotiate the quantities on a basis that is fair and equitable. That, Mr. 
Chairman, is a proposal of great significance.

5. We agreed that immediately upon the ratification of the first- 
stage disarmament program nuclear tests could be suspended for an
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initial period without waiting until the other portions of the pro
gram were actually in operation. Moreover, when the Soviet Union 
•objected that the initial Western proposal for a test suspension of 
10 months was not long enough, we agreed to accept the period of 24 
■months put forward by the Soviet Union.

I  think that is a most important point, Mr. Chairman, and will 
come back to it later on.

These forward steps are substantial, and prove the value of the 
Subcommittee. It is a body in which serious negotiations can take 
place and have taken place. I t is, of course, not complete proof 
against temptations to score propaganda points, but then no body is 
proof against that. We frankly admit that we were startled and sur
prised, as was most of the world [,] at the abrupt change in the Soviet 
attitude toward the end of the meetings, and the biggest jolt of all was 
Mr. Zorin’s abrupt rejection of our very serious joint proposals before 
he or his government had even studied them. But that action, strange 
as it was, by no means discredits the Subcommittee. The Soviet Rep
resentative himself, in a more reasonable frame of mind, has proved 
it a practical body for real negotiation. All that is needed is the spirit 
of reasonableness.

The United States does not agree that the prospects for progress 
in disarmament can be improved, as some say, if only the present 
bodies dealing with the question can be expanded. Proposals to this 
end have been made at this and the last Assembly.

We believe that the Assembly decided wisely when, in 1953, it sug
gested establishment of a Subcommittee of the powers “principally 
involved”.1 This principle is as valid today as it was then. A dis
armament agreement can be hammered out only through negotiations 
among the parties who, in the first instance, have to submit to inspec
tion and control and who, in the first instance, have to accept 
reductions and limitations. This is an indispensable first require
ment. Basic issues of national security are involved. Accommoda
tion must be achieved by and among these powers to begin with.

This, of course, is not to say that disarmament is the exclusive pre
serve of the “Big Powers”. I t is not. While the nations possessing 
armaments are, to use the language of the 1953 resolution, “princi
pally involved,” the whole world, in the larger sense, is vitally 
involved. I t is of deep and legitimate interest to every state rep
resented in this room. All will be affected, and many will have in some 
way to participate.

We think that the way disarmament is handled in the United Na
tions fully reflects this widening circle of interest.

1 Ante, doc. 91.
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In addition to the Subcommittee, there is the Assembly in which 
all members are heard and have ample opportunity to express their 
views.

The Assembly itself established the Disarmament Commission of 
smaller membership that can go more deeply into the issues and which 
can follow the negotiations closely. Furthermore, there has always 
been an opportunity for any member which desires it to appear before 
the Disarmament Commission for a hearing—a right which was 
exercised during the last year.

II. T he  Question of N uclear T ests

The United States believes that a solution to this problem can be 
found.

Our tests are carried on for defensive purposes. We would not 
conduct them if we were not deeply convinced that under present 
circumstances they were necessary for the security of the free world 
and of our own country. The danger of war will only increase if 
offensive capabilities are allowed further to outstrip defensive 
capabilities.

Without moving into a discussion of political issues, it seems fair 
to say that the United States Government is looked to not alone by 
the American people, but by the peoples of many other free countries 
as well, as a safeguard of their security against possible military 
attack. We cannot carry out the responsibility which has fallen upon 
us if we are less strong than the potential attacker. That is the 
basic reason for all of our military defense activity—all of it, Mr. 
Chairman, including that involving the tests of nuclear weapons.

Now, although we share the concern of other countries about nuclear 
weapons testing, we believe that this subject must be seen in its con
text, including the military and technical dangers that confront us. 
In this connection a few observations about nuclear weapons tests 
may be in order.

1. Because of our concern over the radiation effects of nuclear tests, 
however slight they might be, and also because of the importance of 
understanding atomic radiation as atomic energy is increasingly de
veloped for peaceful purposes, the United States proposed two years 
ago in the General Assembly that a United Nations Committee on 
Radiation be established to report to the world on the whole question. 
This committee’s report is due next year.1 From what is already 
known and published, we expect that the Committee’s full report will 
answer many of the fears now being expressed about radiation from 
nuclear testing.

No environmental hazard nor substance to which human beings are 
exposed is receiving such thorough investigation as radiation and

1 Post, doc. 273.
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radioactive materials. While some leading medical and genetic 
authorities differ on the effects of radioactive fallout at low levels, 
all agree that the effects are small compared to the effects of radiation 
from other sources.

The present levels of radiation exposure from weapons testing fall
out are extremely low. They are but a fraction of the natural radia
tion to which man has always been exposed. They are far lower 
than the levels we customarily receive voluntarily from other man- 
made sources such as medical and dental X-rays, and even the lumi
nescent dials of our wrist watches. The danger to the world lies in 
the possible use of the nuclear weapons, and not in some small addi
tion to natural radiation because of testings. We think that is a 
fundamental point—the possible use of weapons. That is the real 
danger.

2. What is seldom realized is that the tests themselves are enabling 
us to develop weapons with reduced fallout so that radiation hazards 
in the event of hostilities may be restricted to military targets. Thus 
if our testing program should continue at the present rate the radia
tion it puts into the world’s atmosphere would be less in future years. 
Indeed, as Secretary Dulles pointed out on September 19, in the 
General Assembly, since a percentage of radioactivity dies away each 
year we have reason to hope that in the future any needed testing can 
be done without materially raising the levels of radioactivity in the 
world.1 A practical demonstration of this achievement should result 
from our plan to invite United Nations observers to witness a nuclear 
test explosion.

Mr. Chairman, the United States has given a great deal of serious 
thought to this subject. We do not treat our responsibility lightly in 
this matter of nuclear tests. Indeed, we have shown what I think 
lawyers call “an abundance of caution” on this subject.

But we go further than that, Mr. Chairman. We know how anxious 
people have become about this unfamiliar force. The quickest and 
most obvious way to allay that anxiety would be to suspend nuclear 
tests on a sound basis. In fact, in conjunction with our British, 
French, and Canadian colleagues in the Subcommittee we have

1 . . it is essential that experimentation with nuclear weapons should not 
itself carry a threat to human life. The United States has a concern second to 
none in that matter. We shall invite the United Nations to send observers to 
one of our next tests so that they can see how these tests are conducted.

“Last March the United States and the United Kingdom joined to declare 
their intention to conduct nuclear tests only in such a manner as would keep 
world radiation from rising to more than a small fraction of what might be 
hazardous [ante, doc. 188]. Indeed, because each year a percentage of radio
activity dies away, we have reason to hope that in the future any needed 
testing can be accomplished without any material raising whatsoever of the 
levels of radioactivity in the world.” {Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 7, 
1957* p- 557. Statement made at the 680th plenary meeting.)
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proposed1 that it be done through an immediate suspension taking 
effect upon there being in existence a treaty for initial measures of 
disarmament.

III. How To S uspend  N uclear T ests

Since there is agreement on all sides that nuclear tests could be 
suspended, the question is—how can we do it? There are two ap
proaches to this problem. One is to concentrate on this point alone 
and attempt to by-pass other questions in the armaments field, hoping 
that by this one step international confidence would be so strengthened 
that other steps would follow. Whoever considers this line of ap
proach will have also to consider the following points.

1. Even if the agreement were obeyed by all concerned, and all test 
explosions stopped, the efforts to pile up more and more atomic and 
hydrogen bombs would go right on. That is something to think about.

2. Moreover, under such conditions the efforts to reduce the radio
active fallout in such weapons would also be suspended—you would 
cut that whole work down—and consequently the weapons added to the 
stockpiles would contain a larger amount of radioactive fallout than 
they would otherwise. We ought to consider that.

3. Finally, additional nations could and probably would, without 
the aid of nuclear tests, nevertheless manufacture and acquire their 
own nuclear weapons, using techniques which are now known.

These points alone, Mr. Chairman, are enough to dramatize the fact 
that a separate approach to the nuclear testing problem does not go 
to the heart of the matter. The heart of the matter, in this world 
filled with conflict and mistrust, is the danger of war and the use of 
weapons of any kind on a mass scale. To deal effectively with this 
danger, a bolder and a more comprehensive approach is imperative.

It is tragically true that the danger of war imposes on the defender 
the same iron military necessities as it does upon a would-be aggressor.

Like the aggressor, the defender must have weapons.
Like the aggressor, the defender must draft able young men into 

the military service.
Like the aggressor, the defender must take away from his civilian 

economy large amounts of valuable raw materials, iron, steel, alumi
num, rubber, and textiles, manufacturing plants, scientific research 
facilities, and great tracts of useful land.

We in the United States know all these facts very well because we 
have experienced them in defense against aggression.

Believe me, Mr. Chairman, if it were not for the danger of a great 
war, the American people would never consent to the continuation of 
this huge burden on our national life. They and their freely-elected

1 Ante, doc. 219.
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representatives in Congress unceasingly plead for us to find some 
way by which the burden can safely be laid down. In the meantime 
they recognize the need to bear it, as do other free peoples, because 
they know it is the price of liberty.

Consequently, we would not conduct nuclear tests if we did not have 
to. Let us remove the necessity for nuclear tests arid suspend the tests 
at the same time. That means making at least a beginning on remov
ing the danger of an all-out nuclear war. And that, Mr. Chairman, 
is the heart and the soul of the proposals which the United States 
joined in submitting to the Soviet Union in London on August 29. 
It is just as simple as that.

IV. T h e  L o n d o n  P r o p o sa l s

Let me review very briefly what the London proposals consist of, 
as we renew our offer to the Soviet Union. These proposals are not 
so complicated as they are sometimes made to seem. I shall try to 
sum them up, in ordinary language, under five headings.

1. Atoms for Peace, Not War. We want to put an end to produc
tion of fissionable materials for war purposes. We propose that no 
country shall make any more fissionable material for weapons, and 
that all new production of fissionable material should be devoted to 
peaceful purposes. This program would begin as soon as an inspec
tion system is in existence to see it carried out. We then propose that 
a start be made on transferring fissionable materials from weapons 
stockpiles to peaceful uses, again under international supervision. Mr. 
Chairman, that is the vision which President Eisenhower presented 
right here in this building when he urged “that the miraculous inven
tiveness of man . . . not be dedicated to his death but consecrated 
to his life.” 1 We could not take a greater step for peace than this. 
This is the practical and only realistic way of first stopping and then 
reversing the trend towards ever increasing stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons. Unless we get this problem under control soon, it may 
become entirely unmanageable as more and more countries begin the 
production of nuclear weapons.

2. /Suspend Nuclear Tests. This would be done immediately upon 
there being a treaty in existence, and would be followed by the prompt 
installation of an agreed monitoring system with inspection posts 
within our respective countries.

3. Reduced Armed Forces and Armaments. On this essential part 
of the disarmament problem we have made definite proposals, not 
only for the first stage of a disarmament program, but also for second 
and third stages as well. The troop limit which we suggest for the 
Soviet Union and the United States in the first stage is 2.5 million

1 Ante, doc. 92.
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men; in the second stage, assuming satisfactory fulfillment of the 
first step and progress toward settlement of the problems that cause 
world tension, we would reduce to 2.1 million, and in the third stage 
to 1.7 million. As to armaments, we propose a practical method of 
reduction—setting up storage depots in which specified and agreed 
modem armaments of land, sea, and air would be deposited under 
international supervision. This plan would reduce the requirements 
of inspection to a minimum. We are prepared to negotiate at any 
time on the types and quantities of arms to be deposited in these 
depots.

4. Prevent Surprise Attack. We continue to urge adoption of an 
“Open Sky” ground and air inspection system to make a massive sur
prise attack impossible. Under such a system the fear of war would 
decrease and further reductions in armaments would be encouraged. 
That is what we are striving for. We are willing to begin inspection 
on a progressive basis beginning in areas where safeguarding against 
surprise attack is of the greatest importance. In addition, we have 
reaffirmed the proposal originally made by President Eisenhower at 
Geneva in 1955.1 This proposal would embrace the entire territory 
of the United States and the entire territory of the Soviet Union. 
With the consent of the countries concerned, we have also agreed to 
include territory of Canada and important areas in Europe. We 
are ready also to include areas in the free world where military bases 
are located provided the countries concerned also agree. Thus we 
have given the Soviet Union a considerable range of choice on how 
to begin this vital process of inspection against surprise attack. We 
are ready to begin modestly and expand later.

5. Control Outer Space Weapons. Finally, Mr. Chairman, we 
seek agreement on ways to control the newest creation of science— 
the outer space missile. Like atomic energy, this device can serve 
the purposes of peace or it can be used to blow us to bits. We have 
only begun to learn about its possibilities, but we already know that 
the prospect of outer space missiles armed with nuclear warheads is 
too dangerous to ignore.

Mr. Chairman, in 1946 when the United States alone had nuclear 
weapons, it proposed to the United Nations—and there are men in 
this room who remember this—a plan to ensure the peaceful use of 
the new and tremendous force of atomic energy by putting it under 
international control.2 We made that proposal. The world knows 
now that a decade of anxiety and trouble could have been avoided if 
that plan had been accepted. We now have a similar opportunity to 
harness for peace man’s new pioneering efforts in outer space. We 
must not miss this chance. We have therefore proposed that a tech

1 Ante, doc. 120.
* Ante, doc. 4.
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nical committee be set up to work out an inspection system which will 
assure the use of outer space for exclusively peaceful and scientific 
purposes. If  there is general agreement to proceed with this study 
on a multilateral basis, the United States is prepared to join in this 
initiative without awaiting the conclusion of negotiations on the 
other substantive proposals.

These, Mr. Chairman, are the highlights of the London proposals.
Before leaving this subject of the London proposals, let me make 

clear that we are ready to begin the entire first-phase disarmament 
program without any political conditions whatsoever—without de
manding that a single political issue be met. That includes all of 
the five headings which I  just finished summarizing. We are dealing 
here with a disarmament program on which the United States and 
its three co-sponsors are ready to embark without delay.

Also, we intend that the very first part of this program to go into 
effect would be the suspending of nuclear tests. The necessary in
spection system for the test ban should be in operation before the end 
of the first year of suspension.

V. Conclusion

No part of the agreement which we have in mind could be other 
than welcome to any country which truly works for peace. I  have 
outlined its main parts—nuclear production for peace, not war; 
prompt suspension of nuclear bomb tests; reduction of troops levels 
and armaments; a start on inspection to prevent surprise attack; and 
a start on control of outer space missiles. Mr. Chairman, who can 
object to any of these points ?

The question of prompt suspension of nuclear testing lies today in 
the hands of the Soviet Union. It can bring the tests to a halt if it 
wants to. I t  can do more than that. I t  can relieve the world’s 
anxiety about the inexpressibly greater perils of surprise attack and 
nuclear war involving the most dread devices that the genius of 
science has provided.

The United States has always devoutly wished, and wishes today, 
for a world in which all nations, including very definitely the Soviet 
Union, may feel secure from any external danger. We would be de
feating our own purpose if we made a proposal designed to impair the 
security of the Soviet Union, since our aim is the very opposite of 
that. We trust that the Soviet Union will believe that. Surely it is 
to the interest of the Soviet Union to remove distrust of its motives. 
Indeed, not to do so would leave a world such as that described by 
President Eisenhower here at the United Nations in 1953, when he



DOCUMENT 227 : OCTOBER 10, 1957 903

spoke of “two atomic colossi eyeing each other malevolently across a 
trembling world.” 1 If that trembling world were to erupt in war, the 
bombs that fell would be no respectors of persons, nor of ideologies 
-either.

I t is not the American people alone, Mr. Chairman, but the peoples 
of the whole world who request today that the Soviet Union consider 
the alternatives facing all of us. Especially this request comes from 
the small nations of the world, whose prospects for a peaceful life lie, 
not in their own armed might, but in their hope for an ordered 
world—a world of openness and a world of confidence, free from the 
fear of sudden and overwhelming attack.

There is no reason for us to despair of a change of mind by the 
Soviet Union. To their credit let it be said that we have seen them 
change their minds before. They changed their minds about if atoms 
for peace.” They changed their minds about considering the “Open 
Sky” plan. Surely they can change their minds again when their 
security and self-interest as well as ours so clearly demand it.

In essence, we, that is to say Canada, France, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States, have made, and do make, this offer to the 
Soviet Union: ■*

We will suspend nuclear tests for an initial period expected to be 
two years but also subject to further extension, provided you, the Soviet 
Union, agree on establishing an effective inspection system, air and 
ground; on stopping production of fissionable material for weapons 
purposes and reducing present stocks; on starting outer-space missile 
control; and on reducing armed forces.

Now we do not insist, Mr. Chairman, that all these things be done 
at once. An agreement that they should be done in acceptable stages 
is enough to get this program under way and suspension of testing 
would be the first thing to happen.

So, Mr. Chairman, I conclude by simply saying this:
We think sincerely that our position is fair and far-sighted and 

that, if endorsed by this Assembly, it will help to move the world 
forward to a broad plateau of peace.

1 Ante, doc. 92.
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228. Soviet Proposal Introduced in the General As
sembly: The Establishment of a Permanent Dis
armament Commission, October 27, 1957 1

1. The grave responsibility of the United Nations for ensuring 
world peace requires a prompt settlement of the disarmament prob
lem in accordance with the resolutions unanimously adopted by the 
General Assembly recommending that States should take action to 
reduce armaments and armed forces and prohibit atomic weapons. 
An immediate settlement of this problem is even more urgent at this 
time in view of the acceleration of the armaments race and the in
creasing availability to States of many new types of weapons— 
primarily atomic and hydrogen weapons—and of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, the military use of which makes every part of the 
world a vulnerable target.

2. A positive settlement of the disarmament problem would remove 
the threat of a war waged with weapons of mass destruction, re
duce the heavy burden of taxation resulting from the armaments 
race and "contribute to the establishment of conditions in which the 
people of the world could lead a peaceful, normal life.

3. The present situation requires that the United Nations, in ac
cordance with the functions conferred upon it, should make a further 
effort to solve the disarmament problem and to conclude an appropri
ate international agreement or agreements.

4. Although the disarmament problem has been considered for 
many years in the Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee, 
there has unfortunately been no agreement among the Powers, and 
the disarmament problem still remains unsettled. One of the reasons 
for the failure of these organs is that consideration of the disarma
ment problem is limited to a small group of States—the five Mem
ber States represented on the Sub-Committee and the twelve repre
sented on the Disarmament Commission. The fact is that seventy 
States Members of the United Nations which are no less interested 
in a prompt solution of the disarmament problem are not participat
ing in that work.

5. For these reasons, a broad, representative organ for the con
sideration of the disarmament problem should be established on 
such a basis as to allow all States to take an active part in its work. 
That purpose would be met by the establishment of a permanent

1 U.N. doc. A/C.l/797, Oct. 28, 1957, in General Assembly Official Records: 
Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 24, pp. 9-10. Transmitted by Foreign 
Minister Gromyko to the United Nations Secretary-General in a letter of Oct 
28, 1957 {ibid., p. 9). Rejected by the General Assembly on Nov. 19 by a vote 
of 46-9-24.
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disarmament commission consisting of all the States Members of the 
United Nations. In the view of the USSR delegation, that com
mission’s activities should not be restricted by any time limit. The 
commission should carry on its work as a permanent organ of the 
United Nations, carefully consider proposals submitted by States, 
and draft appropriate recommendations on disarmament questions 
for consideration at the sessions of the General Assembly.

6. The course of the debate on disarmament questions in the Gen
eral Assembly indicates that many States are dissatisfied with the 
method of discussing disarmament at closed meetings of the Sub- 
Committee. As a result of that practice, the disarmament question, 
which vitally affects all mankind is discussed behind closed doors 
ty  five Powers, and many States are left in the dark as to what is 
actually happening in the Sub-Committee. Public opinion is there
fore unaware of most of what goes on because information concern
ing the negotiations is available only to those States participating 
in them.

7. By contrast with the present arrangement, the proceedings of 
the permanent disarmament commission would be held in public so 
that the disarmament question could be kept in the centre of world 
attention and the people of the world kept fully informed on the 
status of negotiations and the position of the various Powers.

8. The establishment of a permanent disarmament commission 
would not preclude the possibility of discussing specific disarmament 
problems among individual States or groups of States. On the con
trary, broad and open discussion in the permanent commission would 
create favourable conditions for greater activity by States and would 
lead to an increase in consultations, meetings and other contacts be
tween them.

9. The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics there
fore submits the following draft resolution to the General Assembly1:

The General Assembly,
Desirous of contributing to the success of discussions on the dis

armament problem and to the achievement of an appropriate inter
national agreement,

Decides:

(a) To establish a permanent disarmament commission consisting 
of all the States Members of the United Nations and to assign to this 
commission the task of examining all disarmament proposals sub-

1 Revised on Nov. 11,1957, to add the following paragraph:

“(/) To transmit to the permanent commission for examination all pro
posals and documents relating to the question of disarmament submitted to the
General Assembly at its twelfth session.” (U.N. doc. A/L.230, in General
Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  24, p. 17.)
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mitted to the United Nations and of drafting appropriate recom
mendations for the sessions of the General Assembly;

(&) To direct that the permanent disarmament commission shall 
function continuously. The meetings of the commission shall be open;

(c) To direct that the commission shall elect a chairman and . . .. 
vice-chairmen, whose task will be to direct the current work of the- 
commission and also to assist States Members of the United Nations 
in organizing consultations, meetings and the like on disarmament 
problems;

(d ) To request the Secretary-General to provide the commission: 
with the services required to ensure the success of its work;

(e) In view of the establishment of the permanent disarmament 
commission, to dissolve the existing Disarmament Commission and its; 
Sub-Committee.

229. Indian Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Suspension of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests, November 1, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Having regard to the great and growing volume of world-wide ap

prehension and alarm about the effects of tests of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons and their continuance,

Having regard a1 so to the views held about the long-lasting life and 
the highly dangerous potentialities of substances released by these test 
explosions and their effects on present and future generations of hu
manity and on all forms of life the world over,

Gravely concerned about the recent increase in the number of States; 
undertaking tests of thermo-nuclear weapons, the possibility of fur
ther increases in the number of such States, and the consequential ac
centuation of the dangers and difficulties in relation to the problem,.

Believing that the suspension of test explosions would, in some 
measure, open the way to the lowering of world tensions and facilitate 
progress towards further agreements,

Considering that such suspension should be achieved without delay 
and that this is possible,

1. Requests the States concerned, in view of the doubts expressed 
about the detectability of explosions and the need to dispel those 
doubts and also to provide against possible evasions, to agree forth-

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.176/Rev. 4, Nov. 1, 1957, in General Assembly Official 
Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  24, p. 11. Rejected by the 
General Assembly on Nov. 19,1957, by a vote of 34-24-20.
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with to the nomination of a scientific-technical commission consisting 
of scientific-technical experts representing the differing views together 
with other eminent scientific-technical participation to be agreed upon 
by the aforementioned representatives;

2. Requests the aforementioned commission to recommend to the 
Disarmament Commission an adequate system of inspection arrange
ments in all the territories of the world in which it might be necessary 
in order to supervise and render suspension of tests effective and to 
maintain the controls which will inspire the necessary confidence ;

3. Appeals to the States concerned to agree without delay to sus
pend tests of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons and to inform the 
Secretary-General of their willingness to do so;

4. Requests the Secretary-General as and when he receives responses 
from the States concerned to inform all other Member States;

5. Calls upon all Member States to report to the scientific commis
sion whenever evidence of nuclear and thermo-nuclear explosions in 
any part of the world on land, air or sea comes to their notice, and to 
give the commission all other possible co-operation;

6. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the necessary secre
tarial and other assistance required for the aforementioned scientific 
commission.

230. Indian Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Conduct of 
Disarmament Negotiations, November 1, 19571

The General Assembly,
Having considered the report of the Disarmament Commission,
Noting that considerable progress has been made in discussions in 

the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission on issues re
lating to nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons.

Noting further that the report of the Disarmament Commission 
presents differing views which are yet unreconciled,

1. Requests the Powers concerned to agree forthwith to the appoint
ment by the Disarmament Commission of representatives of States 
holding the differing views, and representatives of other States to 
be chosen by agreement between the aforesaid representatives:

2. Decides that the representatives so appointed shall consider all 
of the following matters, taking into account the progress already

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.178/Rev. 2, Nov. 1, 1957, in General Assembly Official 
Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  24, pp. 11-12. At the request 
of the Indian delegation, the resolution was not put to a vote.
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achieved, and make appropriate recommendations at an early date to 
the Disarmament Commission on all of them:

(a) On the time with effect from which the future production of 
fissionable material in all countries will be available solely for peace
ful purposes;

( i )  On refraining from the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear 
weapons with a view to eventual elimination of such weapons;

(c) On the dismantling of stocks of nuclear and thermo-nuclear
weapons and the conversion to peaceful uses of the fissionable material 
thus released ;

(d) On arrangements for inspection and control required to im
plement agreements relating to conventional armaments, so as to 
inspire the necessary confidence;

3. Suggests that the aforementioned representatives associate with 
themselves technical experts who shall be selected by agreement to 
advise and assist them in regard to the appropriate methods of in
spection to ensure compliance with any recommendations arising 
out of their consideration of the aforementioned issues;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to make available such facilities 
as might be required.

231. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly, November 4, 19571

Let me review the 10 resolutions standing before the Committee on 
the subject of disarmament and the position which the United States 
will take in voting on them.

The first resolution, sponsored by the delegation of Belgium, 
appears in document A/3630/Corr. I.2 I  have already stated that 
the United States will support this resolution. We hope that the 
dissemination of information on armaments suggested in this proposal 
will add to public understanding of the urgent need to reach 
agreement on disarmament.

The second resolution, sponsored by the Soviet delegation, and 
appearing in document A/3674/Rev. 1, calls for a 2- to 3-year sus
pension of nuclear tests.8 The position of the United States on this

1 Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 16, 1957, pp. 961-964. Statement made at
the 890th meeting.

* General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item
24, p. 2. The Belgian resolution was approved Nov. 14, 1957 (post. doc. 234).

8 Ante, doc. 221.
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question has been fully explained in this debate, and there is no need 
to repeat it. We have declared ourselves in favor of suspension of 
testing in a way which will prevent the further buildup of stocks of 
nuclear weapons. Until that time we are firmly convinced that the 
continuing relative defensive strength of the non-Soviet world depends 
to an important degree on the continuation of nuclear experiments. 
These experiments will be conducted with care and restricted to the 
number which we consider to be absolutely necessary. Accordingly, 
we will vote against the Soviet resolution.

We are constrained to say that this reasoning also applies to the 
resolution sponsored by the delegation of India, appearing in 
document A/C.l/L.l76/Rev. 4.1

Our position on the resolution submitted by the delegation of 
Japan2 must, reluctantly, be the same. There is much in the Japa
nese resolution with which we agree, but we are not able to support it 
because of the extent to which it separates the question of nuclear 
experiments from the question of cessation of production of fissionable 
materials for weapons purposes.

In resolution A/C.l/L.l75/Rev. 1, the Soviet Union proposes a 5- 
year agreement not to use nuclear weapons.3 Many speakers in the 
general debate presented cogent reasons for opposing this proposal, 
which amounts to no more than a declaration of good intentions. The 
representatives of France and Israel, among others, have spelled out 
eloquently the limitations of this “declaratory” approach. We 
believe that the worst danger we face today is the use of force—any 
type of force—by an aggressor. The United States has repeatedly 
said that it will not use any weapons, nuclear or conventional, in any 
manner not consistent with the solemnly assumed obligations in the 
charter of the United Nations. We reaffirm this policy. But we 
wish there to be no doubt on one point: The United States will not 
accept any restriction which cannot be controlled or which will lessen 
its ability to deter or counter force used by an aggressor. The United 
States will vote against this Soviet resolution.

I  come now to the resolution submitted by the delegation of India 
in document A/C.l/L.l78/Rev. 2.4 Our basic objection to this resolu
tion is that it in effect does away with the Disarmament Commission 
Subcommittee, asking the Disarmament Commission to appoint 
“representatives of States holding the differing views, and repre
sentatives of other States to be chosen by agreement” to consider the 
matters under discussion in the Subcommittee. As I  stated earlier 
in this debate, the United States continues to believe in the utility and

1 Ante, doc. 229.
a Ante, doc. 223.
• Ante, doc. 222.
4 Ante, doc. 230.
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value of the present Subcommittee. Accordingly, we will vote against 
this proposal.

The delegation of India has submitted a third resolution, A /C.l/ 
L.177, which proposes an expansion of the membership of the Com
mission and of the Subcommittee.1 Many speakers in this debate have 
voiced their reservations about expansion of the Subcommittee. We 
agree with these speakers. We do not believe the situation in the 
Subcommittee would be improved by adding members or that the 
prospects of reaching agreement could be brightened by this act alone. 
Something much more fundamental is needed. We dealt with this 
problem at greater length in my opening statements in this Committee. 
None of the arguments in favor of expansion—and we have listened 
to them carefully and respectfully—have changed our view of this 
matter. These remarks apply even more strongly to the latest Soviet 
resolution, appearing in A/C.l/797, which would expand the Sub
committee into a committee of 82 members.2

We have also noted the statement today by the representative of the 
Soviet Union that the Soviet Union intends to leave the Disarmament 
Commission and the Subcommittee. Mr. Chairman, we do not believe 
that any nation seriously wishes to stand for all future time before 
the world and before recorded history as the nation which broke up 
and which ended humanity’s effort to achieve disarmament and to 
achieve peace. We trust that this is just a passing thought and that 
wiser counsels will prevail.

I  come now to the 24-power resolution in document A/C.1/L.179, 
which the United States has cosponsored.3 We are in favor of 
priority in the voting for this resolution. This resolution broadly 
outlines a program which the United States believes is practical and 
realistic. I t sets forth a number of fundamental points which could 
lead to first steps in disarmament.

Before going on to the final resolution, let me agree with certain 
remarks of the representative of Canada concerning the need to be

1 General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  
24, p. 11. At the request of the Indian delegation, the resolution was not put 
to a vote.

2 Ante, doc. 228.
a General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  

24, p. 12. The 24-power proposal was textually identical with the following 
parts of the resolution approved by the General Assembly on Nov. 14, 1957 (post, 
doc. 233) : Preamble, except the reference to General Assembly Resolution 808 
(IX) ; par. 1; par. 2; and par. 6. Cosponsored by Argentina, Australia, Bel

gium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
France, Honduras, Italy, Laos, Liberia, the Netherlands, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, Tunisia, the United Kingdom, and the United 
States.
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flexible—remarks which have been echoed here by other members. 
The United States, too, is truly seeking a disarmament agreement. 
We are not making a “take it or leave it” proposition—not at all. 
We do not even suggest that our proposals are the last word. They 
were specifically introduced in a working paper, Mr. Chairman, a 
negotiating document. In seeking endorsement of this resolution, 
we emphasize our desire to see negotiations resumed. We are not 
seeking to impose a rigid framework on the future deliberations of the 
Subcommittee—not at all. We intend to maintain our approach of 
openmindedness and our approach of flexibility. We think that 
our proposals present a promising way in which to go, one goal to 
achieve. And we will certainly carefully study any alternative pro
posals submitted by other states.

But we are convinced that endorsement by this Committee of the 
broad principles embodied in this resolution will point the way to a 
useful direction to proceed and will show that the majority of mem
bers of the Assembly hope to see these principles given consideration 
by all of the negotiators. That does not seem like an extravagant 
hope. We can assure this Committee that ours is the approach of 
flexibility for which the representative of Israel and others here have 
appealed.

While I am discussing the 24-power resolution, let me set forth the 
views of the United States on the amendments to it which have been 
proposed by various delegations.

Now, Mr. Chairman, there are three sets of amendments. The first, 
submitted by the delegations of Bolivia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, 
Mexico, and Uruguay, appears in document A/C.1/L.181. Whereas 
this amendment deals with a principle with which the United States 
wholeheartedly agrees, I regret to say that we cannot support the 
amendment in its present form. The United States does agree that a 
portion of the savings realized from disarmament should be used 
to assist in economic development throughout the world. But some 
of these savings will have to be devoted to reduction in the burden 
of internal taxation which now is required to support military pro
grams. Furthermore, some of these savings should be devoted to 
programs of schools, hospitals, and roadbuilding within our own 
country. We hope that the sponsors of this amendment will find it 
possible to revise their amendment in the light of the foregoing com
ments, and in that case we would be glad to support it.1

1 As revised on Nov. 6, 1957, the resolution (A/C.l/L.181/Rev.l) became par.
5 of General Assembly Resolution 1148 (XII) {post, doc. 233).
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The second set of amendments, in document A/C.1/L.182, is sub
mitted by the delegation of India.1 The United States will vote for 
the first amendment and will oppose the rest. The effect of these 
amendments is to isolate the suspension of testing as a matter for im
mediate implementation, regardless of progress in the other meas
ures proposed. We have expressed ourselves clearly and repeatedly 
on this issue.

The third set of amendments is proposed jointly by the delega
tions of Norway and Pakistan in document A/C.1/L.184.2 We be
lieve that these amendments are most constructive, and we will sup
port them. Adoption of this proposal would broaden participation 
in the working out of the details through which measures agreed in 
principle in the subcommittee would be carried out. There is no 
reason why the technical committees proposed could not begin to 
work quickly on the controls involved in the suspension of nuclear 
testing, in the reduction of conventional armaments, and in measures 
to safeguard against surprise attack. As these and other measures 
are agreed upon in the Subcommittee, they can be referred to the 
technical committee for similar study.

Finally, there is the resolution submitted by the delegation of Yu
goslavia and found in document A/C.1/L.180.3 We respect the mo
tives of the delegation of Yugoslavia in submitting this resolution. 
There is much in it with which the United States can agree. But we 
believe that its adoption by this Committee would result in the aban
donment of a principle to which the United States adheres: that be
fore nuclear experiments are stopped there should be clear acceptance 
of the principle that fissionable materials manufactured for weapons 
purposes should be ended within a reasonable period of time. In 
calling for agreement on the suspension of testing as a matter of 
priority and as one which can be treated separately, we believe it is

1 The first Indian amendment added the reference to General Assembly Reso
lution 808 (IX) (write, doc. 105) in the preamble (post, doc. 233). The other 
Indian amendments urged the states concerned, particularly those on the Sub
committee, to give priority to reaching agreement on the suspension of nuclear 
tests and the appointment of experts to recommend a system of control and 
inspection, and to immediately agree in principle “on refraining from the use of 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons with a view to eventual elimination of 
such weapons” (General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Supple
ment No. 1 (A/3844), “Annual Report of the Secretary-General on the Work 
of the Organization, 16 June 1957-15 June 1958/’ p. 4). On Nov. 6, 1957, the 
First Committee approved the first Indian amendment and rejected the others
(ibid.).

3 These amendments became pars. 3 and 4 of General Assembly Resolution 
1148 (XII) (post, doc. 233).

•General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  
PP- 12-13. At the request of the Yugoslav delegation, this proposal was not 

put to a vote.
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given undue importance as a disarmament measure and is not clearly 
related to the really important goal which we seek, which is the ces
sation of production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. 
By voting for the Yugoslav resolution we would be committing our
selves to ending our efforts to improve the defensive applications of 
nuclear weapons. We would be doing this without a simultaneous 
commitment on the part of the Soviet Union to working out an agree
ment to end the indefinite buildup of the stocks of these weapons or 
of the means of delivering them.

232. General Assembly Resolution 1147 (XII): Effects 
of Atomic Radiation, November 14, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming the importance of problems relating to the effects 

of ionizing radiation upon man and his environment,
Recalling its resolution 913 (X) of 3 December 1955 2 by which 

the General Assembly established a Scientific Committee on the Effects 
of Atomic Radiation and entrusted to it among others the task of 
collating in its report information on radiation effects on man and his 
environment,

1. Calls upon all concerned to continue their co-operation in mak
ing available information within the sphere of the terms of reference 
of the Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation;

2. Requests the Committee to complete its report at the earliest 
possible date * and to make that report available to all Members of the 
United Nations and members of the specialized agencies and to the 
second conference on the peaceful uses of atomic energy;

3. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with the Com
mittee, to consider the question of the strengthening and widening 
of scientific activities in this field, taking into account in this connexion 
the discussion of this item at the twelfth session of the General Assem
bly, including the proposals submitted thereunder, and to report to 
the Assembly at its thirteenth session;

4. Decides to include in the agenda of its thirteenth session the 
report of the Committee;

5. Transmits to the Committee the records of the discussion in the 
First Committee of the item entitled “Effects of atomic radiation.”

1 General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 18 
(A/3805), p. 3. Adopted by unanimous vote.

* Ante, doc. 145.
8 See post, doc. 273.
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233. General Assembly Resolution 1148 (XII): Regula
tion, Limitation, and Balanced Reduction of All 
Armed Forces, and All Armaments; Conclusion of 
an International Convention (Treaty) on the 
Reduction of Armaments and the Prohibition of 
Atomic, Hydrogen, and Other Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, November 14, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 808 (IX) of 4 November 1954,2
Emphasizmg the urgency of decreasing the danger of war and im

proving the prospects of a durable peace through achieving interna
tional agreement on reduction, limitation and open inspection of 
armaments and armed forces,

Welcoming the narrowing of differences which has resulted from 
the extensive negotiations in the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament 
Commission,

Believing that immediate, carefully measured steps can be taken 
for partial measures of disarmament and that such steps will facilitate 
further measures of disarmament,

1. Urges that the States concerned, and particularly those which 
are members of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission, 
give priority to reaching a disarmament agreement which, upon its 
entry into force, will provide for the following:

(a) The immediate suspension of testing of nuclear weapons with 
prompt installation of effective international control, including in- 
spection posts equipped with appropriate scientific instruments located 
within the territories of the United States of America, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, in Pacific Ocean areas, and at other 
points as required;

(&) The cessation of the production of fissionable materials for 
weapons purposes and the complete devotion of future production of 
fissionable materials to non-weapons purposes under effective inter
national control;

(c) The reduction of stocks of nuclear weapons through a pro
gramme of transfer, on an equitable and reciprocal basis and under 
international supervision, of stocks of fissionable material from weap
ons uses to non-weapons uses;

1 General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 18 
(A/3805), pp. 3-4. Approved by a vote of 56-9-15, the Soviet bloc opposing.

2 Ante, doc. 105.
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(d) The reduction of armed forces and armaments through ade
quate, safeguarded arrangements;

(e) The progressive establishment of open inspection with ground 
and aerial components to guard against the possibility of surprise
attack;

(/) The joint study of an inspection system designed to ensure 
that the sending of objects through outer space shall be exclusively 
for peaceful and scientific purposes;

2. Requests the Disarmament Commission to reconvene its Sub- 
Committee as soon as feasible for this purpose;

3. Requests the Disarmament Commission to invite its Sub-Com
mittee to establish, as one of its first tasks, a group or groups of tech
nical experts to study inspection systems for disarmament measures on 
which the Sub-Committee may reach agreement in principle and to 
report to it within a fixed period;

4. Recommends that any such technical group or groups be com
posed of one expert from each of the States members of the Sub- 
Committee and one from each of three other States Members of the 
United Nations which shall be designated by the Secretary-General 
in consultation with the Sub-Committee;

5. Invites the States concerned, and particularly those which are 
members of the Sub-Committee, to consider the possibility of devot
ing, out of the funds made available as a result of disarmament, as 
and when sufficient progress is made, additional resources to the im
provement of living conditions throughout the world and especially 
in the less developed countries;

6. Requests the Sub-Committee to report to the Disarmament Com
mission by 30 April 1958 on the progress achieved.

234. General Assembly Resolution 1149 (XII): Col
lective Action To Inform and Enlighten the Peoples 
of the World as to the Dangers of the Armaments 
Race, and Particularly as to the Destructive Effects 
of Modern Weapons, November 14, 1957 1

The General Assembly,
Considering that the armaments race, owing to advances of nuclear 

science and other modern forms of technology, creates means whereby 
unprecedented devastation might be inflicted upon the entire world, 
and that peoples of all countries should be made to realize this,

1 General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 18 
(A/3805), p. 4. Approved by a vote of 71-9-1, the Soviet bloc opposing.
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Considering that any agreement, whether partial or general, on 
the regulation of armaments necessarily implies adequate interna
tional control,

Considering consequently that public opinion must be made aware 
both of the effects of modem weapons of all kinds and of the necessity 
of reaching a disarmament agreement providing effective measures 
of control,

Considering that it is therefore desirable to seek ways and means 
of organizing an effective and continuing publicity campaign on a 
world-wide scale, under the auspices of the United Nations and dis
regarding all ideological or political considerations,

1. Requests the Disarmament Commission to make recommenda
tions on the nature of the information to be disseminated and requests 
the Secretary-General to report to the Commission on the means avail
able for conducting such an international campaign;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to furnish the Disarmament 
Commission whatever assistance it may request for this purpose;

3. Invites Member States to communicate to the Disarmament Com
mission or to the Secretary-General in good time any views they may 
see fit to submit as to the scope and content of the proposed campaign.

235. General Assembly Resolution 1150 (XII): Enlarge
ment of the Membership of the Disarmament 
Commission, November 19, 19571

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 502 (VI) of 11 January 1952 establishing 

the Disarmament Commission,2
1. Decides to enlarge the Disarmament Commission by the addition 

of fourteen Member States which, for the first year, from 1 January
1 General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 18 

(A/3805), p. 4. Approved by a vote of 60-9-11, the Soviet bloc opposing. On 
the same date the General Assembly rejected an Albanian amendment (A/L.236) 
to add the following countries to those mentioned in par. 1 of Resolution 1150 
(XII) : Austria, Bulgaria, Ceylon, Finland, Indonesia, Rumania, and Sudan 
(General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  24, 
p. 18). The vote on the Albanian amendment was 46-9-24. During the debiate 
the Soviet representative declared that the majority plan for enlarging the 
Disarmament Commission was unacceptable and stated that the Soviet Union 
would not participate in any future negotiations in either the old or the new 
Disarmament Commission or in the Subcommittee (U.S. Participation in the 
UN: Report J>y the President to the Congress for the Year 1957 (Department of 
State publication 6654; 1958), p. 31).

2 Ante, doc. 71.
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1958 to 1 January 1959 shall be: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Brazil, Burma, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, India, Italy, Mexico, Norway, 
Poland, Tunisia and Yugoslavia;

2. Transmits to the Disarmament Commission the records of the 
proceedings of the First Committee during the twelfth session of the 
General Assembly at which disarmament was discussed.

236. Statement by the Indian Prime Minister (Nehru) 
on Nuclear Test Explosions, November 28, 1957 1

I  venture to appeal to the great leaders of the United States of 
America and the Soviet Union. I do so in all humility, but with 
great earnestness. We in India have grave problems to face, but I  am 
overwhelmed by the thought of the crisis in civilization which the 
world is facing today, the like of which it has not known ever before. 
I believe that it is in the power of America and Russia to solve this 
crisis and save humanity from the ultimate disaster which faces it.

Our earth has become too small for the new weapons of the atomic 
age. While man, in the pride of his intellect and knowledge, forces 
his way into space and pierces the heavens, the very existence of the 
human race is threatened. There are enough weapons of mass de
struction already to put an end to life on earth. Today, America and 
Russia possess them in abundance, and England also has them. To
morrow, it may be that other countries will possess them, and even 
the capacity to control them will become outside the range of human 
power. Nuclear test explosions take place, contaminating air and 
water and food, as well as directly injuring the present and future 
generations of mankind.

No country, no people, however powerful they might be, are safe 
from destruction if this competition in weapons of mass destruction 
and cold war continues.

Apart from these dangers ahead, the civilization which thousands 
of years of human effort have built up, is being corroded and under
mined by fear and hatred, and will progressively wither away if these 
trends continue. All the peoples of the world have a right to life 
and progress and fulfillment of their destiny. They have the right to 
peace and security. They can only preserve these rights now by 
living peacefully together and by solving their problems by peaceful 
methods. They differ in their creeds and beliefs and ideologies. 
They cannot convert each other by force or threats of force, for any

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Jan. 6, 1958, p. 18. See also President Eisen
hower’s letter of Dec. 15,1957 (post, doc. 238).
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such attempt will lead to catastrophe for all. The only way is to exist 
peacefully together in spite of differences and to give up the policy 
of hatred and violence.

The moral and the ethical approaches demand this. But even more 
so, practical common sense points this way.

I  have no doubt that this can be done. I  have no doubt that Amer
ica and Russia have it in their power to put an end to this horror that 
is enveloping the world and darkening our minds and our future.

Millions of people believe in what is called Western capitalism; 
millions also believe in Communism. But, there are many millions 
who are not committed to either of these ideologies, and yet seek, in 
friendship with others, a better life and a more hopeful future.

I  speak for myself, but I believe that I speak the thoughts of vast 
numbers of people in my country as well as in other countries of the 
world. I venture, therefore, to make this appeal to the great leaders, 
more especially of America and Russia, in whose hands fate and des
tiny have placed such tremendous power today to mould this world 
and either to raise it to great heights or to hurl it to the pit of dis
aster. I  appeal to them to stop all nuclear test explosions and thus 
to show to the world that they are determined to end this menace, and 
to proceed also to bring about effective disarmament. The moment 
this is done, a great weight will be lifted from the mind of man. But 
it is not merely a physical change that is necessary, but an attempt to 
remove fear and reverse the perilous trend which threatens the con
tinued existence of the human race. I t  is only by direct approaches 
and agreements through peaceful methods that these problems can be 
solved.

237. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Bulganin) to Presi
dent Eisenhower, December 10, 1957 1

D e a r  M r. P r e s id e n t  : I  am addressing this letter to you in order 
to share with you certain thoughts regarding the international situa
tion which is developing at the present time. The Soviet Govern
ment has recently examined the international situation in all its 
aspects. In doing so, we could not of course fail to give serious atten
tion to the fact that at the initiative of the United States of America 
and Great Britain measures are now being developed the purpose of 
which is a sharp intensification of the military preparations of the

1 Department of State Bulletin , Jan. 27, 1958, pp. 127-130. The President re
plied on Jan. 12,1958 (post, doc. 240).
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NATO members, and that specific plans are being considered in con
nection with the forthcoming session of the NATO Council.1

It is already evident that these measures in their essence amount 
to the mobilization of all the resources of the member states of NATO 
for the purpose of intensifying the production of armaments and for 
preparations in general for war. The NATO leaders openly state 
that at the forthcoming session military and strategic plans providing 
for extensive use of atomic and hydrogen weapons will be considered.

It is also very obvious that all such activity is taking place in an 
atmosphere of artificially created nervousness and fear with respect 
to the imaginary “threat” from the U.S.S.R., and, in the effort to 
create such an atmosphere, particularly wide use is being made of 
references to the latest scientific and technical achievements of the 
Soviet Union.

In our view there is serious danger that, as a result of such actions, 
international developments may take a direction other than that re
quired in the interest of the strengthening of peace.

On the other hand, in all states of the world there is a growing 
and spreading movement for a termination of the armaments race, 
and for averting the threat of an outbreak of a new war. Peoples 
are demanding that a policy be followed whereby states may live in 
peace, respecting mutual rights and interests and deriving advantage 
from cooperation with one another, instead of sharpening their knives 
against one another.

All of this leads us to the conviction that in the development of the 
international situation a moment of great responsibility has arrived.

We feel that in this situation the responsibility that rests upon the 
government of every state in determining its future foreign policy is 
greater than ever before. Especially great is the responsibility of 
the governments of the great powers.

I  must frankly say to you, Mr. President, that the reaction of cer
tain circles in your country and in certain other NATO countries 
regarding the recent accomplishments of the U.S.S.R. in the scientific 
and technical field, and regarding the launching, in connection with 
the program of the International Geophysical Year, of the Soviet 
artificial earth satellites in particular,2 appears to us a great mistake.

Of course, the launching of artificial earth satellites bears witness 
to the great achievement of the U.S.S.R., both in the field of peaceful 
scientific research and in the field of military technology. However, 
it is well known that the U.S.S.R. has insisted and still insists that 
neither ballistic missiles nor hydrogen and atomic bombs should ever 
be used for purposes of destruction, and that so great an achievement

1 See post, doc. 239.
aThe first two sputniks were launched by the U.S.S.R. on Oct. 4 and Nov.

3, 1956.
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of the human mind as the discovery of atomic energy should be put 
to use entirely for the peaceful development of society. The Soviet 
Union has no intention of attacking either the U.S.A. or any other 
country. I t is calling for agreement and for peaceful coexistence. 
The same position is held by many states, including the Chinese 
People’s Republic and other socialist countries.

On the other hand, in the present situation the governments of the 
Western powers are making the decision to step up the armaments 
race still further and are following the line of intensifying the “cold 
war.” I t  is our deep conviction that nothing could be more danger
ous to the cause of world peace.

First of all, who can guarantee, if the present competition in the 
production of ever newer types of weapons is continued and assumes 
still greater proportions, that it will be the NATO members who are 
the winners in such a competition? I do not even mention the fact 
that the armaments race in itself is not only becoming an increasingly 
heavy burden on the shoulders of peoples but is also still further mag
nifying the danger of an outbreak of war.

Let us suppose that, in calling for further development of military 
preparations with special emphasis on the creation of new types of 
weapons of mass destruction, the American military leaders expect 
to achieve some success. But nothing can change the fact that even 
with the present status of military technology a situation has devel
oped for the first time in history where in the event of war the terri
tory of none of the great powers will any longer be in a privileged 
position that would spare it from becoming one of the theaters of 
war from the very beginning of the conflict. Nothing is changed in 
this respect, even by the fact that the U.S.A. has a network of far ad
vanced military bases, nor by plans to use territories and military 
potential of Western European allies.

At the present time in the United States of America there has been 
proclaimed the thesis of “interdependence” of the countries members 
of NATO. A new and increased contribution to the military prep
arations of this alliance is expected of them. No little pressure is 
being exerted upon them to obtain consent for the stationing of nuclear 
and rocket weapons in their territory.

Apparently for the purpose of reducing the dangers which are fully 
understandable and are caused in these countries by the prospect of 
having nuclear weapons stationed in their territory, military circles in 
the West are attempting to implant the idea that the so-called “tac
tical” atomic weapons are not very different from conventional types 
of weapons and that their use would not entail as destructive results 
as that of atomic and hydrogen bombs. One cannot fail to see that 
such reasoning, designed to mislead public opinion, constitutes a dan-
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gerous attempt to justify preparation for unleashing an atomic war.
Where can all this lead ?
The military situation of the U.S.A. itself, in our opinion, will 

in no way improve as a result of this; the U.S.A. will become no less 
vulnerable, while the danger of war will increase still further.

It is doubtful that such a policy would even lead to a strengthening 
of relations between the U.S.A. and its European allies. The contrary 
might be true, for in the last analysis no country can be content with 
a situation where it is compelled to sacrifice its independence for the 
sake of strategic plans that are alien to its national interests and to risk 
receiving a blow because of the fact that foreign military bases are 
situated in its territory.

As for plans to transfer nuclear weapons to allies of the U.S.A. in 
Europe, such a step can only further aggravate an already complicated 
situation on that continent, initiating a race in atomic armaments 
among European states.

One likewise cannot fail to take into account, for example, the fact 
that the placing of nuclear weapons at the disposal of the Federal 
Republic of Germany may set in motion such forces in Europe and 
entail such consequences as even the NATO members may not 
contemplate.

One of the arguments advanced in military circles in the West to 
justify the demand for expanding military preparations is the so- 
called theory of “local wars.” It must be most strongly emphasized 
that this “theory” is not only absolutely invalid from the military 
standpoint but is also extremely dangerous politically. In the past 
too, as we all know, global wars have been set off by “local” wars. Is 
it possible to count seriously on the possibility of “localizing” wars in 
our time when there exist military groupings opposing one another in 
the world and including dozens of states in various parts of the world, 
and when the range of modern types of weapons does not know any 
geographic limits?

One’s attention is also attracted by reports regarding the existence 
of plans for combining in some form the military blocs created by 
the Western powers in various parts of the world—NATO, SEATO, 
and the Baghdad Pact.1 I cannot but say to you, Mr. President, that 
we evaluate the development of such plans as a trend directly opposed 
to the principles of a joint strengthening of international peace and 
security, in the name of which the U.N. was created with the active 
participation of our two countries. In fact, if even now the existence 
of so-called military blocs exerts a baneful influence on the entire 
international situation, then it is completely obvious that an attempt

1 For the texts of these regional security treaties, see American Foreign Policy, 
1950-1955; Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, 871-873, 912-915, and 
1257-1259.
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to bring states together, to include those of several continents in a 
program which in essence amounts to joint preparation for a new 
war, would mean undermining the U.N. and would inflict irreparable 
damage upon it.

We are of course aware that the plans for further intensification of 
military preparations are represented as plans directed toward insur
ing the security of the Western powers and toward the strengthening 
of peace. However, the leaders of such countries as the United States 
and the Soviet Union bear too great a responsibility not to attempt 
to approach the evaluation of this or that course of foreign policy 
without prejudice, objectively, and taking into consideration the facts 
as they actually exist, and historic experience. After all, does not the 
whole experience of the development of international relations during 
the past decade indicate that the thesis that peace and the security of 
nations can be insured by means of intensified armament and of “cold 
war” or through a “brink of war” policy has absolutely no basis?

The last ten years have been characterized by the policy of “a posi
tion of strength” 1 and “cold war” proclaimed by certain circles in the 
West.

During all these years the minds of men in the West have been 
poisoned by intensive propaganda, which, day after day, has im
planted the thought of the inevitability of a new war and the necessity 
of intensified preparations for war. This propaganda for war, which 
contributed not a little toward aggravating the international situation 
and undermining confidence in the relations between states, is one 
of the chief elements of the policy of “a position of strength.”

Today the entire world is witness to the fact that this policy has not 
produced any positive results, even for those powers which have for 
such a long time and so insistently been following it, and which have 
confronted mankind with the threat of a new war, the terrible 
consequences of which would exceed anything that can be pictured by 
the human imagination.

It is not by accident that the voices in the world which call for an 
end to propaganda for war, an end to the “cold war,” an end to the 
unrestrained armaments race and an entry upon the path of peaceful 
coexistence of all states are becoming louder and louder. The idea 
of peaceful coexistence is becoming more and more an imperative 
demand of the historical moment through which we are passing.

It is well known that the most rabid champions of the “cold war” 
are trying to picture this demand as “Communist propaganda.” We 
Communists do not of course deny that we stand wholeheartedly for a 
program of peaceful coexistence, for a program of peaceful and 
friendly cooperation among all countries, and we are proud of it.

1 See Secretary of State Acheson’s statement of Feb. 16, 1950 (ibid., p. 6).
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But are we the only ones with such a program ? Are all those states
men and public figures of India, Indonesia, Great Britain, France, 
and other countries who insistently and ardently call for the re
nunciation of the “policy of strength” for peaceful coexistence also 
Communists ? And do not their voices express the attitude and the 
will of millions and millions of people?

It seems to us that at the present time the international situation 
has become such that the actions taken by states in the very near 
future, and primarily by the great powers, will to a considerable 
extent determine the answer to the main question which so deeply 
concerns all mankind, namely:

Will the movement in the direction of a war catastrophe continue, 
and with ever-increasing velocity, or will those who are responsible for 
the policy of states enter upon the only sensible path of peaceful 
coexistence and cooperation between all states?

After all, for this it is necessary only to cast a sober look at the 
present situation; to recognize in fact that every country has the right 
to choose its own form of government and its own economic system; 
to renounce any attempt to settle international questions by force; 
to renounce war once and for all as a means of solving international 
disputes; and to build relations between states on the basis of equality, 
respect for the independence of each state, and noninterference in the 
internal affairs of one another, on the basis of mutual benefit.

If one proceeds from the premise of insuring universal peace, it 
is necessary, in our opinion, to recognize quite definitely the situation 
that has developed in the world where capitalist and socialist states 
exist. None of us can fail to take into account the fact that any 
attempts to change this situation by external force, and to upset the 
status quo, or any attempts to impose any territorial changes, would 
lead to catastrophic consequences.

I am well aware, Mr. President, that in your statements you have 
repeatedly expressed the thought that no durable peace can be based 
on an armaments race and that you strongly desire peace and coopera
tion with other countries, including the Soviet Union. This was also 
stated in your conversations with N. S. Khrushchev and myself during 
the Geneva Conference of the Heads of Government of the Four 
Powers in the summer of 1955. Unfortunately, however, it must be 
said that in practice all the steps taken by the Soviet Government to 
improve relations with the United States have not up to now met 
with a positive response on the part of the Government of the United 
States of America.

Meanwhile, the present state of Soviet-American relations cannot 
give any satisfaction either to the Soviet people or, it seems to us, to the 
American people. The tense and even almost hostile character which
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these relations very often assume cannot be justified from a political, 
economic, or moral viewpoint. I t is an inherently absurd situation 
when two gigantic countries which have at their disposal everything 
that is necessary for their economic development, which have repeat
edly and successfully cooperated in the past, and which, we are con
vinced, even now have no irreconcilable conflicts of interest, have been 
as yet unable to normalize their mutual relations.

This problem is all the more significant because the fate of universal 
peace depends to a high—probably even decisive—degree on the state 
of mutual relations between our countries under present conditions. 
For this very reason, it is especially important that our two countries 
display initiative and take the step which peoples have already been 
awaiting for a long time, namely, breaking the ice of the “cold war.”

For this the necessary prerequisites exist. I  have no doubt that the 
American people do not want a new war any more than the Soviet 
people do. Our countries, in close cooperation, achieved victory in 
the struggle against Hitlerite aggression. Is it possible that now, 
when prevention of the universal calamity of a new war depends to 
such an enormous degree upon our countries, we should fail to find 
within ourselves the courage to face the facts clearly and be able to 
unite our efforts in the interests of peace?

A consciousness of the gravity of the present situation and a deep 
concern for the preservation of peace prompts us to address to you, 
Mr. President, an appeal to undertake joint efforts to put an end to 
the “cold war,” to terminate the armaments race, and to enter reso
lutely upon the path of peaceful coexistence.

Allow me to set forth what exactly, in our opinion, might be done 
in this respect.

We regret that, because of the position taken by the Western powers, 
the disarmament negotiations did not bring about successful results. 
The Soviet Union is, as before, prepared to come to an agreement 
concerning effective disarmament measures. I t  depends on the West
ern powers whether the disarmament negotiations will be directed into 
the proper channel or whether this problem will remain in a deadlock.

We must recognize that the achievement of an agreement on dis
armament is hindered by the fact that the sides which take part in 
the negotiations lack the necessary confidence in each other. Is it 
possible to do something to create such confidence? Of course it is 
possible.

We propose the following things. Let us jointly, with the Govern
ment of Great Britain, undertake for the present only an obligation 
not to use nuclear weapons, and let us announce the cessation, as of Jan- 
uary 1, 1958, of test explosions of all types of such weapons, at the 
beginning at least for two or three years.



Let us jointly, with the Government of Great Britain, agree to 
refrain from stationing any kind of nuclear weapons whatsoever 
within the territory nf (lArmany—Was*, (rp.rmany as well as East 
Germany. If  this agreement is supplemented by an agreement be
tween the Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic 
Republic on renunciation of the production of nuclear weapons and on 
the nonstationing of such weapons in Germany, then, as has-already 
been officially declared by the Governments of Poland1 and-Czechoslo
vakia, these states likewise will not produce or station nuclear weapons 
in their territories. Thus would be formed in Central Europe a vast 
zone with a population of over one hundred million people excluded 
from the sphere of atomic armaments—a zone where the risk of atomic 
warfare would be reduced to a minimum. _Let us develop and submit 
to the member states of NATO and the Warsaw Pact* for considera
tion a joint proposal for the conclusion of some form of nonaffffression 
agreement between these two groupings of states.

In order to normalize the situation in the Near and Middle East, let 
us agree not to undertake any steps that violate the independence of 
the countries of this area, and let us renounce the use of force in the 
settlement of questions relating to the Near and Middle East.

Let us conclude an agreement that would proclaim the firm intention 
of our two states to develop between them relations of friendship and 
peaceful cooperation. I t is time to take measures to halt the present 
propaganda in the press and on the radio which generates feelings of 
mutual distrust, suspicion, and ill will.

I t is also necessary to reestablish the conditions for a normal devel
opment of trade relations between our countries, since mutually advan
tageous trade is the best foundation for the development of relations 
between states and the establishment of confidence between them.

Let us do everything possible to broaden scientific, cultural, and 
athletic ties between our two countries. One can imagine what fruit
ful results might follow, for example, from the cooperation between 
Soviet and American scientists in the matter of further harnessing 
the elemental powers of nature in the interest of man.

There is no doubt whatsoever that the implementation of the above- 
mentioned measures, which would in no way harm either the security 
or the other interests of any state, would be of enormous significance 
to the promotion of a wholesome atmosphere in the entire interna
tional situation and to the creation of a climate of trust between 
states, without which one cannot even speak of insuring a lasting 
peace among peoples.

1 See Foreign Minister Rapacki’s address of Oct. 2, 1957 (ante, doc. 225).
* American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1239-1242.
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The creation of the necessary trust in relations between states 
would then make it possible to proceed with the implementation of 
such radical measures as a substantial reduction in armed forces 
and armaments, the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, the 
cessation of their production and the destruction of stockpiles, the 
withdrawal of foreign armed forces from the territories of all states, 
including the member states of NATO and of the Warsaw Pact, and 
replacement of the existing military groupings of states with a collec
tive security system.

The critical period in the development of international relations in 
which we are now living makes it necessary, perhaps as never before, 
to adopt realistic decisions that would be in accord with the vital 
interests and the will of peoples. The experience of the past tells 
us how much can be done for the benefit of peoples by statesmen who 
correctly understand the demands of the historic moment and act in 
accordance with those demands.

Knowing you, Mr. President, as a man of great breadth of vision 
and peace-loving convictions, I hope that you will correctly under
stand this message and, conscious of the responsibility which rests 
with the leaders of the United States of America and the Soviet Union 
in the present situation, will manifest a readiness to combine the 
efforts of our two countries for the noble purpose of turning the 
course of events in the direction of a durable peace and friendly co
operation among nations.

Attaching great importance to personal contacts between states
men, which facilitate finding a common point of view on important 
international problems, we, for our part, would be prepared to come 
to an agreement on a personal meeting of state leaders to discuss both 
the problems mentioned in this letter and other problems. The par
ticipants in the meeting could agree upon these other subjects that 
might need to be discussed.

Bespectfully, N. B ulganin

238. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Indian 
Prime Minister (Nehru) on Nuclear Test Explosions, 
December 15, 1957 1

D e a r  P r im e  M i n i s t e r : I have read with great sympathy your 
earnest and eloquent public appeal of November 28 on disarmament.2 
This is a matter which has also concerned me deeply for a very long 
time.

1JDepartment of State Bulletin, Jan. 6,1958, p. 17.
• Ante, doc. 236.
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In the days immediately following the end of World War II, the 
United States proposed that the dreadful power of the atomic bomb, 
which we alone then possessed, be forever denied all nations.1 We 
hoped, instead, that the wonders of the nuclear age could be devoted 
wholly to the uses of peace. This plan was refused and we were left 
with no choice but to maintain our armed strength. Since this time 
the United States has continued an unremitting effort to achieve a 
just system of disarmament and a secure peace for all nations. We 
have repeatedly stated our readiness, indeed our anxiety, to reduce 
the possibility of war through arms regulation and control, to stop 
tests of nuclear weapons, and to devote a part of our huge expendi
tures for armaments to the great causes of mankind’s welfare. Our 
only concern is that these measures be accomplished in a way that will 
not increase the risk of war or threaten the security of any nation. 
We earnestly believe that the plan which we joined with the United 
Kingdom, France and Canada in suggesting at the London disarma
ment talks on August 29 2 offers a meaningful opportunity for re
moving fear and gaining international trust. I t is a source of great 
personal regret to me that these proposals have not so far been found 
acceptable by the Soviet Union even as a basis for negotiations.

In these circumstances, I  have been able to reach no other con
clusion than that, for the time being, our security must continue to 
depend to a great degree on our making sure that the quality and 
quantity of our military weapons are such as to dissuade any other 
nation from the temptation of aggression. The United States, I can 
assure you unequivocally, will never use its armed might for any 
purpose other than defense.

I  know that the subject of testing of nuclear weapons is of under
standable concern to many. I have given this matter long and 
prayerful thought. I  am convinced that a cessation of nuclear weap
ons tests, if it is to alleviate rather than merely to conceal the threat 
of nuclear war, should be undertaken as a part of a meaningful pro- 
gram to reduce that threat. We are prepared to stop nuclear tests 
immediately in this context. However, I do not believe that we can 
accept a proposal to stop nuclear experiments as an isolated step, un
accompanied by any assurances that other measures—which would 
go to the heart of the problem—would follow. We are at a stage 
when testing is required particularly for the development of im
portant defensive uses of these weapons. To stop these tests at this 
time^ in the absence of knowledge that we can go on and achieve 
effective limitations on nuclear weapons production and on other 
elements of armed strength, as well as a measure of assurance against 
surprise attack, is a sacrifice which we could not in prudence accept.

1 Ante, doc. 4.
3 Antet doc. 219.
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To do so could increase rather than diminish the threat of aggression 
and war. I  believe that bolder and more far-reaching measures are 
required. Specifically, I believe that any government which declares 
its desire to agree not to use nuclear weapons should, if they are 
sincere, be prepared to agree to bring an end to their production. 
Agreement to devote all future production of fissionable material to 
peaceful uses is, as I  see it, the most important step that can be taken. 
Together with this we have proposed that we begin to transfer to 
peaceful uses, on a fair and equitable basis, fissionable material pres
ently tied up in stocks of nuclear weapons. We believe this is the 
way to a true reduction of the nuclear threat and to an increase in 
confidence among nations. So far we have not had a reasoned ex
planation from the Soviet Union of whatever objections it might 
have to this program.

I agree that it is in the power of my country along with those 
others who possess nuclear weapons to put an end to the fear and 
horror which the possibility of their use imposes. I  want to assure 
you with all the sincerity of which I am capable that we stand ready, 
unbound by the past, to continue our efforts to seek a disarmament 
agreement, including the cessation of nuclear testing, that will pro
mote trust, security and understanding among all people.

Sincerely,
D wight D . E isenhower

239. Communique by the North Atlantic Council [Ex
tract}, December 19, 19571

Disarmament
8. We recall that in the course of this year, the Western countries 

taking part in the London Disarmament talks put forward to the 
Soviet Union, with the unanimous agreement of NATO, a series of 
concrete proposals providing, subject to effective controls:
—for reduction of all armaments and military forces;
—for the cessation of the production of fissionable material for weap

ons purposes;
—for the reduction of existing stocks of nuclear weapons;
—for the suspension of nuclear weapons tests;
—for measures to guard against the risk of surprise attack.2

1 Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 6, 1958, pp. 13-14.
* See ante, doc. 219.
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9. We note with regret that these various proposals, which would 
halt the armaments race and add to world security if they were 
accepted, were rejected en bloc by the Soviet Union, although they 
had been approved by 56 members of the United Nations.1

10. We regret that the Soviet Union has brought about a deadlock 
in the disarmament negotiations by declaring their intention to boy
cott the United Nations Disarmament Commission which had been 
extended, by a strong majority of the General Assembly, to include 
25 nations.2

11. We denounce Soviet tactics of alternating between peace propa
ganda statements and attempted intimidation by the threat of nuclear 
attack.

12. We deplore, also, that the leaders of the U.S.S.R. do not allow 
the Soviet populations to be impartially informed and enlightened by 
the services of the United Nations at the same time as the populations 
of other member countries, as to the danger of destruction to which 
all peoples would be exposed in the event of general war. A resolu
tion to this effect was adopted in November, 1957, by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations by 71 nations against 9 nations of the 
Soviet bloc.3

13. We emphasise that, in order to be effective, any disarmament 
agreement implies adequate international control, that the acceptance 
of such control is the test of a true desire for peace and that the Soviet 
Union refuses to put this principle into practice.

14. We have decided to establish a Technical Group to advise on 
problems of arms control arising out of new technical developments.

15. In spite of the successive setbacks given by the Soviet Union 
to the cause of controlled disarmament and of peace, the NATO Coun
cil will neglect no possibility of restricting armaments within the 
limits imposed by security and will take all necessary action to this 
end.

16. We state our willingness to promote, preferably within the 
framework of the United Nations, any negotiations with the U.S.S.R. 
likely to lead to the implementation of the proposals recalled above.

We are also prepared to examine any proposal, from whatever 
source, for general or partial disarmament, and any proposal enabling 
agreement to be reached on the controlled reduction of armaments of 
all types.

17. Should the Soviet government refuse to participate in the work 
of the new Disarmament Commission, we would welcome a meeting 
at Foreign Ministers’ level to resolve the deadlock.

1 Ante, doc. 233.
* Ante, doc. 235.
* Ante, doc. 234.
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NATO Defence
18. The Soviet leaders, while preventing a general disarmament 

agreement, have made it clear that the most modern and destructive 
weapons, including missiles of all kinds, are being introduced in the 
Soviet armed forces. In the Soviet view, all European nations except 
the U.S.S.R. should, without waiting for general disarmament, re
nounce nuclear weapons and missiles and rely on arms of the pre- 
atomic age.

19. As long as the Soviet Union persists in this attitude, we have 
no alternative but to remain vigilant and to look to our defences. We 
are therefore resolved to achieve the most effective pattern of NATO 
military defensive strength, taking into account the most recent devel
opments in weapons and techniques.

20. To this end, NATO has decided to establish stocks of nuclear 
warheads, which will be readily available for the defence of the 
Alliance in case of need. In view of the present Soviet policies in the 
field of new weapons, the Council has also decided that intermediate 
range ballistic missiles will have to be put at the disposal of the 
Supreme Allied Commander Europe.

21. The deployment of these stocks and missiles and arrangements 
for their use will accordingly be decided in conformity with NATO 
defence plans and in agreement with the states directly concerned. 
The NATO military authorities have been requested to submit to the 
Council at an early date their recommendations on the introduction 
of these weapons in the common defence. The Council in permanent 
session will consider the various questions involved.

22. Recognising the rapidly growing interdependence of the na
tions of the free world, we have, in organizing our forces, decided to 
bring about closer co-ordination with a view to ensuring that each 
NATO member country makes its most effective contribution to the 
requirements established by the Alliance. Better use of the resources 
of the Alliance and greater efficiency for its forces will be obtained 
through as high a degree of standardisation and integration as pos
sible in all fields, particularly in certain aspects of air and naval 
defence, of logistic support and of the composition and equipment of 
forces. We have agreed that a military conference should be held at 
Ministerial level in the early months of 1958 to discuss progress made 
in these fields in the light, in particular, of the results of the 1957 
Annual Review.

23. As regards defence production, we have decided, in view of the 
progress already made, to take further measures within NATO to 
promote the co-ordination of research, development and manufacture 
of modem weapons including intermediate range ballistic missiles.
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24. The best means of achieving co-ordinated production of ad
vanced weapons needed by our forces will be studied as a matter of 
urgency. Those NATO countries whose programmes have already 
reached a very advanced stage have offered to share with their allies 
significant production techniques and results of their research work in 
order to stimulate a truly productive effort in the defence production 
field.



1958

240. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Bulganin), January 12, 1958 1

D ear M r. Ch a ir m a n : When on December 10 I  received your 
communication,21 promptly acknowledged it with the promise that I 
would in due course give you a considered reply. I  now do so.

Your communication seems to fall into three parts: the need for 
peace; your contention that peace is endangered by the collective self- 
defense efforts of free world nations; and your specific proposals. I  
shall respond in that same order and make my own proposals.

I.
Peace and good will among men have been the heartfelt desire of 

peoples since time immemorial. But professions of peace by govern
mental leaders have not always been a dependable guide to their actual 
intentions. Moreover, it seems to me to be profitless for us to debate 
the question of which of our two governments wants peace the more. 
Both of us have asserted that our respective peoples ardently desire 
peace and perhaps you and I feel this same urge equally. The heart 
of the matter becomes the determination of the terms on which the 
maintenance of peace can be assured, and the confidence that each of 
us can justifiably feel that these terms will be respected.

In the United States the people and their government desire peace 
and in this country the people exert such constitutional control over 
government that no government could possibly initiate aggressive 
war. Under authority already given by our Congress, the United 
States can and would respond at once if we or any of our allies were 
attacked. But the United States cannot initiate war without the prior 
approval of the peoples’ representatives in the Congress. This 
process requires time and public debate. Not only would our people 
repudiate any effort to begin an attack, but the element of surprise, 
so important in any aggressive move, would be wholly lacking. Ag
gressive war by us is not only abhorrent; it is impractical and 
impossible.

The past forty years provide an opportunity to judge the compara
tive peace records of our two systems. We gladly submit our national

1 Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 27, 1958, pp. 122-127.
2 Ante, doc. 237.
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record for respecting peace to the impartial judgment of mankind* 
I  can assure you, Mr. Chairman, that in the United States the wag
ing of peace has priority in every aspect, and every element, of our 
national life.

II.
You argue that the danger of war is increased because the United 

States and other free world nations seek security on a collective basis 
and on the basis of military preparedness. Three times in this cen
tury wars have occurred under circumstances which strongly suggest, 
if indeed they do not prove, that war would not have occurred had the 
United States been militarily strong and committed in advance to the 
defense of nations that were attacked.

On each of these three occasions when war came, the United States 
was militarily unprepared, or ill-prepared, and it was not known that 
the United States would go to the aid of those subjected to armed 
aggression. Yet now it appears, Mr. Chairman, that you contend 
that weakness and disunity would make war less likely.

I  may be permitted perhaps to recall that in March 1939, when the 
Soviet Union felt relatively weak and threatened by Fascist aggres
sion, it contended that aggression was rife because “the majority 
of the non-aggressive countries, particularly England and France, 
have rejected the policy of collective security”, and Stalin went on to 
say that the policy of “Let each country defend itself as it likes and 
as best it can . . . means conniving at aggression, giving free rein 
to war.” 1

Now the Soviet Union is no longer weak or confronted by powerful 
aggressive forces. The vast Sino-Soviet bloc embraces nearly one 
billion people and large resources. Such a bloc would of course be 
dominant in the world were the free world nations to be disunited.

It is natural that any who want to impose their system on the 
world should prefer that those outside that system should be weak 
and divided. But that expansionist policy cannot be sanctified by 
protestations of peace.

Of course the United States would greatly prefer it if collective 
security could be obtained on a universal basis through the United 
Nations.

This was the hope when in 1945 our two governments and others 
signed the Charter of the United Nations, conferring upon its Secu
rity Council primary responsibility for the maintenance of interna
tional peace and security. Also, by that Charter we agreed to make 
available to the Security Council armed forces, assistance and facili
ties so that the Council could maintain and restore international 
peace and security.2

1 See Documents on International Affairs, 1989-1946, vol. I, pp. 361-370.
* Art. 43 of the Charter.

514543— 60—vol. 2------ 16
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The Soviet Union has persistently prevented the establishment of 
such a universal collective security system and has, by its use of the 
veto—now 82 times—made the Security Council undependable as a 
protector of the peace.

The possibility that the Security Council might become undepend
able was feared at the San Francisco Conference on World Organiza
tion, and accordingly the Charter recognized that, in addition to 
reliance on the Security Council, the nations possessed and might 
exercise an inherent right of collective self-defense.1 I t has therefore 
been found not only desirable but necessary, if the free nations are to 
be secure and safe, to concert their defensive measures.

I can and do give you, Mr. Chairman, two solemn and categorical 
assurances.

(1) Never will the United States lend its support to any aggressive 
action by any collective defense organization or any member thereof;

(2) Always will the United States be ready to move toward the de
velopment of effective United Nations collective security measures in 
replacement of regional collective defense measures.

I turn now to consider your specific proposals.

III.

I aim compelled to conclude after the most careful study of your 
proposals that they seem to be unfortunately inexact or incomplete in 
their meaning and inadequate as a program for productive negotia
tions for peace.

You first seem to assume that the obligations of the Charter are 
non-existent and that the voice of the United Nations is nothing that 
we need to heed.

You suggest that we should agree to respect the independence of 
the countries of the Near and Middle East and renounce the use of 
force in the settlement of questions relating to the Near and Middle 
East. But by the Charter of the United Nations we have already 
taken precisely those obligations as regards all countries, including 
those of the Near and Middle East.2 Our profound hope is that the 
Soviets feel themselves as bound by the provisions of the Charter as, 
I  assure you, we feel bound.

You also suggest submitting to the member states of NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact3 some form of non-aggression agreement. But all 
of the members of NATO are already bound to the United Nations 
Charter provision against aggression.

1 Art. 51 of the Charter.
3 Art. 2 of the Charter.
8 For the texts of these treaties, see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: 

Basic Documents, voL I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, 871-873, and 1239-1242.
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You suggest that the United States, the United Kingdom and the 
Soviet Union should undertake not to use nuclear weapons. But our 
three nations and others have already undertaken, by the Charter, not 
to use any weapons against the territorial integrity or political in
dependence of any state. Our profound hope is that no weapons will 
be used by any country for such an indefensible purpose and that the 
Soviet Union will feel a similar aversion to any kind of aggression.

You suggest that we should proclaim our intention to develop be
tween us relations of friendship and peaceful cooperation. Such an 
intention is indeed already proclaimed as between ourselves and others 
by the Charter of the United Nations to which we have subscribed. 
The need is, not to repeat what we already proclaim, but, Mr. Chair
man, to take concrete steps under the present terms of the Charter, 
that will bring about these relations of friendship and peaceful co
operation. As recently as last November, the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union signed and proclaimed to the world a declaration which 
was designed to promote the triumph of Communism throughout the 
world by every means not excluding violence, and which contained 
many slanderous references to the United States.1 I am bound to 
point out that such a declaration is difficult to reconcile with profes
sions of a desire for friendship or indeed of peaceful coexistence. 
This declaration makes clear where responsibility for the “Cold War” 
lies.

You propose that we broaden the ties between us of a “scientific, 
cultural and athletic” character. But already our two countries are 
negotiating for peaceful contacts even broader than “scientific, cul
tural and athletic”. We hope for a positive result, even though in 
1955, after the Summit Conference, when negotiations for such con
tacts were pressed by our Foreign Ministers at Geneva, the accomplish
ments were zero. I t is above all important that our peoples should 
learn the true facts about each other. An informed public opinion 
in both our countries is essential to the proper understanding of our 
discussions.

You propose that we develop “normal” trade relations as part of 
the “peaceful cooperation” of which you speak. We welcome trade 
that carries no political or warlike implications. We do have restric
tions on dealings in goods which are of war significance, but we im
pose no obstacles to peaceful trade.

Your remaining proposals relate to armament. In this connection, 
I note with deep satisfaction that you oppose “competition in the 
production of ever newer types of weapons”. When I read that state
ment I expected to go on to read proposals to stop such production. 
But I was disappointed.

1 Documents on American Foreign Relations, 1957, pp. 150-157.
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You renew the oft-repeated Soviet proposal that the United States, 
the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union should cease for two or 
three years to test nuclear weapons; and you suggest that nuclear 
weapons should not be stationed or produced in Germany. You add 
the possibility that Poland and Czechoslovakia might be added to 
this non-nuclear weapons area.

These proposals do not serve to meet the real problem of armament* 
The heart of that problem is, as you say, the mounting productiony 
primarily by the Soviet Union and the United States, of new types 
of weapons.

Your proposal regarding Central Europe will of course be studied 
by NATO and the NATO countries directly involved from the stand
point of its military and political implications. But there cannot be 
great significance in de-nuclearizing a small area when, as you say, 
“the range of modern types of weapons does not know of any geo
graphical limit”, and when you defer to the indefinite future any 
measures to stop the production of such weapons.

I note, furthermore, that your proposal on Germany is in no way 
related to the ending of the division of that country but would, in 
fact, tend to perpetuate that division. I t is unrealistic thus to ignore 
the basic link between political solutions and security arrangements*

Surely, Mr. Chairman, at a time when we share great responsibility 
for shaping the development of the international situation, we can and 
must do better than what you propose.

In this spirit, I  submit some proposals of my own.

IV.
(1) I  propose that we strengthen the United Nations.
This organization and the pledges of its members embodied in the 

Charter constitute man’s best hope for peace and justice. The United 
States feels bound by its solemn undertaking to act in accordance 
with the Principles of the Charter. Will not the Soviet Union clear 
away the doubt that it also feels bound by its Charter undertakings ? 
And may we not perhaps go further and build up the authority of the 
United Nations?

Too often its recommendations go unheeded.
I propose, Mr. Chairman, that we should rededicate ourselves to 

the United Nations, its Principles and Purposes and to our Charter 
obligations. But I would do more.

Too often the Security Council is prevented, by veto, from dis
charging the primary responsibility we have given it for the main
tenance of international peace and security. This prevention even 
extends to proposing procedures for the pacific settlement of disputes.

I propose that we should make it the policy of our two governments 
at least not to use veto power to prevent the Security Council from
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proposing methods for the pacific settlement of disputes pursuant to 
Chapter VI.

Nothing, I  am convinced, would give the world more justifiable 
hope than the conviction that both of our governments are genuinely 
determined to make the United Nations the effective instrument of 
peace and justice that was the original design.

(2) If confidence is to be restored, there needs, above all, to be 
confidence in the pledged word. To us it appears that such confidence 
is lamentably lacking. That is conspicuously so in regard to two 
areas where the situation is a cause of grave international concern.

I  refer first of all to Germany. This was the principal topic of 
our meeting of July 1955 and the only substantive agreement which 
was recorded in our agreed Directive1 was this:

The Heads of Government, recognizing their common responsibility for the 
settlement of the German question and the re-unification of Germany, have 
agreed 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.

In spite of our urging, your government has, for now two and one 
half years, taken no steps to carry out that agreement or to discharge 
that recognized responsibility. Germany remains forcibly divided.

This constitutes a great error, incompatible with European secu
rity. I t  also undermines confidence in the sanctity of our interna
tional agreements.

I  therefore urge that we now proceed vigorously to bring about the 
reunification of Germany by free elections, as we agreed, and as the 
situation urgently demands.

I  assure you that this act of simple justice and of good faith need 
not lead to any increased jeopardy of your nation. The consequences 
would be just the opposite and would surely lead to greater security. 
In  connection with the reunification of Germany, the United State9 
is prepared, along with others, to negotiate specific arrangements 
regarding force levels and deployments, and broad treaty undertak
ings, not merely against aggression but assuring positive reaction 
should aggression occur in Europe.

The second situation to which I  refer is that of the countries of 
Eastern Europe. The Heads of our two Governments, together with 
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, agreed in 1945 that the 
peoples of these countries should have the right to choose the form 
of government under which they would live, and that our three coun
tries had a responsibility in this respect.2 The three of us agreed

1 Ante, doc. 123.
1 Yalta Declaration on Liberated Europe, Feb. 11, 1945 (Foreign Relations 

of the United States: The Conferences at Malta and Yalta , 1945, p. 977).
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to foster the conditions under which these peoples could exercise 
their right of free choice.

That agreement has not as yet been fulfilled.
I  know that your government is reluctant to discuss these matters 

or to treat them as a matter of international concern. But the Heads 
of Governments did agree at Yalta in 1945 that these matters were 
of international concern and we specifically agreed that there could 
appropriately be international consultation with reference to them.

This was another matter taken up at our meeting in Geneva in 
1955. You then took the position that there were no grounds for 
discussing this question at our conference and that it would involve 
interference in the internal affairs of the Eastern European states.1

But have not subsequent developments shown that I  was justified 
in my appeal to you for consideration of these matters ? Surely the 
Hungarian developments and the virtually unanimous action of the 
United Nations General Assembly in relation thereto 2 show that 
conditions in Eastern Europe are regarded throughout the world as 
much more than a matter of purely domestic scope.

I  propose that we should now discuss this matter. There is an 
intrinsic need of this in the interest of peace and justice, which seems 
to me compelling.

(3) I now make, Mr. Chairman, a proposal to solve what I  con
sider to be the most important problem which faces the world today*

(a) I  propose that we agree that outer space should be used only 
for peaceful purposes. We face a decisive moment in history in 
relation to this matter. Both the Soviet Union and the United States 
are now using outer space for the testing of missiles designed for 
military purposes. The time to stop is now.

I recall to you that a decade ago, when the United States had a 
monopoly of atomic weapons and of atomic experience, we offered 
to renounce the making of atomic weapons and to make the use of

1 In his statement of July 18, 1955, Premier Bulganin said: “. . . mention 
was made of the countries of Eastern Europe—the people’s democracies. To 
raise this question at this Conference means interference in the internal affairs 
of these states.

“It is common knowledge that the regime of people’s democracies has been 
established in those countries by -the people themselves of their own free wilL 
Besides, nobody has authorized us to consider the state of affairs in those 
countries.

“Thus, there are no grounds for discussing this question at our Conference.” 
(The Geneva Conference of Heads of Government, July 18-23, 1955 (Department 
of State publication 6046; 1955), p. 41.)

* See General Assembly resolutions of November 1956 (General Assembly 
Official Records: Second Emergency Special Session, Supplement No. 1 
(A/3355)).
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atomic energy an international asset for peaceful purposes only.1 
If only that offer had been accepted by the Soviet Union, there 
would not now be the danger from nuclear weapons which you 
describe.

The nations of the world face today another choice perhaps even 
more momentous than that of 1948. That relates to the use of outer 
space. Let us this time, and in time, make the right choice, the peace
ful choice.

There are about to be perfected and produced powerful new 
weapons which, availing of outer space, will greatly increase the 
capacity of the human race to destroy itself. If indeed it be the 
view of the Soviet Union that we should not go on producing ever 
newer types of weapons, can we not stop the production of such 
weapons which would use or, more accurately, misuse, outer space, 
now for the first time opening up as a field for man’s exploration? 
Should not outer space be dedicated to the peaceful uses of mankind 
and denied to the purposes of war ? That is my proposal.

(b) Let us also end the now unrestrained production of nuclear 
weapons. This too would be responsive to your urging against “the 
production of ever newer types of weapons”. It is possible to assure 
that newly produced fissionable material should not be used for 
weapons purposes. Also existing weapons stocks can be steadily re
duced by ascertainable transfers to peaceful purposes. Since our 
existing weapons stocks are doubtless larger than yours we would 
expect to make a greater transfer than you to peaceful purposes 
stocks. I should be glad to receive your suggestion as to what you 
consider to be an equitable ratio in this respect.

(c) I propose that, as part of such a program which will reliably 
check and reverse the accumulation of nuclear weapons, we stop the 
testing of nuclear weapons, not just for two or three years, but 
indefinitely. So long as the accumulation of these weapons continues 
unchecked, it is better that we should be able to devise weapons 
which will be primarily significant from a military and defensive 
standpoint and progressively eliminate weapons which could destroy, 
through fall-out, vast segments of human life. But if the production 
is to be stopped and the trend reversed, as I propose, then testing is 
no longer so necessary.

(d) Let us at the same time take steps to begin the controlled and 
progressive reduction of conventional weapons and military man
power.

(e) I also renew my proposal that we begin progressively to take 
measures to guarantee against the possibility of surprise attack. I  
recall, Mr. Chairman, that we began to discuss this at our personal

1 Ante, doc. 4.



940 DOCUMENT 240 : JANUARY 12, 1958

meeting two and a half years ago, but nothing has happened although 
there is open a wide range of choices as to where to begin.

The capacity to verify the fulfillment of commitments is of the 
essence in all these matters, including the reduction of conventional 
forces and weapons, and it would surely be useful for us to study 
together through technical groups what are the possibilities in this 
respect upon which we could build if we then decide to do so. These 
technical studies could, if you wish, be undertaken without commit
ment as to ultimate acceptance, or as to the interdependence, of the 
propositions involved. I t is such technical studies of the possibilities 
of verification and supervision that the United Nations has proposed 
as a first step. I  believe that this is a first step that would promote 
hope in both of our countries and in the world. Therefore I  urge 
that this first step be undertaken.

V.

I  have noted your conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that you attach great 
importance to personal contact between statesmen and that you for 
your part would be prepared to come to an agreement on a personal 
meeting of state leaders to discuss both the problems mentioned in 
your letter and other problems.

I too believe that such personal contacts can be of value. I  showed 
that by coming to Geneva in the summer of 1955. I  have repeatedly 
stated that there is nothing I  would not do to advance the cause of 
a just and durable peace.

But meetings between us do not automatically produce good results. 
Preparatory work, with good will on both sides, is a prerequisite to 
success. High level meetings, in which we both participate, create 
great expectations and for that reason involve a danger of disillusion
ment, dejection and increased distrust if in fact the meetings are ill- 
prepared, if they evade the root causes of danger, if they are used 
primarily for propaganda, or if agreements arrived at are not ful
filled.

Consequently, Mr. Chairman, this is my proposal:
I  am ready to meet with the Soviet leaders to discuss the proposals 

mentioned in your letter and the proposals which I make, with the 
attendance as appropriate of leaders of other states which have recog
nized responsibilities in relation to one or another of the subjects we 
are to discuss. It would be essential that prior to such a meeting 
these complex matters should be worked on in advance through diplo
matic channels and by our Foreign Ministers, so that the issues can 
be presented in form suitable for our decisions and so that it can be
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ascertained that such a top-level meeting would, in fact, hold good 
hope of advancing the cause of peace and justice in the world. Ar
rangements should also be made for the appropriate inclusion, in 
the preparatory work, of other governments to which I  allude.

I have made proposals which seem to me to be worthy of our atten
tion and which correspond to the gravity of our times. They deal 
with the basic problems which press upon us and which if unresolved 
would make it ever more difficult to maintain the peace. The Soviet 
leaders by giving evidence of a genuine intention to resolve these 
basic problems can make an indispensable contribution to clearing 
away the obstacles to those friendly relations and peaceful pursuits 
which the peoples of all the world demand.

Sincerely,
D w ig h t  D . E ise n h o w e r

241. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Dulles Regarding Outer Space, January 16,1958 1

C o n tr o l lin g  U se  of O u t e r  S pa ce

Q. What steps does the United States plan to achieve the Presi
dent's proposal to halt work on space weapons and dedicate outer 
space to peaceful purposes?

A. The kind of instruments that are used now, at least, to penetrate 
the world atmosphere and to reach outer space are large, cumbersome, 
require a large array of auxiliary equipment, require long preparation, 
and they could not be concealed from even the most superficial form 
of inspection if it were from the air. Therefore, at the present stage 
of the art, you might say, we have something which is readily subject

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Feb. 3, 1958, pp. 166-167. Made at news con
ference following Secretary Dulles’ address at the National Press Club (ibid., 
pp. 159-163). At the 13th General Assembly a distinction was drawn between 
the disarmament and peaceful uses aspects of the outer space problem. A U.S. 
memorandum of Sept. 2, 1958, asked the General Assembly to declare itself 
“on the separability of the question of the peaceful uses of outer space from 
that of disarmament” and establish an ad hoc committee on peaceful uses of 
outer space (General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Annexes, 
Agenda Item 60, p. 4). On Nov. 13 the U.S. and 19 other countries cosponsored 
a proposal for an ad hoc committee (ibid., pp. 5-6), and a revised version of this 
proposal was approved by the General Assembly on Dec. 13 (postf doc. 333). 
Although the U.S.S.R. concurred in the separability of the disarmament and 
peaceful uses aspects of outer space, it opposed the resolution because of its 
objections to the composition of the committee (see post, pp. 1228-1229, foot
note). In 1959 the General Assembly established a new committee on peaceful 
uses of outer space, acceptable to both sides (post, doc. 399). Neither of the 
U.N. committees was concerned with disarmament, and their activities should 
be distinguished from the technical studies proposed by the U.S. on Apr. 28,1958 
(post, doc. 260), which have not been accepted by the U.S.S.R.
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to being controlled. And the important thing, perhaps the vital thing, 
is to get into this control business while that is still the case.

I  recall the fact that back in ’47-’48, when the making of atomic 
weapons was still a process in its infancy, when we had a monopoly 
of the know-how, we offered to internationalize that at that time. I 
think perhaps never in history has as great and generous a gesture 
been made by a great country. The Soviets turned it down. Now the 
art has developed to such a point that it is almost impossible—it is, 
I  guess, absolutely impossible—to keep track of the fissionable mate
rial that has already been created, that may be secreted, and which 
cannot be accounted for. So while something can be done in this 
atomic field and we believe something should be done to prevent the 
spreading of these weapons throughout the world, increasing the pil- 
ing up of these nuclear weapons, it is not possible to accomplish at this 
stage the great humanitarian results which could have been accom
plished if the United States offer had been accepted in ’47-’48.

Now we are at the opening stage of a new, great development, a de
velopment which can now readily be controlled, but we cannot say with 
certainty, if it goes uncontrolled for 10 years, that perhaps by that 
time the mechanics of penetrating outer space will have been so refined 
and improved upon that we will not be up against the same kind of 
impossibility and of great difficulty that we are at the present time 
with regard to nuclear weapons. So the time to move is now, in the 
infancy of this art of penetrating the atmosphere and reaching outer 
space. And, as I say, it can be done now very readily because of the 
fact that the mechanics of this thing at the present time are so cum
bersome, so obvious, that they can readily be detected and controlled. 
There would, I suppose, need to be some kind of an international com
mission presumably, and preferably, under the auspices of the United 
Nations, which would have the task, perhaps comparable to the task 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency, which has a task of as
suring that the nuclear materials that it disposes of, at least, shall be 
used only for peaceful purposes.

Now I see no political or material obstacles in the way of establish
ing an effective, all-inclusive, dependable system of supervision and 
which would assure that, if anyone makes an instrument to use 
outer space, it can be detected, can be known, and it can be assured 
that the objects to be set up will be in the interests of science and hu
manity and not in the interests of war. I think there is an oppor
tunity here which is almost staggering in its possible implications— 
its implications if we do it, and its tragic implications if we do not 
do it.

And I  certainly hope from the depth of my heart that the emphasis 
which President Eisenhower put upon this in his letter to Chairman
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Bulganin will find a response. I  know it is said, it will be said, 
that this is “sour grapes” because the Soviets are a bit ahead of us now 
perhaps in this field, that we are just trying to stop them when they 
are ahead. Well, I  think I can assure you with complete integrity 
that there was not a vestige of that thinking when we made this pro
posal. And nobody knows really, when it comes to missiles, what 
our relative positions are. They are ahead when it comes to satel
lites at the moment. But, when it comes to the missiles, the relative 
status of our arts is a good deal of an enigma. But whatever it may 
be, it can, I think, be taken as absolutely certain that the advances that 
will be made by both of us in this field will be such that a decade from 
now we will both have such a power that the question of our relative 
power becomes quite unimportant. Therefore, the fact that the Rus
sians may think themselves a little bit ahead at the moment should not 
deter them any more than we were deterred at a time when we were 
well ahead of the Soviets in atomic weapons in 1947. I believe that, 
if they are at all sincere in their professions of peace and if, when 
Chairman Bulganin decried what he called the “production of ever- 
more-powerful weapons”—if that was a sincere utterance on his part, 
he will jump at this chance.

242. Tass Statement Regarding Atom-Free Zone in the 
Middle East [Extract}, January 21, 1958 1

No matter how far from the countries of the area a military con
flict may flare up, in Central Europe or in the Pacific, the countries 
belonging to the Baghdad pact would find themselves directly 
threatened, for the flames of missiles and atomic war would spread to 
their territories by virtue of the military commitments binding the 
members of these three military blocs.

The Middle East can and should become a zone of peace, free of 
nuclear and rocket weapons, a zone of good neighborliness and 
friendly cooperation between states. The Baghdad pact organizers 
seek to prevent this by using, this time, a session of the Baghdad pact 
council in Ankara.2

1 Department of State files.
2 The fourth session of the Baghdad Pact Council was held at Ankara, Jan. 

27-̂ 30, 1958. See communique dated Jan. 31 (Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 
17, 1958, pp. 255-257) and statements by Secretary of State Dulles {ibid., 
pp. 250-255).
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243. Interview Between the First Secretary of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union (Khrushchev) and 
the Correspondent of The Times (McDonald): Arms 
Shipments to the Middle East {Extract}, January 31, 
19581

McDonald: I  put to him a suggestion that has been made in lead
ing articles of The Times that as a preliminary means of reducing 
tension in the Middle East, there might be a moratorium—say, for 
a year or two years—in arms deliveries to the area from all sources. 
What did he think of that?

Khrushchev: I t is the only way to set about the problem. Indeed 
I  mentioned this matter in a talk in England while traveling in a car 
with Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. But evidently it did not appeal to the 
British government, and there was, instead, a train of events which 
led up to Suez, tragic for the British people.

Yet a moratorium on arms deliveries is not in itself enough. The 
Arab States should be guaranteed non-interference in their internal 
affairs so as to exclude the possibility of any attack upon them and 
any interference from without.

McDonald: You mean that an agreement on a moratorium should 
be conditional on an agreement of non-interference, reached among 
the Powers?

Khrushchev: That is certainly the way, otherwise the Arab 
States will think that the Soviet Government is changing its policy 
and renouncing its principles, which are in accord with the United 
Nations principles on independence and non-interference.

244. Note and Memorandum From the Polish Foreign 
Minister (Rapacki) to the American Ambassador 
(Beam), February 14, 19582

I  wish to refer to the conversation which I  had on December 9,1957, 
with the Charge d’Affaires of the Embassy of the United States in 
Warsaw. In this conversation I  have presented the position of the 
Polish Government in respect to the tendencies to make the nuclear 
armaments in Europe universal and particularly towards the accelera-

1 The Times, London, Feb. 1,1958, p. 6.
8 Department of S tate Bulletin, May 19, 1958, pp. 822-823. For the text of 

the U.S. reply of May 3, see post, doc. 264.
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tion of armaments in Western Germany. The threat of further 
complications, primarily in Central Europe, where the opposing mili
tary groupings come into a direct contact and the apparent danger 
of an increase in the international tension have prompted the Polish 
Government to initiate at that time direct discussions through diplo
matic channels on the Polish proposal submitted to the United Nations 
General Assembly on Octofcer^, 195V, Concerning the establishment 
of a denuclearized zone in CentraTEuropeT1 ~
^This'proposartas evtikedawideTnterest in government and po

litical circles as well as in the broad strata of public opinion in many 
countries.

Taking into account a number of opinions expressed in declarations 
made in connection with the Polish proposal and with the view to 
facilitate negotiations, the Polish Government has resolved to present 
a more detailed elaboration of its proposal. This finds its expres
sion in the attached memorandum which is simultaneously being 
transmitted by the Polish Government to the governments of France, 
Great Britain and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as well as 
to the governments of other interested countries.

The Polish Government is conscious of the fact that the solution 
of the problem of disarmament on a world-wide scale requires, first 
of all, negotiations among the great powers and other countries con
cerned. Therefore, the Polish Government supports the proposal of 
the U.S.S.R. government concerning a meeting on the highest level 
of leading statesmen with the participation of heads of governments.2 
Such a meeting could also result in reaching an agreement on the 
question of the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe, should an agreement among the countries concerned not 
be reached in the meantime. In any event the initiation at present 
of discussions on the question of a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe would contribute to a successful course of the above mentioned 
meeting.

The Polish Government expresses the hope that the Government of 
the United States will study the attached memorandum and that the 
proposals contained in it will meet with the understanding of the 
Government of the United States. The Polish Government on its 
part would be prepared to continue the exchange of views on this 
problem with the Government of the United States.

M e m o r a n d u m

On October 2,1957, the Government of the Polish People’s Republic 
presented to the General Assembly of the United Nations a proposal

1 Ante, doc. 225.
* See ante, doc. 237.
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concerning the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe. The governments of Czechoslovakia and of the German 
Democratic Republic declared their readiness to accede to that zone.

The Government of the Polish People’s Republic proceeded with the 
conviction that the establishment of the proposed denuclearized zone 
could lead to an improvement in the international atmosphere and 
facilitate broader discussions on disarmament as well as the solution 
of other controversial internal issues, while the continuation of nu
clear armaments and making them universal could only lead to a 
further solidifying of the division of Europe into opposing blocks and 
to a further complication of this situation, especially in Central 
Europe.

In December 1957 the Government of the Polish People’s Republic 
renewed its proposal through diplomatic channels.

Considering the wide repercussions which the Polish initiative has 
evoked and taking into account the propositions emerging from the 
discussion which has developed on this proposal, the Government of 
the Polish People’s Republic hereby presents a more detailed elabora
tion of~Its proposal, which may facilitate the opening of negotia
tions andT~reacHing of an agreement on tEis~subjectr.

I. The proposed zones should include the territory of: Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Kepublic and German federal  
Republic. In this territory nuclear weapons would neither be manu
factured nor stockpiledT the equipment and installations designed  ̂
for their jg rvicing would not belocated there; the use of riugfear- 
weapons against the territory of this zone would be prohibited.

II. The contents of the obligations arising from the establish
ment of the denuclearized zone would be based upon the following* 
premises:

1. The states included in this zone would undertake the obligation 
not to manufacture, maintain nor import for their own use and not 
to permit the location on their territories of nuclear weapons of any 
type, as well as not to install nor to admit to their territories of in-  ̂
stallations and equipment designed for servicing nuclear weapons, 
including^missiles’ launching equipment.

2̂ "The four powers (France, UnitecTStates, Great Britain, and 
U.S.S.R.) would undertake the following obligations:

(A) Not to maintain nuclear weapons in the armaments of their 
forces stationed on the territories of states included in this zone; 
neither to maintain nor to install on the territories of these states 
any installations or equipment designed for servicing nuclear weapons,, 
including missiles’ launching equipment.



DOCUMENT 244 : FEBRUARY 14, 1958 947

(B) Not to transfer in any manner and under any reason whatso
ever, nuclear weapons nor installations and equipment designed foF 
ser vicing nucfear weapons—to governments ur oilier organs~Tn this 
area.

3. The powers which have at their disposal nuclear weapons should 
undertake the obligation not to use these weapons against the terri
tory of the zone or against any targets situated in this zone.

Thus the powers would undertake the obligation -to respect the 
status of the zone as an area in which there should be no nuclear 
weapons and against which nuclear weapons should not be used.

4. Other states, whose forces are stationed on the territory of any 
state included in the zone, would also undertake the obligation not to 
maintain nuclear weapons in the armaments of these forces and not 
to transfer such weapons to governments or to other organs in this 
area. Neither will they install equipment or installations designed 
for the servicing of nuclear weapons, including missiles’ launching 
equipment, on the territories of states in the zone nor will they transfer 
them to governments or other organs in this area.

The manner and procedure for the implementation of these obli
gations could be the subject of detailed mutual stipulations.

III. In order to ensure the effectiveness and implementation of the 
obligations contained in Part II, paragraphs 1-2 and 4, the states con- 
ceriiecrwould undertake to create a system of broad and effective" 
control in the area of the proposed zone and submit themselves to its 
functioning. “

1. This system could comprise ground as well as aerial control. 
Adequate control "posts, with rights and possibilities ofaction~ which 
would ensure the effectiveness of lnspectfon^could also be eslablished.

The details ^ d  forms" of the implementation of controI~can~be? 
agreed upon on the basis of the experience acquired up to the present 
time in this field, as well as on the basis of proposals submitted by 
various states in the course of the disarmament negotiations, in the 
form and to the extent in which they can be adapted to the area of 
the zone.

The system of control established for the denuclearized zone could 
provide useful experience for the realization of broader disarmament 
agreement.

2. For the purpose of supervising the implementation of the pro
posed obligations an adequate control machinery should be established. 
There could participate in it, for example, representatives appointed/ 
not excluding additional personal appointments/by organs of the
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North Atlantic Treaty Organization and of the Warsaw Treaty.1 
Nationals or representatives of states, which do not belong to any 
military grouping in Europe, could also participate in it.

The procedure of the establishment, operation and reporting of 
the control organs can be the subject of further mutual stipulations.

IV. The most simple form of embodying the obligations of states 
included in the zone would be the conclusion of an appropriate inter
national convention. To avoid, however, implications, which some 
states might find in such a solution, it can be arranged that:

1. These obligations be embodied in the form of fourjunilateral 
declarationsT bearing the character of an international obligation 
deposited with a mutually agreed upon depository state^

2. The obligations of great powers be embodied in the form of a 
mutual document or unilateral declaration/as mentioned above in 
paragraph 1/;

3. The obligations of other states, whose armed forces are stationed 
in the area of the zone, be embodied in the form of unilateral decla
rations/as mentioned above in paragraph 1/.

On the basis of the above proposals the government of the Polish 
People’s Republic suggests to initiate negotiations for the purpose of 
a further detailed elaboration of the plan for the establishment of the 
denuclearized zone, of the documents and guarantees related to it as 
well as of the means of implementation of the undertaken obligations.

The government of the Polish People’s Republic has reasons to 
state that acceptance of the proposal concerning the establishment 
of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe will facilitate the reaching 
of an agreement relating to the adequate reduction of conventional 
armaments and of foreign armed forces stationed on the territory of 
the states included in the zone.

1 For the texts of the treaties, see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic 
Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, 871-873, and 1239-1242.
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245. Tass Statement on the Manila Meeting of the 
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization [Extracts}* 
March 8, 1958 1

The next session of the SEATO Council will be held in Manila!, 
the capital of the Philippines, from Mar. 11 to 13.2 Judging by ofii<£$jJ 
statements of military and political leaders of SEATO countries, 
and primarily of the United States, plans to activate this aggressive 
military and, political bloc in Southeast Asia will be worked out> at 
this session. The convocation of the SEATO Council meeting, hard 
on, the heels of meetings of the NATO and Baghdad pact councils, 
and! the nature of the questions which will be discussed at this meeting, 
all testify to the desire of imperialist circles to maintain and intensify 
international tension.

1 Moscow radio broadcast.
* See the Council's communique of Mar. 13 (Department of State Bulletin* 

Mar. 31,1958, pp. 504-506). Secretary of State Dulles commented on Communist 
eriticism of SEATO in his opening statement:

“This SEATO meeting has attracted unusual attention in Communist quar
ters. J Soviet press and radio coverage for the last few weeks is seven times 
that of the comparable period before last year’s meeting. It is alleged that? 
SEATO is aggressive and a threat to the peace. ;

“It is interesting in thiB connection to recall that Lenin’s notes indicated 
his appreciation: of Clausewitz’s remark that ‘The conqueror is always peao^ 
loving; he would just as soon march peacefully.’ Resistance to, that, Clause- 
witz pointed out, can be interpreted as wanting war and preparing ftô  i t

1 “l ’his is the standard Communist line. Comniiinism is peace-lovlbg iiiH it 
sense that it would prefer to take us, over without a fight"., And if  rtoe are 
prepared to resist, that, according to communism, makes us w^mpn^rs. .^h^  
intensification of that charge at this time, in relation to this area,, ĥoijilfl 
alert us to the possibility that there may be new aggressive Communist plans, 
for this area, plans which the Communist rulers fear SEATO might block.

“It can never be repeated too often’ that SEATO and other free-world ColJ 
lective-defense groupings are purely for defensive purposes, as authorized by 
the charter of the United Nations. They came into being only in response to 
Communist aggression. In 1945 we had put all of our hopes primarily in 
the United Nations. But its security processes were blocked by Soviet veto 
while the international Communists extended their rule by force or by threat 

- of force.
: “However, no nation member of the postwar collective-defense organization* 
has been taken over by international communism. This is a fact, and it, 
is our purpose to keep it so. That should be possible because these asso
ciations provide an increased sense of security from external aggression and 
produce a greater awareness of, and alertness to, the danger of subversion. 
In consequence, the governments and people of these organizations cope inOre 

r. effectively and resolutely than do others with the problem of Communist 
subversion and infiltration inside their countries.” (Ibid., p. 507.)

514543—60—vol. 2r-----17
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In this connection TASS has been authorized to state the following:
The Manila conference of representatives of the eight states which 

are members of SEATO—the United States, Britain, France, Aus
tralia, New Zealand, Thailand, the Philippines, and Pakistan—will 
begin its work in highly significant circumstances, when millions of 
people of good will resolutely demand that an end be put to the arms 
race and to the cold war and that while it is not too late the road of 
peaceful coexistence and international cooperation be taken.

It is clear from the statements of leading political and military 
personalities of SEATO countries that strategic plans, which colonial 
powers intend to drag through with a view to locating nuclear and 
rocket weapons in the territory of certain Asian countries, will be 
worked out at the Manila conference. In this connection, the state
ment made by President Garcia of the Philippines, who expressed 
himself in favor of the creation of bases for the launching of rocket 
missiles in Asian countries belonging to SEATO, and who in particu
lar welcomed the placing of American rocket weapon bases in the 
Philippines, is worth noting. Similar statements have also been 
made by Thai officials.

There is every indication that pressure of statesmen of certain Asian 
countries is not lacking in this matter, for the plans of the colonial 
powers, fraught as they are with the danger of a devastating war in 
Asia, are coming up against the opposition of the broad masses in the 
east.

The peoples of Asia have not forgotten that it was an Asian country, 
Japan, that served as the first proving ground for the atomic bomb 
and that the Japanese people were the first to suffer heavily from 
atomic weapons. They vigorously oppose the arms race and advocate 
a ban on the manufacture and testing of mass destruction weapons. 
The idea of denuclearized zones in Europe and Asia is gaining in
creasing support in Asian and European countries.

The dire consequences of preparations for nuclear missile war in 
Asia are realized, among others, by some public and political leaders 
in the Asian countries belonging to SEATO. The things that agitate 
the public there are not hard to understand. It is common knowledge 
that modern weapons have a tremendous destructive potential, and 
nothing will change if only rockets are used since rockets, regardless 
of their range, can all be adapted to carry nuclear weapons. In point 
of fact, a missile war today [means?] atomic war with all attendant 
consequences.

The efforts [of the?] imperialist states to strengthen SEATO, pri
marily in military respects, are connected with U.S. endeavors to 
extend the network of overseas military bases. The aggressive quar
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ters of the West thereby wish to turn the territories of the Asian 
SEATO members into places d’armes which would certainly become 
targets for retaliation against the aggressor. There is a distribution 
of roles as it were; Some supply money and military equipment while 
others provide cannon fodder and turn their territory into targets for 
nuclear retaliation.

The danger of a nuclear missile war is all the greater since the 
American units stationed in South Korea and on Taiwan already have 
rockets with nuclear warheads at their disposal, and aircraft of the 
U.S. Strategic Air Force are making patrol flights in those parts of 
Asia with hydrogen bombs aboard.

The Manila decisions on the deployment of nuclear rocket weapons 
in some countries of Southeast Asia would undoubtedly lead to the 
further aggravation of international tension and intensification of 
war preparations. Which is just what the powers heading SEATO4 
are driving at.

All peace-loving peoples cannot but be seriously alarmed by the 
Western plans to use the SEATO Council session in Manila for the 
actual merging of the three aggressive blocs—NATO, the Baghdad! 
pact and SEATO. It is a matter of common knowledge that attempts 
were made at the recent NATO Council session in Paris and the 
Baghdad pact session in Ankara to unite these three blocs into a 
single whole.

Implementation of these schemes would signify the final turning of 
SEATO into an adjunct of the principal aggressive pact—NATO.1 
Whereas the SEATO pact2 stipulates that joint actions by its mem
bers call for preliminary consultations, the, lining up of SEATO and 
the Baghdad pact3 with NATO, would give the United States an 
opportunity to spread automatically the commitments of the North 
Atlantic bloc countries to the SEATO members. In other words* 
were the Asian countries, members of SEATO, to agree to the estab
lishment of contacts with NATO, they would end up in still greater 
dependence on the imperialist states, and, moreover would bear re
sponsibility for the policy of the NATO organizers. I t capnot be 
disregarded that this step may lead to the involvement of these 
countries in conflicts taking place thousands of kilometers away from 
them.

The plans to unite the North Atlantic bloc, the Baghdad pact or
ganization and SEATO, as well as the very existence of these align
ments, cannot be assessed otherwise than as contradicting the idea of

1 For the texts of the North Atlantic Treaty and related protocols, see Amer
ican Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-8I5*. 853-354, 
and 87i-873.

* See art IV of the treaty (ibid., pp. 913-914).
•Ibid., pp. 1257-1259.
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strengthening universal peace and international security, that is, the 
purposes for which the United Nations was founded.

Guided by the interests of peace and international security, the 
Soviet Union is absolutely confident that a radical improvement of 
the international situation and the establishment of necessary confi
dence in international relations should be sought in the creation of 
a system of collective security in Europe and Asia, a system which 
would replace the existing war alignments, and also in strengthen
ing and extending the zone of peace in Asia. The conclusion of a 
collective peace pact in Asia would be an important step in this direc
tion. Great significance is attached in the Soviet Union to the move
ment which has started in Asia against the deployment of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons on that continent.

I t is common knowledge that the Soviet Government has repeatedly 
proposed measures to end the war propaganda in the press and on 
the air, propaganda which is conducted in certain countries and 
which gives rise to a feeling of mutual mistrust, suspicion, and ill 
will. The ending of the present war propaganda would prevent the 
poisoning of international relations and increasing the war danger.

In the view of the Soviet Government, the all-around development 
of equitable commercial relations with all countries, without any dis
crimination, as well $s the extension of scientific, technical, cultural 
and sport ties, tourist travel, and so forth, would be of great, even 
of cardinal, significance for the improvement of the international 
climate and the establishment of international confidence. These con
tacts would undoubtedly bring not only economic and other ad
vantages to the peoples, but would promote understanding between 
th&m.

The Soviet Union is absolutely convinced that the peoples of all 
countries are deeply interested in the establishment of a lasting peace 
and the prevention of a military conflict.

I t can be said with confidence that were all the peace-loving coun
tries to come out, in any form they choose, against the stepping up of 
war measures aimed at preparing a nuclear-rocket war, they would 
thereby make an undoubtedly priceless contribution to the cause of 
peace.

In full conformity with the aspirations of the Eastern peoples, all 
the countries .of Asia can and must set up a peace zone where there 
would be no pl^ce for nuclear or rocket weapons. Judging by every
thing, the SEATO council session in Manila is called upon to prevent 
this.

In view of this, the leading quarters of the Soviet Union deem it 
necessary to call the attention of the SEATO member government
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to the serious responsibility which they assume when striving to im
plement plans aimed at further aggravation of international tension.

The interests of peace in Southeast Asia necessitate the renuncia
tion of the disastrous plans for preparing a nuclear-rocket war. The 
safeguarding and consolidation of peace and security in this area can 
be achieved only by strengthening the peace zone in Asia, by good 
neighborliiiess and friendly cooperation, and not through the whip
ping together of aggressive military alignments.

246. Testimony by Dr. Spofford G. English Before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament [Extracts), 
March 12, 19581

Senator H um phrey . A cutoff of production of fissionable materials 
for weapons purposes is what the President refers to as the heart of 
our disarmament package, I  believe. Is this not to what he has 
alluded?

Dr. E nglish . I believe that is correct, sir.
Senator H um phrey . Would you proceed.
Dr. E nglish . Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a 

pleasure to appear before you today to discuss certain aspects of dis
armament relating to the technical problems involved in inspection 
and control of atomic energy production facilities. I  am Spofford 
G. English, Acting Deputy Director of the Division of Research of 
the Atomic Energy Commission.

In your letter of March 6 inviting me to testify, you directed my at
tention to the second of four subjects on which this committee is 
currently holding hearings. This topic is “The Relationship of Nu
clear Weapons Tests and Production to National Security and the 
Control of Armaments.”

More specifically, I  understand that you would like me to discuss 
questions relating to the technical feasibility of inspection of fission
able material production plants under conditions of a disarmament 
agreement which includes an agreement for the cutoff of production 
for weapons purposes.

I  will discuss the technical feasibility of the inspection of fissionable 
material production plants, the nature and extensiveness of such a 
system, the personnel requirements, including types of personnel

1 Control and Reduction of Armaments: Hearings Before a Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty-fifth Conr 
gressy Second Session, pt. 16, pp. 1405-1417. Dr. English was Acting Deputy 
Director of Research, United States Atomic Energy Commission.
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needed, and the performance which such a system might be expected 
to give in terms of probability of suspecting an attempted diversion 
of materials.

DEFINITION OF THE CUTOFF PROPOSAL

In this discussion I  will assume that the cutoff of production for 
weapons purposes means a continuation of production, but with the 
output of all fissionable material accounted for and safeguarded in 
order to ascertain that it is not used in weapons.

Senator H u m p h r e y . That has been the interpretation that Mr. 
Stassen and others gave to us before.

Dr. E n g l is h . I  would like to remark that this condition of con
tinuing production is a necessary one, for in the case of power reactors 
for peaceful purposes, these reactors can, of course, produce fission
able material as well as useful power. The condition would also 
apply to uranium isotope separation plants required to produce fuel 
for power reactors.

I  believe this covers the questions on which your letter indicated 
you wished my views, with the exception of the question as to the 
effects of a cutoff of production for weapons purposes on our weapons 
program and our security. If it is agreeable with you, I  would prefer 
to leave this topic for General Starbird, who is far more qualified than 
I  to discuss this matter, and who has in fact touched on this matter 
in his testimony just given.1

NORMAL ACCOUNT ABILITY IN  PRODUCTION PLANTS

Tirst let me say that inspection and control of a facility for 
producing, or using, fissionable or source material—by source material 
I  mean natural uranium or thorium—is a matter of continuous ac
countability and physical security of those materials at critical points 
within the facility.

By accountability, I  mean a knowledge of the location and amount 
of all such materials; and by physical security I  mean the provision 
of suitable means, including guards, to make unauthorized physical 
removal of material extremely difficult.

Accurate knowledge of the amounts and location of these materials 
in a complex plant is, in most instances, a difficult matter. Such 
knowledge depends on making continuous and detailed physical and 
chemical measurements and analyses. The result of obtaining such 
measurements, however, is the ability to determine what is known as 
a “material balance” across the plant.

This is somewhat like the balance one makes at intervals in one’s 
bank account—that is, the amount on hand at the beginning of an 
interval of time plus the deposits (deliveries to the plant plus produc-

1 See ibid., pp. 1388-1404.
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tion within the plant), less withdrawals {or shipment from the plant) 
should give a new balance at the end of the interval equal to the 
amount actually found to be present.

Obviously, this analogy is grossly oversimplified because within the 
facility making or handling fissionable material, the material will be 
in dozens of chemical and physical forms. It will be in solutions, 
flowing through pipes, stored in tanks or undergoing reactions which 
change its form. Much of it will, in general, be inaccessible because 
it is highly radioactive or is in process equipment which cannot be 
entered.

MEASUREMENT OF UNAVOIDABLE LOSSES

In addition, of course, all processing methods are subject to un
avoidable losses, and while most of these can be measured, the measure
ments cannot be made with absolute precision. Another major flaw in 
the “bank balance” analogy is that one does not normally attempt in, 
for example, determining the amount of money represented by a stack 
of 50-cent silver coins, to measure the silver content. One simply 
counts the pieces.

Thus, the probability is very high, in this simple case, that two 
people counting the same stack of coins will agree completely on the 
number. A machine, of course, can perform this function with ex
tremely high precision and reliability. This is not true in the case of 
a plant where the amount, in terms of weight, of a material is being 
sought. Here we normally remove a sample from a large volume, and 
we must be sure it is representative of the large volume, and perform 
a chemical analysis on it.

In general, it is a fact that two different and equally competent 
analysts, both honest persons, in making the same analyses will obtain 
results which differ slightly—in fact the same analyst in making a 
series of supposedly identical analyses on the same solution, will get 
slightly different results. I t  is the accumulation of uncertainties of 
this sort from the hundreds of measurements needed to obtain a 
material balance which leads to an inability to strike a balance which 
is perfect.

There are, of course, mathematical and statistical tests which can 
be applied to uncertainties in order to see whether the uncertainties 
are within the limits of fluctuation normally to be expected, or 
whether they are outside these limits and therefore are cause for 
further investigation, on the possibility that they indicate an unknown 
source of loss or diversion. It is this sort of signal which the inspection 
system will generate from accountability data, and which will make 
one suspect that a diversion is being attempted.

The physical security counterpart in the system—and they go hand 
in hand—would, of course, be for the purpose of attempting to detect 
the diversion act itself, whether carried out by persons, or by care
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fully installed and concealed mechanical means. I t would have the 
added feature of providing a strong deterrent effect against attempts 
to divert.

IMPROBABILITY op d e v isin g  c o m pl e t e l y  foolproof sy st e m

I  should like to state at this point that one occasionally reads about 
the possibility of devising foolproof methods or techniques which 
would make diversion absolutely impossible. We know of no such 
system. Nor do we believe that a 100-percient perfect system is likely to 
be developed. By its nature the problem is simply too complex and 
varied to lend itself to this kind of a solution.

This is not to say that there are not dozens of ingenious methods 
and devices which could be employed in specific cases, and which would 
be employed certainly, to make the probability of undetected diversion 
quite low. Essentially, the system involves careful measurement, 
accurate and ingenious instrumentation, and much hard work.

DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS NECESSARY

The problem may be stated as that of devising a system of account
ability and physical security such that the probability of detecting an 
attempted diversion—

Senator G r e e n . Will you repeat that ?
Dr. E n g l is h . Yes. The problem, and I  think this is quite impor

tant, the problem may be stated as that of devising a system of 
accountability and physical security such that the probability of de
tecting an attempted diversion is so high that the attempt to divert 
is judged to be not worth the risk incurred.

Senator H u m p h r e y . In other words, to get a system that is so close 
to being accurate—

Dr. E n g l is h . That you remove—
Senator H u m p h r e y . That if you violate it, the odds are so much 

against you that you will be caught, that it would be better to con
form.

Dr. E n g l is h . Right.
This, I  think, poses the problem that one must address oneself to 

in attempting to see what one must do to make this risk high.
I  would like to state at the outset that it is technically feasible to 

devise a system of safeguards designed to detect attempted diversion 
of material, but we need now to discuss the performance of these 
systems in order to arrive at a basis for judging whether they will 
provide assurance against diversion which is great enough to make 
them acceptable.

As to being technically feasible, this is certainly the case, but we 
need to evaluate it further.
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OPERATIONS OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES

In order to describe in somewhat more detail how the system would 
work, I  should like to take as an example the case of a large produc
tion installation, such as Hanford, devoted to the manufacture of 
plutonium. This installation would be expected to consist of fuel 
fabrication facilities, a number of large nuclear reactors, storage 
and cooling basins for material discharged from the reactors, chemi
cal processing facilities for extracting and purifying the plutonium 
and unreacted uranium, and waste disposal facilities.

In this complex, the fuel fabrication facilities would prepare the 
uranium fuel for insertion into the reactor. I t involves such opera
tions as the rolling and machining of uranium metal, the “canning” 
of the metal in aluminum jackets. The reactors themselves might 
be of the graphite moderated, water-cooled type in which the uranium 
is inserted in long channels through a roughly cubical array of graph
ite, with cooling water flowing in the channels around the uranium 
fuel.

In the reactor, fission of uranium 235 takes place, neutrons are re
leased in the fission process and convert part of the uranium 238, 
which is intimately mixed in the fuel, to plutonium. The chemical 
processing plant is designed to take the irradiated fuel from the re
actor and by chemical means, after dissolving, to separate the plu
tonium in pure, concentrated form.

The chemical plant also recovers for reuse the unreacted uranium 
and separates the highly radioactive fission products in a form in 
which they can be stored, or put to other uses.

Normal plant operating procedures for a complex such as this 
involves, of course, material accountability procedures. This is abso
lutely necessary in order to properly and efficiently operate the plant. 
You must know where the material goes.

Senator H u m p h r e y . Right now.
Dr. E n g l is h . Right now, even in the absence of an inspection 

system.
Senator H u m p h r e y . I  recall several years ago there was a press 

report about some material being lost.
Dr. E n g l is h . Yes.
Senator H u m p h r e y . Or stolen. I t just dawned on me that that 

had happened.
Dr. E n g l is h . One has an accountability system in any event, be

cause you need to control the plant. Of course, in addition the ma
terial has a high monetary value, and so you do it for several reasons. 
But you must have this information even just to be able to operate 
the plant efficiently. You must know where the material goes.
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INSPECTION SYSTEM UNDER A CUTOFF AGREEMENT

The inspection system about which I  am here talking would be 
superimposed upon the plant operations and would make use of nor
mally collected plant data. The system would, in addition, provide 
for the independent taking of such data as would enable the inspec
tion organization to arrive at an independent judgment on account
ability for materials.

The inspection force would take samples for analysis, duplicate 
samples, if you will, in the fuel fabrication operations and in the 
recovery operations carried out on the scrap for machining. It would 
independently weigh the uranium fuel pieces and maintain its own 
records of the history, data on, and destination of the fuel. In addi
tion, inspectors would accompany each interplant shipment.

In the reactor area the inspectors would observe and check each 
reactor loading and unloading operation, and would, with their own 
instrumentation, measure the power level of the reactors, as an index 
to production. They would, at intervals, both absolutely calibrate, 
and intercalibrate their own instruments with the plant equipment.

The reactors would be thoroughly inspected at intervals in order 
to be sure that no construction had taken place, between inspections, 
which would permit either diversion of materials or false readings 
of instruments.

Diversion from the reactor itself is not especially easy since the 
fuel is usually in discrete pieces, and is therefore easier to account 
for. In addition, it is highly radioactive, making it both hazardous 
to make off with and easier to detect.

One of the main purposes, therefore, for close and careful monitor
ing of the reactor is to provide data from which to calculate the 
amount of plutonium formed, since this amount must be accounted 
for later in the chemical processing operations.

Senator H u m p h r e y . And those records are kept regularly in all 
atomic installations; is that right?

Dr. E n g l is h . Absolutely.
Senator H u m p h r e y . I  have been told that those records must be 

kept in order to know that the plant is operating on a scientifically 
valid basis.

Dr. E n g l is h . Absolutely. This is entirely correct, sir.
Senator H u m p h r e y . In fact, there is a safety factor involved in all 

of this; is there not?
Dr. E n g l is h . Right. You must know the power levels because this 

is related to heat removal problems, and the cooling of the reactor. 
And, of course, serious things can happen if reactors are not con
trolled properly. All of these things are important.
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We are talking now about making use of these data by the inspec
tion team independently taking some of its own to be sure they them
selves can stand up and say, “We know.”

ANALOGY WITH INSPECTION OF VACCINE PRODUCTION

Senator H u m p h r e y . Yes. There is a similarity here with the in
spection of Salk vaccine. A plant producing vaccine has its own 
inspection system all the time in reference to the vaccine it is produc
ing, nevertheless the Government comes in with the United States 
Public Health Service and also makes an inspection. There was a big 
argument a few years ago when this whole Salk vaccine situation was 
in such a turmoil, about how many inspections were to be made, thus 
there was a superimposed inspection system upon a regular plant 
inspection system. Needless to say, inspection for nuclear materials 
would be more intricate than for the production of a vaccine. Never
theless both have to be very accurate.

Dr. E n g l is h . R ig h t .
Senator H u m p h r e y . Both have to be accurate.
Dr. E n g l is h . Your analogy is very good, sir.

in s p e c t io n  o f c h e m ic a l  se pa r a t io n  p l a n t

The chemical separation plant, which is the succeeding operation 
after the reactor, provides probably the most difficult operation to 
control. Here the material is in solution. The composition, con
centration, and volume of the solution change at many points in the 
plant. The material to be controlled and accounted for is flowing in 
pipes, into and out of tanks, and through reaction vessels.

The plant itself is a large and complicated maze of valves, pumps, 
pipes, tanks, sample lines, steam and chemical lines, and instrument 
lines. Tons of uranium and hundreds of grams of plutonium may 
flow through the plant each day.

The problems here, however, are dealt with in the same fashion— 
detailed analyses at critical points, prompt and continuous evaluation 
of a data and physical security surveillance to make sure that material 
is not removed and that equipment is not secretly modified so that 
product can be diverted.

The most sensitive part of the plant is, of course, the points at 
which plutonium is isolated in concentrated form and stored. At this 
point the hazardous radioactivity of the fission products has been 
removed and a small volume represents a much larger amount of 
dangerous material.

To describe quantitatively the performance of a safeguard system is 
difficult.
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Senator H u m p h r e y . May I  go back for a moment. At the point at 
which the plutonium is isolated and the radioactive fissionable mate
rial has been removed, and, as you say, only a small volume—do you 
mean there the plutonium?

Dr. E n g l i s h .  Yes.
Senator H u m p h r e y .  Represents a  much larger amount of material. 

Do you think that at that point it would be possible to have effective 
guard and inspection?

Dr. E n g l is h . Yes, I  do, and I  think at this critical point what this 
would entail would be, of course, 24-hour-a-day actual on-the-spot 
observation by one or more inspectors. They would simply keep their 
eyes on it at all times. When it was stored it would be locked in 
vaults, perhaps with a guard inside or outside, but in such a way that 
it was foolproof with respect to someone making off with the material 
undetected.

Senator H u m p h r e y .  Would you have a check-in like a weight 
check-in and test as to the qualities?

Dr. E n g l is h . Right.
Senator H u m p h r e y . Y ou would have a  checkout on the same sort 

of basis, and also observation while within ?
Dr. E n g l is h . Right. This is where you would try to devise the 

most ingenious instrumentation such as locks on doors, and interlocks, 
and devices like that. But at this particular point, once an analysis 
was made so you knew how much was in a given sample flash, for 
(example, then physical security would be required to observe the ma
terial at all times.

Senator H u m p h r e y .  Yes.
Go ahead, sir.

POTENTIAL EFFECTIVENESS OF INSPECTION SYSTEM

Dr. E n g l i s h .  T o try to put some quantitative significance as to  
what the method will do is most difficult.

Perhaps the most satisfactory method of presenting the results is 
to state the probability that the inspection force will suspect a diver
sion within a stated period of time if the diversion is equal to a cer
tain percentage of throughput. This is a method of expressing 
performance.

The case we have just been discussing, namely, a complex consisting 
of a number of large plutonium production reactors and the fuel fab
rication and chemical processing plants necessary to feed material to, 
and recover material from, the reactors would require a team of 
approximately 500 men in order to achieve a capability, within a 12- 
month period, of suspecting a diversion 9 times out of 10 if that diver
sion was equal to 1 percent of the throughput. Stated in quite equal,
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but in different terms, this estimate means a capability of suspect
ing, again within a 12-month period, a diversion 99 times out of 100 if 
the diversion was as much as 2.5 percent of the throughput, and only X 
chance in 10 if the diversion was 0.1 percent of the throughput. .

For these figures, I  should like to emphasize two points. First, these 
numbers are estimates since they are based not only on accountability 
measurements, concerning which we do have a quite firm basis for esti
mate, but also on the effectiveness of “observation of actions” by the 
inspecting personnel. This latter becomes a much more {subjective 
matter.

Senator H u m p h r e y . At that point, Doctor, does it not also become 
a matter of concern that we do have an adequate number of duly 
qualified, trained experts in this area of inspection?

Dr. E n g l is h . It does. Later I will try to talk to the personnel 
figures and try to give you some feeling as to our opinions, at least, of 
the kind of personnel, and then we can try to discuss whether they 
are available and how many will be needed.

Senator H u m p h r e y . Thank you, sir. Proceed.

IMPORTANCE OF TIME INTERVAL BETWEEN INSPECTION

Dr. E n g l is h . The second point I  would like to  m a k e  with respect 
to these numbers is that the statement of the time interval is an im
portant factor.

Due to the fact that this complex has a large inventory of ma
terial—that is, a large amount of material—which is in the complex 
itself compared to what is coming out of it every day, due to th^ fact 
that inadvertent maloperation of some part of the plant may cause 
momentary holdups of material, and due to the difficulty of comput
ing the amount of plutonium in a given batch of material discharged 
from a reactor—the point here is, you can calculate, for a freshly 
loaded reactor, how much is made in the whole reactor in a given 
period, but you do not dump it all at once, but by pieces, and there is 
difficulty in assigning to a given batch, if you will, how much ma
terial is in that ojie. Of course, these differences tend to become 
smaller over a period of time. For these reasons, the system of safe
guards will perform with more certainty over a long interval of time 
than over a shorter one.

For the figures given previously, the diversions would have to be 
greater for the probability of suspecting diversion to be the same as 
stated in a period of 1 month, say, instead of 1 year.

And, conversely, if the period of time over which you are observing 
is longer than a year, then the limits within which diversion without 
being suspected could take place, are lower.

Senator H u m p h r e y . I  understand.
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n u m b e r  of in spec t o r s  n e c e ssa r y

Dr. E n g l is h . I  would like to show you, if I  may, at this point a 
chart wbich does not really attempt to be quantitative, but I  think it 
illustrates the idea.

(The chart referred to follows:)

Dr. E n g l is h . Here we have plotted degree of assurance against 
unsuspected diversion versus manpower required. The important 
feature of this graph is that it clearly is not a straight line function. 
If  it in fact was a straight line function starting at zero for zero 
assurance and intersecting the top line at 100 percent you would select 
the indicated number of people and say this is what you need to get 
100 percent assurance.

The problem simply is not of this type. This shows, as you begin 
to add people, that you achieve very rapidly, climb very rapidly, with 
respect to ability to know something. Once you reach a point on the 
more horizontal part of the curve, adding an increment of men buys 
you relatively less, so there is an optimum point.

You could, of course, continue to add men until you had one in
spector looking at each person in the plant. This obviously does not 
make much sense, because what you buy with it in terms of increased 
assurance is simply not worth the added cost.

I t  also shows, though, that in reducing personnel, once you reach a 
fairly critical point where the curve begins to become more vertical, 
if you take off even a few men you lose very rapidly in assurance.
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The numbers I am giving are based on conclusions of many studies 
that this is the sort of system which one would have to have to do this 
sort of a job.

It would be costly to push it up much more, but you would lose 
rapidly in effectiveness if you drop it down.

Senator H u m p h r e y . Yes, sir. You get to a point of no return here.
Dr. E nglish . That is right.
Senator H u m p h r e y . You have to have a certain optimum number 

in order to get optimum results.
Dr. E nglish . Correct.

COMPOSITION OF INSPECTION TEAM

With respect to the personnel estimate which I gave for this par
ticular case—namely, 500 people—I want to make clear that this num
ber depends on the size of installation and is here given for a specific 
case. 'Hie number will vary not only with size but with type of 
installation.

In this case it also includes the provision for an essentially self- 
sufficient inspection organization which has its own service staff to 
carry out repair of instruments, to provide transportation, communi
cations, and so forth. The composition of this projected team is as 
follows:

Personnel
Inspectors_________________________________________________ 120
Scientists and engineers_______ ____________ _________________  54
Technicians_______________________ - __________________ _____  76
Management_______________________________________________  50
Clerical------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 50
Service____________________________________________________ 150

Total________________________________________________ 500

The 120 inspectors need not be scientists, but they would receive 
technical training, of course, for their assignment. The scientists and 
engineers would, of course, include chemists, metallurgists, physicists, 
engineers, mathematicians, and statisticians. The technicians would 
be trained to make routine analyses and measurements. The manage
ment would certainly require men who have experience and training 
in the atomic-energy field, although not all of them would need to be 
scientists or engineers.

So, in summary, perhaps on the order of 75 of these 500 people 
would be highly qualified scientists and engineers, and I emphasize 
again that this is for an essentially self-sufficient organization.

Senator H um phrey . The rest of them would be susceptible of rea
sonably short training periods to prepare them for their assignments.

Dr. E nglish . Yes. The technicians, I think, would require some
what more training, because they would have to be trained in de
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tailed and sometimes complicated procedures, buj they would not need 
to be people with degrees in science.

Senator H u m p h r e y . What would that figure of 500 cover*,?
Dv, E n g l i s h .  This 500 figure is pro»jecte4 for a large; plutonium 

production facility, Consisting of a number of large reactors, a suf
ficient number of chemical plants to serve the reactors, and fuel fabri
cations areas—in other Words, the case that I  have just been, describing. 
This is for an entire complex such as, for example, Sanford.

Senator H u m p h r e y . Yes, sir.
Dr. E n g l is h . Since we have been talking about a single, though 

large, installation, it is evident that a sizable total number of people 
would be needed for this function uiider a disarmament agreement.

I  would like ta  emphasize, however, that thê  size of the inspection 
force here discussed for a particular case is but a relatively small 
fraction of the normal force required to manage, operate, and main-? 
tain the installation. Recruitment of these perso$nel would present 
a real problem, but not an impossible one, in my opinion..

In the case of a single power reactor, for example, the number re
quired to be resident at the reactor itself would be of the order of 
10 to 15, exclusive of supporting organization staff. The number of 
resident personnel required for a chemical plant serving perhaps 
several power reactors would be 2 to 3 times this number, again 
exclusive of supporting organization.

INSPECTION-OP GASEOUS DIFFUSION PLANT

I  , should like now to say a few words about the problems of in
spection and control of a gaseous diffusion plant for the production 
of uranium 235. I  shall not discuss the problems in detail, but at- 
temptTo give the results to be expected in this case and to poijit out the 
nature of the problem. The gaseous diffusion production plant is 
ffiftr^Sterized by its large size, large in-process inventory of uranium, 
£nd -quite large power consumption.

In this plant uranium is isotopically separated by passing a gas 
cdlitaLining uranium, usually uranium hexafluoride, through porous 
barriers. The products of such a'plant are uranium highly enriched 
in uranium 235, which is of primary concern for the inspection sys
tem, and the “tails,” or uranium depleted in uranium 235. The tails 
must also be controlled and accounted for since the isotopic composi
tion of uranium in the tails is an index to production of enriched 
uranium 235 and also, of course, because plutonium can be made from 
this material. I t is known as a fertile material.

Here again, the problem is one of detailed accountability for ma
terials, in this case complicated by the miles of process pipes and 
vessels through which uranium hexafluoride, in varying degrees of 
enrichment, is flowing. This means that physical security, or direct
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observation, of the plant is of relatively greater importance. There 
is no radiation hazard associated with this operation.

The: problem of accountability in a gaseous diffusion plant is also 
complicated by the fact that the in-process inventory of material in 
the tplant is difficult to estimate. This difficulty arises from the 
fact that some uranium deposits; in a thin film, or surf ace layer, on the 
terrier and pipes, and the total surface area of equipment in § large 
gaseous diffusion plant is enormous. The buildup' of material varies 
with time and with the design of a specific piece of equipment, and 
can only be accurately measured at the time the equipment is removed, 
cleaned, and replaced with new parts, which is infrequent.

Under conditions of complete access to all parts of the plant, and 
with the cooperation of plant management which would be necessary 
in order to run the plant in such a way as to facilitate the determina
tion of the inventory deposited on process equipment, it is estimated 
that with a 370-man inspection force, the probability would be high 
for suspecting, within a year, diversions greater than approximately 
one-half of 1 percent of throughput. The same comments made 
earlier with respect to the time factor apply here also.

PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS FOR GASEOUS DIFFUSION PLANTS

The personnel requirements for inspecting a large gaseous diffusion; 
plant may be summarized as follows:

Administrative staff_________________________________________  5
Engineering and special functions__ —________________ ____ 12
Accounting and computing_________________________ __________  18
Material handling.___ ______________________________________  35

(Material handling involves transfers of material from one 
point in the plant to another.)

Analytical laboratory______________ __________________________  45
Supporting activities_______________________________________ _ 30
Physical security___________________________________________225

Total________________________________________________ 370

Of this total, approximately 66 persons would need to be scientists 
or professional persons. Again, this total represents a small fraction 
of the organization required to operate and maintain the plant.

Senator S y m in g t o n . You say a very small fraction. What percent 
would it be, 370 of what ?

Dr. E n g l is h . In this case it is approximately 8 percent. In the 
case I  gave previously, around 5 percent, in this range somewhere.

I should also qualify it by saying that this is a percentage taken of 
the total number of people in all categories required at the plant—- 
management, clerical help, secretaries, service, guards, and every
thing. It is relative to the total personnel of the plant that this per
centage is taken.

514543— 00— vol. 2------ 18
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One other large category of cases exists; namely, the power-reactor 
complexes, which will be expected to increase in number as time goes 
on and as the power program increases, and whose major function is 
to produce energy in useful form.

Each of these will also have the capability, to varying degrees, of 
producing fissionable material—either plutonium or uranium 233. 
The types of these installations and their chemical plants may be ex
pected to vary widely, but the problems as outlined for the case of 
production reactors are very similar and would be attacked in the 
same manner. Here also, complete access to all parts of the operation 
is important.

DETECTION OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES

One other aspect of the disarmament problem relating to atomic 
energy plants must be stressed. This is the problem of making certain 
that all existing plants are known and, therefore, subject to 
inspection.

Senator H u m p h r e y .  D o you think that is a serious problem ?
Dr. E n g l is h . Yes, I  do, sir. Not in  this country, because I think 

that probably even the Russians believe that there are no hidden 
plants for atomic energy production in this country, but it could be 
quite a serious problem because if one is denied access to sizable areas 
of a territory, you simply could not determine what is going on.

Senator H u m p h r e y . Therefore for an agreement on a production 
cutoff, there would have to be relatively free movement and exgiqra- 
tion for discovery of plant facilities; is that correct?

Dr. E n g l is h . I  b e lie v e  so  v e r y  s t r o n g ly ; y e s , s ir .
Senator H u m p h r e y .  Go right ahead, sir. I  will come back to this.
Dr. E n g l is h . This is the problem o f  making certain that all exist

ing plants are known and, therefore, subject to inspection. It is pos
sible to imagine attempts to conceal the existence of plants. Such an 
attempt could be successful if access to large territories of a country 
is not permitted.

Atomic energy plants are characterized by the existence of radio
activity in the case of reactors and their associated facilities, and con
sumption of large amounts of power in the case of isotope separation 
plants, but it could be quite difficult to definitely establish the identity 
of a plant, particularly the latter, from a distance. For this reason 
it is essential that a group of inspectors be assigned the responsibility 
and rights, of inspecting for the possible existence of clandestine 
plants.

COMPLETE ACCESS TO PLANTS ESSENTIAL

Less extensive inspection schemes than those here described have 
been considered. These generally call for only limited access, if any, 
to the plants, and for the establishment of a perimeter control with 
respect to ingress and egress of material, personnel, and equipment.
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These schemes would weaken, in a most serious fashion, meaningful 
control of material, for one would not be able to actually measure 
production and to physically control, with certainty, material 
produced.

In fact, without access to a plant, one would have no way of knowing 
that weapons were not in fact being fabricated at the plant.

The problems of determining that no material had in fact left 
a plant without being properly acknowledged are extremely diffi
cult of solution. As I hope this description has indicated, full access 
to plants is an essential feature of any system to provide a high degree 
of assurance against unsuspected diversion.

It should also be pointed out that the control techniques here dis
cussed are, in essence, applicable to inspection of peaceful uses pro
grams under the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the United 
States Agreements for Cooperation, although they would be modi
fied in terms of extensiveness, in keeping with the character and 
capacity of the various installations.

FEASIBILITY OF INSPECTION OF CUTOFF

In summary, inspection and control of operating plants producing 
fissionable material is technically feasible, within the limits of the 
degree of assurance described, and the costs, in terms of manpower 
and dollars, are reasonable, although the difficulties of recruitment 
and drain on technical manpower must be recognized as a serious 
problem.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to acknowledge the efforts of the many 
people, both AEC staff and AEC contractor personnel, whose studies 
and work over a period of years have formed the basis for these 
remarks.

I want to thank you again for inviting me to testify, and I will 
be glad to attempt to answer such questions as you may wish to ask.1

247. Address by the First Secretary of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union (Khrushchev): Prohibi
tion of Nuclear Weapons {Extract}, March 14 ,19582

The level of armaments in certain countries has reached such a 
stage that the time will come, and perhaps it has come already, when 
these countries themselves, irrespective of whether or not an agree
ment on the cessation of production of atomic and hydrogen arms has 
been reached, will have to say “enough.” If formerly, old arms and

1 In subsequent questioning, Dr. English estimated that 3,000 to 4,000 people, 
of whom “somewhat less than 20 percent would have to be scientists and engi
neers,” would be required to inspect a country with approximately the same 
number of atomic installations as the United States (ibid,., pp. 1423-1424).

* Department of State files. Address made at an election meeting in Kalinin.



968 DOCUMENT 248 : MARCH 14, 1958

military techniques were replaced as new models were created, now it 
appears that a stage has been reached when it is difficult to invent 
more powerful arms than the hydrogen weapon, the power of which 
is limitless. I t is no accident that scientists, though as yet shyly* 
declare that if the stocks of nuclear arms which have been stored were 
exploded, the atmosphere of the entire terrestrial globe may be 
poisoned.

The terrible consequences of nuclear weapons for the whole of 
mankind is now being realized not only by scientists, but also by the 
broadest cross-sections of the public, by hundreds of millions of 
ordinary people throughout the world. With growing insistence they 
demand from governments, and above all, from governments of coun
tries possessing nuclear weapons, that tests of these weapons be ended-

Common sense suggests to people the only way out of the impasse 
in which the disarmament problem has found itself. This way out 
lies in the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons. We are, appar
ently, approaching the moment in which the governments, if they 
want to preserve their links with the peoples, will no longer be able to 
turn a deaf ear to this universal demand of the present day, and even 
failing to achieve agreement among themselves, will be forced unilat
erally to discontinue manufacture of atomic and hydrogen weapons^

248. Statement by the Soviet Foreign Ministry Regard
ing the Conduct of Disarmament Negotiations, 
March 14, 1958 1

Reports have appeared in the foreign press lately that the United 
States and other Western powers are planning to summon the U.N. 
Disarmament Commission. Knowing in advance that this would 
yield no positive results, they set themselves the task of blaming the 
stalemate in the disarmament talks on the Soviet Union’s refusal to 
participate in the commission’s work.2

Using this as a pretext, it is planned to refer the entire disarma
ment problem to the Security Council. It is pointed out that the 
commission members,3 representing states which belong to Western 
military alignments, are already making preparations to this end. In 
view of these plans of the Western powers, the Foreign Ministry 
of the USSR considers it necessary to state the following:

1 Moscow radio broadcast, Mar. 14, 1958. See also statement of Mar. 15 by 
the Department of State (post, doc. 249).

2 See ante, p. 916, n. 1.
*For the membership of the Disarmament Commission, see ante, doc. 235.
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The Soviet Government, being, as it is, a fervent advocate of the 
-easing of international tensions and the immediate solution of the 
disarmament problem, has advanced a proposal for an early meeting 
of leading statesmen with the participation of the heads of govern
ment.1

The questions which the Soviet Union suggested for discussion at 
the meeting include immediate suspension of atomic and hydrogen 
weapon tests, renunciation of the use of these weapons, establishment 
in Europe of a zone free from atomic and hydrogen rocket weapons, 
reduction of the strength of the foreign troops stationed in Germany 
and other European states, and so forth.

Solution of these urgent problems would result in a considerable 
improvement of the international situation in general and would 
create conditions both for progress toward disarmament and for the 
adjustment of other important international problems.

The Soviet Government’s initiative concerning the convocation of 
a summit meeting has met with warm approval and universal support 
on the part of the peoples. World public opinion and the govern
ments of many countries demand a meeting at the earliest possible 
date with a view to putting an end in the immediate future to the 
cold war, the arms race, and the hardships they bring in their wake.

At present, talks on specific issues connected with the organization 
of this meeting was conducted between the principal countries con
cerned.

The Soviet Union recently proposed to hold a meeting of foreign 
ministers as early as April2 to prepare the agenda and determine the 
•composition of the meeting of the heads of government which the 
Soviet Union suggests should be held in June.

Under these circumstances, the plans to summon the U.N. Disarma
ment Commission and to refer the disarmament problem to the Se
curity Council can be regarded only as an attempt to side track public 
attention from measures toward the convocation of a top-level meet
ing with the participation of the heads of government, one of whose 
main tasks would be exactly to find ways to agreed decisions on prob
lems of disarmament.

I t is impossible not to see that realization of these plans would play 
into the hands of those who are not interested in improving the inter
national situation and would like to prevent the talks which would 
'lead toward a reasonable adjustment of the differences which now 
divide the great powers. This would be the conclusion of anyone 
•capable of objective thinking. Indeed, the experience of the many 
years of work of the U.N. Disarmament Commission and its subcom-

1 See Soviet aide-memoire of Feb. 28, 1958 (Department of S tate Bulletin , 
Mar. 24, 1958, pp. 45&-461) and U.S. reply of Mar. 6, 1958 (ibid., pp. 457-459).

* Aide-memoire of Feb. 28 (loo. cit.).
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mittee shows that they are incapable of leading the disarmament 
problem out of its present impasse.

The reason for this lies in the fact that the majority of seats in the 
U.N. Disarmament Commission and its subcommittee was held by 
members of Western military alliances who blocked all proposals 
which did not coincide with interests of these alliances. Instead of 
assisting in the search for mutually acceptable agreements, these bod
ies became an obstacle for disarmament and, to an even greater extent, 
a screen for the arms race pursued by the Western powers.

The Soviet Union naturally could not put up with this. To provide 
the most favorable conditions for a consideration of the disarmament 
problems and thus clear the way for agreements on practical measures 
in this field, the Soviet Government proposed at the 12th Session of 
the General Assembly to institute a standing disarmament commis
sion comprising representatives of all member states.1 A commission 
thus composed would enable all countries, big and small, to directly 
participate in the discussion of the disarmament problem and to make 
their contribution to its solution.

The Western powers, however, instead of supporting this just pro
posal, imposed a decision that left everything as it has been before. 
Sixteen of the 25 members of the new extended commission belong 
to various Western led military blocs.

This enables them to continue to obstruct any decision toward a ban 
on atomic weapons and their tests, toward the closing down of over
seas military bases, a substantial reduction of the armed forces and 
armaments, establishment of appropriate international control over 
the compliance by states with their commitments, and so forth.

It is only natural that the Soviet Union, fighting consistently for 
disarmament, could not agree to this decision which left everything 
unchanged. That is why the Soviet delegation to the 12th Session of 
the General Assembly said that the Soviet Union would not take part 
in the work of this commission. This decision, naturally, remains in 
force to this day.

Those who are now planning to call the disarmament commission 
are fully aware of the Soviet Union’s attitude toward this commis
sion and the reasons why the USSR cannot take part in its work. The 
attempt to summon the commission, when it is known in advance that 
it would produce no results, shows that the initiators of this maneuver 
proceed not from a desire to help create conditions for businesslike- 
consideration and solution of urgent questions of disarmament, but 
from a desire to aggravate tensions, sharpen the differences existing 
between countries, and heap new obstacles in the way of solution of 
the disarmament problem.

A Ante, doc. 228.
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The proposal to refer the disarmament problem to the Security 
Council is an attempt to use this body to these unsightly ends. One 
cannot fail to see that this maneuver is designed to cover up bankrupt 
Western policy on disarmament with the prestige of the Security 
Council.

All this is being done at a time when the world public demands 
more insistently than ever that measures betaken toward easing inter
national tensions and summit talks be held to this end.

It is necessary to find other ways to lead the disarmament problem 
out of the impasse in which it landed because of the position of the 
Western powers. Useful in this respect would be an early meeting 
with the participation of heads of government to discuss the most 
urgent international problems on which agreed decisions can now be 
reached, primarily the disarmament problem.

I t is this way that promises the best results and holds out real 
prospects for the implementation of measures that can help the peo
ples make a start on the relaxation of tension in international rela
tions, which they all so eagerly desire.

249. Statement by the Department of State Regarding 
the Conduct of Disarmament Negotiations, March 
15, 1958 1

The United States seeks early resumption of disarmament talks. 
To this end, the United States suggested privately to the Soviet rep
resentative at the United Nations early this month certain procedures 
designed to lead to an early resumption of disarmament talks and at 
the same time maintain the continuing responsibility of the United 
Nations.

Yesterday?s statement by the U.S.S.R. Foreign Ministry 2 distorts 
the U.S. position and casts doubt that the Soviet Union wants serious 
discussions on the disarmament question or that it is really seeking a 
relaxation of tension. Our doubts were confirmed by the fact that the 
U.S.S.R. made public its statement before Ambassador Arkady So
bolev, Soviet representative to the United Nations, conveyed his Gov
ernment’s position officially to Ambassadors Lodge and Wadsworth 
yesterday.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Mar. 31,1958, p. 516.
* Ante, doc. 248.
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Specifically, the United States proposed to the U.S.S.R., after con
sultation with a number of other U.N.’ members, that a meeting of the 
enlarged Disarmament Commission be held pursuant to the resolution 
adopted overwhelmingly by the General Assembly last year.1 Despite 
the fact that the Soviets have indicated an intention to boycott such 
a  meeting, we believe the Disarmament Commission should meet in 
light of the action of the General Assembly.

The United States also informed the U.S.S.R. that, if it was found 
that owing to Soviet nonparticipation the Disarmament Commission 
oould not usefully pursue serious discussions, the Security Council 
should hold a purely procedural meeting in order to provide a proper 
link between the United Nations and any subsequent disarmament 
discussions*

Under the charter the Security Council has an important responsi
bility to bring about the regulation of armaments. The purpose of 
Council consideration would be to give this body the opportunity to 
take procedural action designed to lead to an early resumption of dis
armament discussions through other channels. Rather than cheating 
obstacles in the way of future disarmament discussions, this procedure 
would ease the way to and enhance the possibility of meaningful talks.

The U.S.S.R.’s reiteration of its unwillingness to participate in the 
Disarmament Commission constitutes a continued flouting of the 
resolution adopted overwhelmingly by the General Assembly. In 
opposing Security Council consideration of disarmament, even on a 
procedural basis, the U.S.S.R. seems to be implying that it no longer 
recognizes the responsibility of the Council to deal with disarmament. 
The United States is not prepared to disregard the United Nations in 
its efforts to resume disarmament talks.

The U.S.S.R. purports to favor a heads-of-government meeting to 
consider urgent international problems, including disarmament. We 
are prepared to participate in a high-level meeting, provided prior 
preparations indicate that it would result in reaching agreements. 
The United States seeks meaningful agreements which will, in fact, 
resolve issues, reduce tensions, and respond to the hopes of mankind. 
The recent Soviet statement in the field of disarmament is hardly 
calculated to achieve these ends. Nevertheless, the United States 
will continue to take every feasible step to bring about a resumption 
of serious disarmament negotiations.

1 Ante, doc. 235.
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250. Soviet Proposal on the Question of the Banning of the 
Use of Cosmic Space for Military Purposes, the Elimi
nation of Foreign Military Bases on the Territories 
of Other Countries, and International Cooperation 
in the Study of Cosmic Space, March 15,19581

Today the attention of mankind is riveted to the question of what 
use is to be made of the tremendous new achievements of science and 
engineering that have put the energy of the atomic nucleus at the 
service of mankind, and that have opened up new prospects for the 
study of cosmic space through the launching of artificial earth satel
lites, which constitute an outstanding victory of human knowledge 
over the mighty forces of nature. The fate of mankind depends to 
a considerable extent on whether these achievements of science and 
engineering will serve peaceful aims ensuring the greater well-being 
of all people or whether they will be used for further intensifying 
the arms race which may plunge the world into a destructive war in 
which the latest weapons of mass extermination will be used.

We cannot shut our eyes to the fact that today, when relations be
tween States are characterized by suspicion and mistrust, when States 
have atomic and hydrogen weapons in their armament and when new, 
even more destructive types of these weapons are being evolved, the 
danger of such a war will constantly hang over mankind unless agree
ment is reached on outlawing nuclear weapons and directing the latest 
achievements of science and engineering towards peaceful uses for 
the good of mankind.

Achievement of such an agreement would eliminate the menace of 
another world war in which nuclear weapons would be used, and 
would open up unlimited opportunities for the joint study and har
nessing of the still unexplored forces of nature, which would promote 
even greater scientific and technological progress in all fields, in
cluding the study and utilization of cosmic space. Such an agree
ment would pave the way for broad international co-operation in com
batting by joint efforts such natural calamities as floods, droughts and 
hurricanes, which cause great damage to all nations. I t  would make 
it possible to launch a common onslaught on the deserts and wrest 
them from nature for peaceful and creative endeavours, and would 
help to pool all efforts for a resolute fight against the diseases which 
take a toll of millions of human lives.

1 U.N. doc. A/3818, Mar. 17, 1958. Transmitted to the U.N. Secretary-General 
by the Soviet representative on Mar. 15. The original' title was amended on 
Sept. 25 by adding the word “military” before the word “bases” (A/3818/ 
Corr. 1).



974 DOCUMENT 250 : MARCH 15, 1958

Co-operation between scientists of various countries is already being 
effected in a number of branches of science and engineering. The 
joint studies that are being conducted by scientists throughout the 
world under the International Geophysical Year programme are a 
wonderful example of this co-operation. Within the framework of 
this programme, scientists are closely co-operating in the sphere of 
meteorology, in the study of the Antarctic, the oceans, terrestrial 
magnetism, the ionosphere, cosmic rays, and so forth.

There is no doubt, however, that this co-operation can be greatly 
•expanded and extended to many other fields of human activity if 
agreement is reached on a radical solution of the disarmament prob
lem, including a complete ban on the atomic and hydrogen weapons, 
the liquidation of military bases on foreign territories, and the like. 
This would in equal measure ensure the security of all States and 
"would bring about a situation where all the peoples of the world 
could live in peace, without any fears for the morrow.

A number of statesmen in the United States of America and some 
other countries have recently made statements in which they raised 
the question of a ban on the use of cosmic space for military purposes. 
President Eisenhower, too, mentioned this question in his recent mes
sages to N. A. Bulganin. He suggested that the use of cosmic space 
for the testing of military rockets should be discontinued and that 
the manufacture of weapons envisaging the use of interplanetary 
space should be stopped.1 In making this proposal, President Eisen
hower singled out from the general disarmament problem only one 
question—the question of intercontinental ballistic missiles, leaving 
aside the other highly important aspects of the problem. He pro
poses, in fact, to ban only intercontinental ballistic missiles.

It is well known however, that it is not the intercontinental ballistic 
missiles themselves that are a threat to mankind: it is the atomic and 
hydrogen bombs which can be installed in them as warheads. This, 
indeed, is obvious, for the factor determining the peaceful or military 
purpose of a rocket is not some engineering and technical peculiarities 
of its construction but whether it carries a peaceful sputnik, in
struments for the study of cosmic space, or a nuclear charge in the 
form of atomic or hydrogen bombs for the purpose of mass destruc
tion and extermination.

The ICBM is already an accomplished fact. Scientists and engi
neers now are thinking of launching even more powerful cosmic 
rockets into space as their next step. This march of scientific and 
technical thought, this process cannot be arrested, and indeed, it is 
not in mankind’s interest that it should be. The duty of statesmen 
is to direct scientific and technical progress in this field towards 
exclusively peaceful uses, so as to ensure that intercontinental or any

1 See ante, doc. 240.
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other rockets are used for peaceful research, for conquering cosmic 
space, and not for the destruction of human beings.

It is noteworthy, however, that while proposing a ban on the inter
continental ballistic missile, the United States bases its military plans 
on the use of atom and hydrogen bombs carried by the short and 
nledmm-range4 r^kets(which5 it already possesses,. and is making 
feverish efforts to perfect the existing rockets and to develop new 
ones. Evidence of this is the growing atomic and rocket arms race 
which is proceeding in the United States on an unparalleled scale. 
Billions upon billions of dollars have been allocated in the United 
States for the design and manufacture of rockets and atomic and 
hydrogen bombs.

These rockets equipped with nuclear warheads are to be supplied 
to numerous United States military bases on foreign territories. It 
is no secret, and it is being openly admitted by United States military 
leaders, that these bases and rackets are intended to deal a blow at the 
vital centres of the Soviet Union. The question therefore arises: is 
it not true that these military preparations carried out by the United 
States constitute a grave threat to the security of the Soviet Union 
^nd the peaceful States friendly to it? Why is it then that the 
United States proposals suggest the outlawing of intercontinental 
ballistic rockets which could be used, by way of retaliation and only 
by way of retaliation against targets in the territory of the United 
States, while evading the question of eliminating American military 
bases on foreign territories which are intended for the launching of 
rockets possessed by the United States armed forces and for the use 
of American bombers ?

Can it be said that atomic and hydrogen bombs dropped from air
craft which take off from American military bases situated, for ex
ample, in Europe or North Africa, are less dangerous than bombs 
delivered by intercontinental rockets ? Of course not. Atomic and 
hydrogen bombs are equally capable of dealing death and destruction 
whether they are delivered to their targets by intercontinental bal
listic rocket or are dropped from military bases with the aid of 
bombers or other means of conveying atomic and hydrogen weapons.

One cannot fail to see that in raising the question of banning the 
use of cosmic space for military purposes, the United States is making 
tsiii attempt, through a ban of the intercontinental ballistic rocket, to 
ward off a retaliatory nuclear blow through cosmic space while main
taining its numerous military bases on foreign territories, intended 
for attacking the Soviet Union and the peaceful States friendly to 
it with nuclear weapons. Before the appearance of the intercontinen
tal rocket, many persons in the United States had counted on Ameri
can territory being relatively safe, believing that the whole weight of 
the retaliatory blow in case of war would fall on the allies of the United
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States on whose territories American military bases are situated. 
The creation of the intercontinental ballistic rocket has radically 
altered the situation and has upset these calculations. This is the 
reason for the desire to remove this new factor—to ban the intercon
tinental rocket while preserving military bases advanced well beyond 
the frontiers of the United States and as near as possible to the 
frontiers of the USSR.

Needless to say, the Soviet Government cannot agree to such an 
approach to the problem which would take into account the security 
interests of some States while ignoring the security interests of others.

I t is necessary to find such a solution of the problem as would 
ensure in equal measure the security of the United States, the Soviet 
Union and all other States. This would be served by putting into 
effect such a measure as the banning of the use of cosmic space for 
military purposes with the simultaneous elimination of foreign mili
tary bases on the territories of other countries, first and foremost 
the countries of Europe, the Near and Middle East and North Africa.

In order to ensure the security interests of all States to the maxi
mum degree, and also in the interests of developing international 
co-operation in cosmic-space research for peaceful purposes, the* 
Soviet Government proposes the conclusion of a broad international 
agreement which would include the following basic provisions: 1

1. A ban on the use of cosmic space for military purposes and an 
undertaking by States to launch rockets into cosmic space only under 
an agreed international programme.

2. The elimination of foreign military bases on the territories of 
other States, primarily in Europe, the Near and Middle East and 
North Africa.

3. The establishment within the framework of the United Nations 
of appropriate international control over the implementation of the 
obligations set forth in paragraphs 1 and 2 above.

4. The establishment of a United Nations agency for international 
co-operation in the study of cosmic space which could have the 
following functions:

To work out an agreed international programme for launching 
intercontinental and space rockets with the aim of studying cosmic 
space, and supervise the implementation of this programme;

To continue on a permanent basis the cosmic-space research 
now being carried on within the framework of the International 
Geophysical Year;

To serve as a world centre for the collection, mutual exchange 
and dissemination of information on cosmic research;

*The following numbered paragraphs became the operative paragraphs of 
the Soviet draft resolution of Nov. 7, 1958 (A/C.1/L.219), subsequently replaced 
by the Soviet draft resolution of Nov. 18,1958 {post, doc. 323).
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To co-ordinate national research programmes for the study of 
cosmic space and render assistance and help in every way towards 
their realization.
The Soviet Government proposes that this problem should be dis

cussed at a conference with the participation of Heads of Government 
in order that agreement should be reached on it, at least in principle.

With a view to the working out of a general international agree
ment in which all States could take part, the Soviet Government has 
simultaneously submitted this question for consideration at the thir
teenth session of the United Nations General Assembly.

The United Nations can and should make its contribution to the 
solution of problems of such exceptional importance for the strength
ening of international peace as a ban on the use of cosmic space for 
military purposes and the elimination of foreign military bases on 
the territories of other countries. The application of these measures 
would break the disarmament deadlock and would to a considerable 
degree promote an easing of international tension, the establishment 
of confidence among States and the development of broad interna
tional co-operation in many spheres of human activity.

The adoption of this proposal of the Soviet Government would 
greatly reduce the danger of war in which nuclear weapons would 
be used; it would constitute a major step toward the complete and 
unconditional prohibition of atomic and nuclear weapons with their 
elimination from armaments; and it would promote the development 
of broad and effective co-operation among States in cosmic research 
for peaceful purposes.

251. Statement by President Eisenhower Regarding 
Nuclear Tests, March 26, 1958 1

In line with what I said to the press on July 3, 1957,2 the. United 
States will demonstrate the progress our scientists are achieving in 
reducing radioactive fallout from nuclear explosions.

To this end, for the first time at any test, we are planning to invite 
the United Nations to select a group of qualified scientific observers to 
witness at the Pacific Proving Ground this summer a large nuclear 
explosion in which radioactive fallout will be drastically reduced.

We will also invite, as we have on occasions in the past, a representa
tive group of United States and foreign news-media correspondents.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Apr. 14,1958, p. 601.
3 See Public Papers of the Presidents of the United Stated: Dwight D. Eisen

hower, 1957, pp. 519-520 and 523.
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The United States scientists have been making progress in reducing 
radioactive fallout from nuclear explosions in the hope and belief 
that basic advances in both the peaceful and military uses of nuclear 
energy will thus be achieved. The advantages to mankind of con
tinued progress in this field are obvious.

The United States has always publicly announced in advance its 
nuclear testing programs. We trust that the forthcoming tests wilL 
provide valuable information to the world.

252. Decree of the Supreme Soviet Concerning the Dis
continuance of Soviet Atomic and Hydrogen Weap
ons Tests, March 31, 1958 1

With every passing month and year, the question of the discon
tinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests is becoming increas
ingly important for the cause of peace and the welfare of peoples.

Today, the overwhelming majority of the earth’s population is 
demanding that the tests should be discontinued. Although the 
peoples have been striving persistently for many years now to have 
these tests discontinued, they continue to be held, with the result that 
more and more new types of lethal nuclear weapons are being created, 
the concentration of radioactive elements in the air and soil is being; 
increased* the human orgajiism is being poisoned and the normal 
development of future generations is being threatened.

The Soviet Union has made persistent and consistent efforts to 
reach agreement with the Powers possessing atomic and hydrogen 
weapons for the immediate and unconditional discontinuance of nu
clear tests. With this end in view, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR 
and the Soviet Government have in recent years repeatedly put for
ward specific proposals concerning the discontinuance of tests on the 
basis of which agreement in this matter could long since have been 
reached.

In a message to the Congress of the United States of America and 
to the Parliament of the United Kingdom dated 10 May 1957, the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR called on those bodies to help in pro
moting an agreement between the Governments of the USSR, the 
United States and the United Kingdom concerning the immediate- 
discontinuance of test explosions of atomic and hydrogen bombs.2

1 U.N. doc. A/3820, Apr. 8, 1958.
* See New York Times, May 11,1957, p. 1.
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At its last meeting, in December 1957, the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR, expressing the inflexible will and unanimous aspiration of the 
Soviet people for peace, proposed that the USSR, the United King
dom and the United States of America should assume an undertaking 
to discontinue all tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons as from 
1 January 1958.1

However, the United States of America and the United Kingdom 
did not respond to all these proposals of the Soviet Union. As a 
result, experimental explosions of atomic and hydrogen bombs are 
continuing to be carried out, first in one then in another part of the 
world, testifying to a further intensification of the race to create 
even more dangerous types of weapons of mass destruction.

Prompted by the desire to make a practical start towards a general 
discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests and thereby to 
take a first step towards ridding mankind once and for all of the 
threat of destructive atomic war, the Supreme Soviet of the Union, 
of Soviet Socialist Republics hereby resolves:

1. To discontinue the testing of all types of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons in the Soviet Union.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR expects that the Parliaments of 
the other States which possess atomic and hydrogen weapons will* 
for their part, do everything necessary to ensure that test explosions 
of these types of weapons are discontinued by those countries also.

2. To charge the Council of Ministers of the USSR with the task 
of taking the necessary steps to give effect to paragraph 1 of this 
Decree and of addressing an appeal to the Governments of the other 
States possessing atomic and hydrogen weapons to take similar steps 
to ensure the discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons testa 
everywhere and for all time.

If other Powers possessing atomic and hydrogen weapons continue 
tests of these weapons, the Government of the USSR will naturally be 
free to act in the matter of the carrying out of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests by the Soviet Union in accordance with the above- 
mentioned circumstances, having regard to the interests of its security.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR sincerely hopes that the initia
tive of the Soviet Union in the matter of discontinuing nuclear weap
ons tests will receive due support from the Parliaments of other States..

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR is deeply convinced that if, in 
response to the decision of the Soviet Union, the other States possess
ing nuclear weapons also discontinue the testing of those weapons; 
in their turn, an important practical step forward will have been 
taken towards consolidating peace and strengthening the security of 
all peoples. There is no doubt that such a step would be of great. 
—----------  ++

1 See ibid., p*£. 22,1957, p. 1.
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significance in restoring the whole international situation to normal 
and would help to remove mankind’s oppressive anxiety concerning 
the fate of the world and of future generations.

253. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
President Eisenhower on Nuclear Tests, April 4, 
1958 1

D ear M r. P resident : One of the most urgent problems in present 
international relations which very deeply agitates millions of people in 
all countries of the world is that of the necessity of the immediate 
discontinuance of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons of various 
kinds. I t is easy to understand the deep alarm which the continuing 
experimental explosions of nuclear weapons arouse among all strata 
of society, from political personages, scientists, and specialists to 
ordinary people, the rank-and-file workers of city and village, to 
mothers of families. These tests stimulate the armaments race and 
promote the development of new and ever more destructive and 
deadly kinds of nuclear weapons, and thereby still further intensify 
the threat of atomic war which hangs over mankind.

Moreover, systematic explosions of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
for experimental purposes even now, in peacetime, are causing dam
age to the health of peaceful, unsuspecting, and entirely innocent 
inhabitants of various countries. In the petition signed by 9285 
scientists of 44 countries, including many prominent scientists of the 
United States of America and of the Soviet Union, and delivered in 
January of this; year to the Secretary General of the United Nations, 
it is stated that each test of a nuclear bomb increases the quantity of 
radioactive fallout, thereby causing harm to the health of people 
throughout the entire world and threatening the normal development 
of coming generations.2

Taking all this into account, the Soviet government has eome to 
the conclusion that it is impossible to postpone any longer the solu
tion of the question concerning the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests because it is impossible to allow the health of the people to be 
irreparably harmed.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Apr. 28, 1958, pp. 680-681. The President 
replied on Apr. 8 (post, doc. 254).

2 New York Times, Jan * 14, 1958, p. 1. Apparently hot circulated as a U.N. 
document.
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Today only three powers so far—the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A., and 
Great Britain—possess nuclear weapons, and therefore an agree
ment on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests is comparatively 
easy to reach. However, if the tests are not now discontinued, then 
after some time other countries may become possessors of nuclear 
weapons and under such conditions it will of course be a more com
plicated matter to reach an agreement on the discontinuance of the 
tests.

During the last three years the Soviet government has repeatedly 
approached the governments of the United States of America and of 
Great Britain with proposals to discontinue tests of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons. In as much as both the Government of the United 
States and the Government of Great Britain have not wished to 
agree to discontinue nuclear tests without specifying a time limit, the 
Soviet Union advanced a proposal of its own, that is, to discontinue 
these tests, at first even for a limited time, for two or three years, for 
example. The proposals of the U.S.S.R. on this question provide for 
the establishment of the necessary international control for the 
discontinuance of tests.

Despite all this, it has unfortunately been impossible up to now to 
come to an agreement for settling the question concerning an uncon
ditional and immediate discontinuance of nuclear tests, or even 
concerning a temporary suspension.

Guided by the desire to make a practical beginning to the discon
tinuance of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons everywhere and 
thereby take the first step in the direction of a final liberation of man
kind from the threat of a destructive atomic war, the Supreme Soviet 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has decreed the discon
tinuance in the Soviet Union of tests of all kinds of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons.1

The Soviet Government, implementing this decree of the Supreme 
Soviet of the U.S.S.R., decided to discontinue wrdlaterally, as of 
March 31, 1958, tests of a/ny kind of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

The Soviet Government addresses to the Government of the United 
States of America, and also to the Government of Great Britain, a 
proposal to join in these measures.

If the governments of the countries which now have nuclear weap
ons at their disposal support this proposal of the U.S.S.R. and in 
their turn adopt a decision to renounce further tests, then the ques
tion which so deeply agitates the peoples of the whole world will 
finally be resolved and a great step will thereby be taken toward 
the establishment of genuine trust among states and toward the 
strengthening of peace.

1 Ante, doc. 252.
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However, if the governments of the countries with the nuclear 
weapons at their disposal do not wish to respond to this decision of 
the Soviet Government and prefer to leave things as they were before 
and continue experiments with atomic and hydrogen weapons, then 
in such case the Soviet Union, in the interests of ensuring its own 
safety, will of course have no alternative other than that of consider
ing itself freed from any obligation undertaken by it in regard to the 
discontinuance of nuclear tests. The Soviet Government would not 
like to see matters take such a course.

The Government of the U.S.S.R. expresses the sincere hope that 
the Government of the United States of America will join in the 
initiative of the Soviet Union and will thereby make possible the dis
continuance forever of nuclear weapon tests everywhere.

In the opinion of the Soviet Government it would be appropriate 
if our two countries—the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A., which were the 
first to create atomic and hydrogen weapons and to possess consider
able stocks of these weapons—would come forth as leaders in the 
noble cause of the immediate cessation of nuclear tests.

This first practical step on the path toward the protection of man
kind against the calamities with which it is threatened by modern 
nuclear weapons would enormously facilitate the advance toward a 
solution of the problem, that is, the complete liberation of peoples 
from the threat of an atomic war. Hardly anyone will deny that 
the discontinuance of experiments with atomic and hydrogen weapons 
would greatly improve the international political atmosphere as a 
whole and would create more favorable conditions for the settlement 
of other unsolved international problems.

Permit me, Mr. President, to express the hope that the proposals of 
the Soviet Government stated above will meet with a favorable atti
tude on the part of the Government of the United States of America. 

With sincere esteem,
N. K hrushchev

254. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Khrushchev) on Nuclear Tests, April 8, 
1958 1

D ear M r. C hairman : I have your communication of April 4 2 re
peating, in substance, the already widely publicized statement of the

1 Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 28, 1958, pp. 679-680. Premier Khru
shchev replied on Apr. 22 (post, doc. 258).

2 Ante, doc. 253.
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Soviet Government with reference to the suspension of nuclear test
ing.1

It seems peculiar that the Soviet Union, having just concluded a 
series of tests of unprecedented intensity, should now, in bold head
lines, say that it will not test again, but add, in small type, that it 
may test again if the United States carries out its already long 
announced and now imminent series of tests, j

The timing, wording, and manner of the Soviet declaration can
not but raise questions as to its real significance.

The position of the United States on this matter of testing is well- 
known. For several years we have been seeking a dependable ending 
to the accumulation of nuclear weapons and a dependable beginning 
of the steady reduction of existing weapons stockpiles. This was my 
“Atoms for Peace” proposal, made in 1953 before the United Nations.2 
Surely, the heart of the nuclear problem is not the mere testing of 
weapons, but the weapons themselves. If weapons are dependably 
dealt with, then it is natural to suspend their testing. However, the 
Soviet Union continues to reject the concept of an internationally 
supervised program to end weapons production and to reduce weap
ons stocks. Under those circumstances of the Soviets’ making, the 
United States seeks to develop the defensive rather than the offensive 
capabilities of nuclear power and to learn how to minimize the 
fissionable fallout.

It goes without saying that these experiments, so far as the United 
States is concerned, are so conducted that they cannot appreciably 
affect human health.

Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, you recall the Joint Declaration made by 
the Governments of the United Kingdom and the United States at 
Bermuda on March 24, 1957.3 We then declared that we would con
duct nuclear tests only in such a manner as would keep world radia
tion from rising to more than a small fraction of the levels that might 
be hazardous. We went on to say that we would continue publicly 
announcing our test series well in advance of their occurrence with 
information as to their location and general timing.

We further said that we would be willing to register with the 
United Nations advance notice of our intention to conduct future 
nuclear tests and to permit limited international observation of such 
tests if the Soviet Union would do the same.

The Soviet Union has never responded to that invitation. Its latest 
series of tests was conducted behind a cloak of secrecy, so far as the

1 Ante, doc. 252.
* Ante, doc. 92.
8 Ante, doc. 199.
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Soviet Union could make it so. Nevertheless, as I  recently stated,1 
it is the intention of the United States to invite observation by the 
United Nations of certain of our forthcoming tests.

Not only did the Soviet Union ignore our Bermuda proposal on 
testing, but it has persistently rejected the substance of my “Atoms 
for Peace” proposal. It refuses to agree to an internationally super
vised cut-off of the use of new fissionable material for weapons pur
poses and the reduction of existing weapons stocks by transfers to 
peaceful purposes. During the five years since I first proposed 
“Atoms for Peace”, the destructive power in our nuclear arsenals 
has steadily mounted, and a dependably controlled reduction of that 
power becomes ever more difficult.

Mr. Chairman, now that you have become head of the Soviet Gov
ernment,2 will you not reconsider your Government’s position and 
accept my proposal that fissionable materials henceforth be 
manufactured only for peaceful purposes ?3

If the Soviet Union is as peace-loving as it professes, surely it 
would want to bring about an internationally supervised diversion of 
fissionable material from weapons purposes to peace purposes.

If the Soviet Union is unwilling to accept “Atoms for Peace”, there 
are other outstanding proposals by which the Soviet Union can 
advance the cause of peace. You will recall, Mr. Chairman, my 
“Open Skies” proposal made to you and Chairman Bulganin in 
Geneva in 1955.4 You will also recall my proposals for the inter
national use of outer space for peaceful purposes emphasized in my 
recent correspondence with Chairman Bulganin.5 These proposals 
await Soviet acceptance.

1 The full text of President Eisenhower’s statement of Mar. 26, 1958, regard
ing the proposed observation by the United Nations of United States nuclear 
tests is printed ante, doc. 251. See also President Eisenhower’s news confer
ence remarks of July 3, 1957 {Public Papers of the Presidents, of the United 
S tates: Dwight D . Eisenhower, 1951, pp. 519-520 and 523).

1 Mr. Khrushchev became Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. 
on Mar. 27, 1958, succeeding Marshal Bulganin. Mr. Khrushchev had been 
First Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union since 1953.

* In his letter of Mar. 1, 1956, to Premier Bulganin, President Eisenhower 
proposed that arrangements be worked out to limit all future nuclear production 
to peaceful uses. He suggested that this nuclear “cut-off” could be combined 
with his “atoms for peace” plan. For the full text of the President’s letter, 
see ante, doc. 151.

4 At the Geneva Conference of the Heads of Government of the United States, 
the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union, President Eisenhower 
proposed that the United States and the Soviet Union exchange military blue
prints and open their territories to reciprocal aerial inspection. For the fuU 
text of this “open skies” proposal, see ante, doc. 120.

* See ante, doc. 240.
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The United States is also prepared, in advance of agreement,upon 
any one or more of the outstanding “disarmament” propositions, to 
work with the Soviet Union, and others as appropriate, on the tech
nical problems involved in international controls. We both recog
nize that international control would be necessary. Indeed, your 
present letter to me speaks of “the establishment of the necessary 
international control for the discontinuance of tests”.

What is “necessary”? The question raises problems of consider
able complexity, given the present possibility of conducting some types 
of tests under conditions of secrecy.

If there is ever to be an agreed limitation or suspension of testing, 
and the United States hopes and believes that this will in due course 
come about as part of a broad disarmament agreement, plans for 
international control should be in instant readiness. Why should 
we not at once put our technicians to work to study together and 
advise as to what specific control measures are necessary if there 
is to be a dependable and agreed disarmament program ?

The United Nations General Assembly has called for technical 
disarmament studies, in relation both to nuclear and conventional 
armaments.1 The United States says “yes”. I  urge, Mr. Chairman, 
that the Soviet Union should also say “yes”. Then we can at once 
begin the preliminaries necessary to larger things.

Sincerely,
D wight D . E isenhowek

255. Statement by the Soviet Foreign Minister (Gromyko) 
Regarding Arctic Flights by United States Military 
Aircraft, April 18, 19582

It has come to the knowledge of the Soviet Government that in 
recent times aircraft of the military air forces of the United States 
of America, carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs on board, have 
repeatedly carried out flights over the Arctic regions in the direction 
of the frontiers of the USSR, on the orders of their commanding 
officers. I t is clear from information derived from the American 
United Press Agency, as confirmed by representatives of the com
manding officers of the United States military air forces, that such

1 Ante, doc. 233.
* U.N. doc. S/3991, Apr. 18, 1958. Transmitted to the U.N. Secretary-General 

by Ambassador Sobolev. Cf. Soviet draft resolution of Apr. 21 (post, doc. 250).
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flights are undertaken whenever there appear on the radar screens of 
the so-called early warning network of the United States blurred 
images of certain objects which are taken by the American observers 
to be guided missiles or ballistic rockets. Investigation has shown 
that the cause of these activities on the part of the American bombers— 
unheard of in time of peace—has been either electronic interference 
on the radar screen or a rain of meteorites.

United States generals point to the fact that up to now the United 
States aircraft have broken off their flights and returned to base as 
soon as it became clear that the alarm was false. But what would 
happen if these generals whose nerves, as the facts show, are often 
jumpy, fail to perceive in time that a flying meteor is not a guided 
missile and the United States aircraft continue their flight and ap
proach the frontiers of the Soviet Union ? It is surely obvious that 
in such circumstances the need to ensure the safety of the Soviet 
people would require the USSR to take immediate measures to re
move the approaching threat.

And what would happen if the military air forces of the USSR 
began to act in the same way as the United States air forces are now 
acting? Naturally, meteors and electronic disturbances cause images 
on Soviet radar screens too. And if in such instances Soviet aircraft 
loaded with atomic and hydrogen bombs were to take off in the 
direction of the United States and its bases in other States, then the 
air formations of the two sides, seeing each other somewhere over the 
Arctic wastes, would come to the conclusion—very natural in the cir
cumstances—that there was justification for an outright attack on the 
enemy and mankind would be plunged into the maelstrom of an atomic 
war.

These flights of American bombers are too dangerous a game with 
fire for their continuation to be tolerated. The danger is all the 
greater in that, as is known, United States aircraft with the same 
death-dealing loads carry out round-the-clock flights over the terri
tory of many West European countries.

All this goes to show that mankind has already at various times 
been within a hair’s breadth of a new war, which could break out in 
a moment as a result of the irresponsible or provocative actions of 
the United States military command, and the peoples have not even 
suspected what a danger has been hanging over the world. I t  is 
not without reason that both in Western Europe and in the United 
States itself people say these days, with alarm, that every time the 
American bombers take to the air with their load and embark upon 
their appointed course, they are flying towards the third world war.

The Government of the USSR considers these activities of the mili
tary commanders of the United States a dangerous provocation and
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contrary to the cause of peace. The Soviet Government would not 
like to believe that these actions by the United States military air 
force occur with the sanction of the United States Government of [or] 
President Eisenhower personally. But no one has said the contrary 
either; no one has said that these are the arbitrary actions of the 
military commanders and that the United States Government con
demns them and will not permit a repetition of them.

The Soviet people, engrossed in their peaceful constructive labour 
and sincerely endeavouring to live in peace and friendship with all 
other peoples, cannot fail to experience a sense of profound indigna
tion at these activities of the American military air force.

They also fully understand the alarm and indignation of the Euro
pean peoples who see in these actions evidence of a progressive demen
tia on the part of elements hostile to the cause of peace. These fool
hardy flights of the American bombers bring a terrible threat of 
atomic war also to the English, the French, the inhabitants of West
ern Germany, to the peoples of all countries who are entangled in 
the nets of military obligations to the United States and have per
mitted the location of United States atomic and rocket bases on their 
soil.

Only a blind man could fail to see, in these times, what consequences 
this juggling with atomic and hydrogen bombs could have for the 
United States itself, for the lives of millions and millions of 
Americans.

The peoples of all countries today are convinced that certain circles 
in the United States are in fact doing all they can to keep the world on 
the brink of war, whereas, as their actions show, this brink could 
crumble in a matter of hours. The world is now in a position where 
an atomic war could break over the heads of the people as a result of 
the smallest error on the part of an American technician, as a result 
of inattention, an error in calculation or a wrong inference on the part 
of some United States officer or other.

The Soviet Government has more than once given warning of the 
danger for the cause of peace of the policy pursued by the United 
States and the leaders of the North Atlantic bloc of an unrestrained 
arms race and sabre-rattling, and has pressed for the cleansing of the 
international atmosphere from the poison of the “cold war”. If addi
tional evidence were needed of the danger of such a policy for the 
peoples it would be difficult to find a more striking example than 
the adventurist expeditions of United States aircraft with atomic 
and hydrogen bombs in the direction of the borders of the Soviet 
Union.

It would seem that the devisers of United States policy, who have 
for many years now been endeavouring to frighten the American
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people and their allies with an imaginary military threat from the 
socialist countries, and seek in every way to kindle military hysteria, 
have in the end become the victims of their own propaganda. The 
misfortune, however, is that their actions, induced by military psy
chosis, are extending far beyond the frontiers of the United States 
and are creating an immense danger for other peoples.

Attention cannot fail to be drawn to the fact that all this is hap
pening at the very moment when preparations are under way for the 
convening of a meeting of the representatives of States at the high
est level with a view to easing international tension and reducing 
the danger of a rocket and atomic war. It would seem only natural 
to expect that in these circumstances the Governments of all countries 
would at the very least refrain from any actions which might make 
it more difficult to prepare and conduct these talks, which may be of 
historical significance for the fate of the peoples. Yet the United 
States of America, one of the great Powers bearing the principal 
responsibility for the maintenance of peace in the world, is acting 
in the opposite manner—contrary to the interests of peace and inter
national co-operation. I t  would not be surprising if all endeavours 
to bring about an easing of tension and to speed up the convening of 
a meeting at the summit came up against persistent opposition from 
this side.

At the very time when the Soviet Union, wishing by every means 
in its power to contribute to the improvement of the international 
situation, the cessation of the cold war and the establishment of the 
necessary confidence between States, is continuing to make large 
reductions in its armed forces and has just unilaterally put a stop 
to its testing of all types of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the United 
States is responding to this peaceful and generous step on the part 
of the Soviet Union with the provocative activities of its military 
air force.

If these actions by the United States are intended to intimidate the 
Soviet Union, then it is labour in vain. The Soviet peoples, hard
ened by dire experiences, have sufficiently strong nerves, and the 
armed forces of the USSR have at their disposal all the necessary 
means successfully to safeguard the peaceful lives of the Soviet people 
and, if necessary, to deal a crushing return blow against any aggressor.

The Government of the USSR, the highest aim of whose foreign 
policy was and is to ensure peace between nations of [on?] the basis of 
a gradual realization of the principles of the peaceful coexistence of 
all States, vigorously protests against the actions of the United States 
military air forces, which constitute a threat to peace, and demands 
that the practice of sending out bombers with atomic and hydrogen
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bombs in the direction of the frontiers of the Soviet Union should 
be stopped at once.

The Soviet Government calls upon the Governments of all other 
countries to raise their voices also in protest and strive to ensure that 
the peoples are freed from the danger inherent in the provocative 
activities of the United States military air force.

In view of the serious threat to world peace created by these flights, 
the Soviet Government submits the question of the need to put a stop 
to them to the United Nations Security Council for its consideration.

In December of last year the United Nations General Assembly 
at its twelfth session unanimously adopted a resolution concerning 
the peaceful coexistence of States.1 Expressing the general will of 
the people, the General Assembly pointed to the need to reduce ten
sion between States, and called upon the Members of the United 
Nations to bend their efforts to the strengthening of international 
peace and to the development of friendly relations and co-operation.

The United States delegation, too, cast its vote for this resolution. 
But such activities on the part of the United States as the sending of 
aircraft equipped with nuclear weapons towards the frontiers of the 
Soviet Union can in no way be considered compatible with the 
obligations upon States flowing from this resolution.

On more than one occasion, in the forum of the United Nations, 
including the last session of the General Assembly, alarm was voiced 
by the representatives of many States who feared that the armaments 
race and the extension of the “cold war” would result in a grave 
threat of military catastrophe. That was a perfectly legitimate 
alarm. There is more than sufficient justification for it in the pres
ent military preparations of the United States and in the policies of 
the NATO States which follow in its wake, in their evident desire 
to aggravate the international situation to the very limit, to bring it, 
as the saying is, to white heat.

The Soviet Government is convinced that all to whom the cause 
of peace is dear, who feel this legitimate alarm for the fate of the 
peoples, for the fate of their near ones, cannot fail to add their voices 
to the warning voice of the Soviet Union, and their endeavours to its 
endeavour to avert the threat of war and to maintain peace.

1 Resolution 1236 (XII), “Peaceful and neighbourly relations among States” 
(General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 18 (A/ 
3805), p. 5).
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256. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the Security 
Council: Urgent Measures To Put an End to Flights 
by United States Military Aircraft Armed With 
Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs in the Direction of 
the Frontiers of the Soviet Union, April 21 ,19581

The Security Council,
Having examined the question submitted by the Soviet Union con

cerning “Urgent measures to put an end to flights by United States 
military aircraft armed with atomic and hydrogen bombs in the 
direction of the frontiers of the Soviet Union”,

Considering that the practice of making such flights increases ten
sion in international relations, constitutes a threat to the security of 
nations and, if continued, may lead to a breach of world peace and 
the unleashing of an atomic war of annihilation,

Calls upon the United States to refrain from sending its military 
aircraft carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs towards the frontiers 
of other States for the purpose of creating a threat to their security 
or staging military demonstrations.

257. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the Security Council: Arctic Flights of 
United States Military Aircraft, April 21,1958 2

Gentlemen of the Council, it scarcely needs to be said that the 
pending Soviet charge is untrue. We have done nothing which is 
in any way dangerous to peace. The Soviet Representative has not

1U.N. doc. S/3993, Apr. 21, 1958. Withdrawn by the Soviet Union at the 
close of debate on the same day. On Apr. 28 the Soviet Union introduced a 
revised resolution (S/3997), identical with the Apr. 21 proposal, with the 
addition of the following paragraph:

“Mindful of the necessity for taking steps as soon as possible to avert the 
threat of atomic warfare and ease international tension, the Security Coun
cil notes with satisfaction that preliminary talks are in progress between the 
interested States with a view to the convening of a summit conference to 
discuss a number of urgent problems, including the question of drawing up 
measures to preclude the danger of surprise attack, and expresses the hope 
that the Summit Conference will be held at the earliest possible date.”

The Security Council (May 2) rejected the revised resolution by a vote of 
9-1-1, the Soviet Union voting in favor and Sweden abstaining.

2 Department of S tate Bulletin, May 12, 1958, pp. 760-763. Statement made at 
the 813th meeting.



DOCUMENT 257 : APRIL 21, 1958 991

adduced one single fact. We have done nothing that is not wholly 
consistent with the so-called “peaceful coexistence resolution.”1 We 
trust that the Soviet resolution will not be adopted.

Indeed, nothing that the United States has done can be regarded 
by men who are honest with themselves and with others as anything 
except the inescapable requirements of legitimate self-defense. This 
self-defense was undertaken in the face of continued resistance to 
countless efforts on our part over a period of more than 10 years to 
negotiate and through negotiation to settle the differences which 
divide us. We have tried again and again and have failed each time 
to discover any willingness on the part of the Soviet Union to take 
positive steps towards easing tension, eliminating fear, and freeing 
all of our resources for constructive, peaceful purposes. Our concern 
is that we see once more, although we will never lose hope, the somber 
pattern of the last decade in the events of the last weeks.

In recent months the Soviet Union, turning its back on the United 
Nations, on the Disarmament Commission, on the Security Council, 
on the decision of the General Assembly, on the normal uses of diplo- 
macy, on all the machinery available for consultation and negotiation, 
has demanded that there be a meeting of heads of governments for 
the professed purpose of easing tension and solving the problems that 
divide us. We are engaged at the highest levels in diplomatic ex
changes with the Soviet Government to find possibilities of agree
ment by which the cause of peace can be achieved. As President 
Eisenhower’s published statements on this make clear, the United 
States in all these exchanges has had a single end in view: to make 
possible significant discussions in the interest of world peace. The 
fact that charges of an alleged United States threat to the peace 
should be made at the moment when our representatives are once more 
trying to resume serious discussions with the Soviet Union is deeply 
perplexing.

The United States Government wholeheartedly regrets that the 
Soviet Union at a moment when its leaders are proclaiming their 
desire for a meeting of heads of government should have taken this 
action.

It is against this background that I  would ask the members of this 
•Council to view the issue presented by the Soviet complaint.

Guarding Against Surprise Attach
A cardinal aspect of our defense is to guard against the possibility 

of a surprise attack. The immense destructive power of modem 
weapons makes it at least theoretically possible to wipe out the mili

1 Resolution 1236 (XII), “Peaceful and neighbourly relations among States” 
(General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 18 
(A/3805), p. 5).
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tary capacity of a country in a single coordinated strike against all 
its defense installations. The United States has only one conceiv
able course in such circumstances. Until all fears of surprise attack 
are banished by effective international arrangements, we are com
pelled to take all steps necessary to protect ourselves from being over
whelmed. In order to deter aggression all nations which wish to 
retain their freedom must maintain strong and alert forces incapable 
of being destroyed by a surprise attack however skillfully delivered.

Now, the Strategic Air Command is the mainstay of all nations 
who wish to maintain their independent existence. It has success
fully carried out its mission for the past 10 years. I t can only 
accomplish its mission of deterrence if it is known that the Command 
is so trained, so equipped, and so situated that it cannot be surprised 
and destroyed on the ground. The awesome power of modem weap
ons makes a surprise attack absolutely unthinkable. Yet today we 
are confronted by a totalitarian state which has the capacity to 
strike without warning, without the knowledge of its people, by the 
decision of a few men who are unaccountable to the Soviet people.

I t is precisely these circumstances which make it mandatory for us 
to maintain our Strategic Air Command in its high state of efficiency 
through constant practice. All of these training exercises, however, 
are designed to maintain the force within areas which by no stretch of 
the imagination could be considered provocative to the Soviet Union. 
Aircraft of the Strategic Air Command have never been launched 
except in a carefully planned and controlled way. A procedure is 
followed which insures that no Strategic Air Command airplane can 
pass beyond its proper bounds, far from the Soviet Union or its 
satellites, without additional unequivocal orders, and these orders, 
gentlemen, can only come personally from the President of the United 
States. The routes which are flown and the procedures which are 
followed are not only in no sense provocative; they could not possibly 
be the accidental causes of war.

Aggressive Policies of Soviet Union

Now why has it been necessary for the United States, which has 
the greatest possible interest in peace, to erect at tremendous expense 
this system of defense by means of military aircraft? The Ameri
can people are reluctant to spend money for military purposes. After 
each war in the past we have relapsed into virtually total unprepared
ness. What caused us, reluctantly, to build our present defense sys
tem was the aggressive policies of the Soviet Union. This defense 
system is maintained because the policies of the Soviet Union are 
still aggressive.

Recent examples of this are: that the Soviet Union proclaims its 
intention to communize the world; that in 1957 it threatened atomic
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devastation against 22 nations; and that it has brutally suppressed 
freedom in Hungary and continues to enslave most of Eastern Europe. 
In the face of this conduct and of the continued refusal of the Soviet 
Union to negotiate seriously on disarmament, of course we cannot be 
defenseless.

The United States has no aggressive intention against any country. 
Our open system of government and our collective-security arrange
ments make it impossible. President Eisenhower has repeatedly 
emphasized that the United States will never attack another country. 
The United States fully accepts the obligations set forth in the charter 
of the United Nations. Our words and our deeds speak for them
selves. Time and again we have demonstrated our good faith and 
our steadfast desire to build and to maintain peace. We have kept 
trying—even though the Soviet Union has repeatedly rejected our 
efforts, often out of hand. We have never hesitated to expose any 
aspect of our foreign policy to public discussion in the United Nations 
or elsewhere. Frankly, gentlemen, I wish as much could be said of the 
Soviet Union.

Now as long as it is necessary for our safety that we maintain a 
Strategic Air Command, we intend to keep it at all times in a state 
of efficiency. We shall also keep it under the strict control which I 
have described. Numerous individuals and groups, including rep
resentatives of foreign governments, have had an opportunity to visit 
and to see at first hand the operation of the Strategic Air Command. 
They have seen and recognize the effective controls under which this 
force operates. These things are matters of public knowledge. What 
we do is known throughout the world. What the Soviet Union does 
is carefully veiled in secrecy.

U.S. Proposal for Aerial Inspection
The American people, and the Government which they have freely 

chosen, have been seeking for the last 12 years a way to be rid of these 
elaborate and burdensome defense preparations and to do so in safety. 
That is why President Eisenhower at Geneva in 1955 proposed that 
the Soviet Union agree with us to mutual inspection of each other’s 
territory by aerial sentinels in an open sky.1 This proposal was de
signed to guard against surprise attack.

Now note this: that if such a mutual inspection system could be 
put into effect, no massive air attack could be launched in secret. The 
fear of war would decrease, and a great step forward would be taken 
toward the reduction of expensive and deadly armaments. But the 
Soviet Union has refused to join hands with us in setting up a true 
inspection system.

Since President Eisenhower made this proposal, we have suggested

1 Ante, doc. 120.
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to the Soviet Union a wide range of choices on how and where to 
begin. During the meetings of the Disarmament Subcommittee in 
London a year ago, we proposed an inspection system covering all the 
continental United States, Alaska, Canada, and the Soviet Union. 
We also proposed an alternative in case the Soviet Union wished to 
start on a smaller basis—namely, that we start the open-sky system 
in the Arctic region.1

Now one might have thought that the Soviet Union would have 
welcomed the proposal concerning the Arctic. But far from wel
coming it, they treated it with scorn. In June 1957 in Helsinki Mr. 
Khrushchev said, “Much has been made of photographing the Arctic 
from the air as a beginning, but this sounds totally comical.” 2 In 
August of that same year Mr. Mikoyan was even more derisive when 
he said, “What can one control from the air beyond the Arctic Circle 
other than the number of polar bears who, as is known, for the time 
being do not intend to attack anyone ?” 3 That was the Soviet attitude 
toward an inspection system which would have made it virtually 
impossible to launch a surprise attack over the polar regions.

Other Proposals to Which Soviets Could Respond
Now I stress the open-sky plan because it is so directly relevant to 

the pending charge. But this is not the only proposal to which the 
Soviet Union has failed to give a constructive response. Thus if the 
Soviets are seeking a means to contribute to peace and particularly 
to disarmament, there is much that they can do.

They can say “yes” to President Eisenhower’s proposal made as 
recently as April 8th of this month, which, incidentally, has been 
withheld from the Soviet people, to join in technical disarmament 
studies by which, as the President said, “we can at once begin the 
preliminaries necessary to larger things.” 4

The Soviet statement of April 18 says that the Soviet people are 
indignant at the activities of the United States Air Force.5 If this 
indeed is true, this indignation can only be based on the partial and 
often distorted information which the Soviet Government permits 
them to have because, as I have just said, the Soviet Government de
nied publication to the Russian people of the President’s proposal of 
April 8. The Soviet Union could, in fact, change their negative 
attitude toward the five-point disarmament plan which was over
whelmingly endorsed by the 12th General Assembly last December

1 Ante, doc. 215.
2 See New York Times, June 14,1957, p. 1.
3 Address of Aug. 10, 1957, Rostock, Germany (Neue Deutschland, Aug. 11» 

1957).
4 Ante, doc. 254.
* Ante, doc. 255.
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[November] 1—and which the Soviet Union and its satellites were the 
only nations here to oppose.

The Soviet Union could agree to a meeting of the Disarmament 
Commission, which was enlarged by the last General Assembly for 
the expressed purpose of meeting their views,2 and in the reasonable 
belief that it would do so, and which they have nonetheless spurned.

And they can carry on true diplomatic discussion in Moscow in the 
serious vein which the world situation requires.

This Soviet move reminds one of the trumped-up charges of the 
past. It continues the policy of constantly singling out the United 
States for vilification. It leads to the conclusion that what the Soviet 
Union is after is to weaken and tear down the United States and, 
with it, all countries, large and small, which value their freedom.

How often in all these speeches which we have heard here has the 
United States been condemned for adhering to so-called “positions of 
strength” ! And how clear this makes it to the whole world that what 
the Soviet Union actually wants is to put the United States in a posi
tion of weakness!

Against all these assaults we have done much more than simply to 
remain militarily strong. Year after year we have made new pro
posals and started fresh approaches to the profound issues which have 
plagued our relations with the Soviet Union. The Baruch plan,3 the 
atoms-for-peace plan,4 the open-sky plan,5 the proposals on the unifi
cation of Germany 6 and of Korea,7 the proposals for free exchange of 
information and ideas,8 the proposals which led to the liberation of 
Austria9—these are a few of our initiatives. And, let me say, 
we will never stop trying for peace.

I suggest that the representatives of the Soviet Union ask them
selves what they gain by tactics such as they are employing here. 
Think for a moment of the billions of rubles which they have spent 
on propaganda, money which could have gone to constructive purposes 
for the Russian people.

What have they got to show as a result of this great propaganda 
effort? At no time has the Soviet Union ever been able to get the 
support of the United Nations for any of its major propaganda

1 Ante, doc. 233.
1Ante, doc. 235.
* Ante, doc. 4.
4 Ante, doc. 92.
* Ante, doc. 120.
* American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. II, pp. 1900-1903.
T See Allied declaration of June 15,1954 (ibid., pp. 2692-2693).
6 Ibid., pp. 2018-2021.
9 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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themes. Future historians will record that the Soviet Union has 
not gained by the course which they have pursued. Their interest in 
a peaceful world is just as great as ours. Some day, I am sure, they 
will give up their dream of world revolution and help man’s natural 
evolution to take place. Some day they will see that it would be 
better for them, as well as for the rest of the world, if they were to 
cease these tactics and if they were to come around the table and 
try to help solve the world’s problems.

Over this weekend I have come to sense some of the heartache that 
exists among representatives of governments here at the United 
Nations—many of them being governments which are not allies of 
ours—because of the effect of this latest move on the outlook for peace
ful, significant negotiations. But we will never get discouraged and 
we will never stop trying. And we say to you that to calumniate 
the United States, as you are doing today, is not the action of someone 
who wants a summit conference to succeed—not the action of someone 
who wants peace.

258. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
President Eisenhower, April 22, 1958 1

D ear Mr. P resident : I have received your message of April 8,2 con
taining a reply to my message to you in which, on behalf of the Soviet 
Government, I called upon the Government of the United States of 
America to join in the decision of the Soviet Union to terminate the 
testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons.3

Why did the Soviet Union make this decision ?
First, because we deem it necessary to terminate at long last a situ

ation where as a result of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests the 
health and life of human beings are subjected to a constant and ever- 
increasing danger even in peacetime.

Secondly, for the purpose of putting an end to the production of 
ever more terrible means of destruction, since the production of new 
and even more destructive types of weapons in itself increases the 
threat of atomic war.

Thirdly, because we regard a cessation of the testing of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons by states as the first practical step which is not 
only fully practicable at the present time but would also make it

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 19, 1958, pp. 812-815. The President 
replied on Apr. 28 (post, doc. 260).

* Ante, doc. 254.
* Ante, doc. 253.
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possible to break the deadlock in which the problem of disarmament 
now finds itself.

More than enough has already been said concerning the desirability 
of disarmament. Concrete deeds are what is needed now. A cessa
tion of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons by all states possessing 
such weapons would be such a concrete deed. Such a measure would 
be appropriate for the beginning, if only for the reason that its exe
cution would not prejudice the defense interests of any of the powers 
possessing nuclear weapons—the U.S.S.R., the United States of 
America, or the United Kingdom—and would, on the contrary, 
greatly strengthen the feeling of security of all nations.

Finally, it is our deep conviction that the realization of such a step 
would mark the beginning of a real change in all international rela
tions, a change in their development in the direction of creating a 
feeling of trust among nations, which is so necessary for the solution 
of other international problems and for strengthening peace.

The initiative of the Soviet Union has created a situation where the 
solution of the question concerning a cessation of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests depends entirely on the governments of two powers, of 
the United States of America and of the United Kingdom, since aside 
from the Soviet Union, only these powers possess such weapons at the 
present time. It is for this very reason that we address you and Mr. 
Macmillan, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, with an appeal to 
support this initiative of the Soviet Union and also to terminate nu
clear weapons tests.

Your negative reply to my message has caused profound disappoint
ment among us. I shall not speak of the tone of the message or of the 
inclusion in it of a number of assertions in which the position of the 
U.S.S.R. on the problem of disarmament is knowingly distorted.

The main point is that in your reply we have found no statement con
cerning the willingness of the United States of America to follow the 
example of the Soviet Union and to terminate, in its turn, the testing of 
nuclear and hydrogen weapons.

Moreover, in your message an attempt is made to cast doubt on the 
sincerity of the step taken by the Soviet Union. To be frank, I became 
perplexed when I learned that in a statement at your press conference 
of April 2 you evaluated the decision of the supreme organ of the 
Soviet state as a “propaganda gesture.” How can an act aimed at 
erecting the first barrier against the nuclear armaments race and at pro
tecting the life and health of mankind from the danger of atomic radia
tion be called propaganda ?

In your message you deemed it necessary to state that the Soviet 
Union had adopted this decision after having conducted tests of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons. But is it not a fact that the United States of 
America has conducted a considerably greater number of tests of nu

514543— 60— vol. 2-------20
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clear weapons than has the Soviet Union ? Did not the United States 
of America have the opportunity after any of these tests to display 
initiative in the matter of terminating further tests? I can assure 
you, Mr. President, that if the United States had been the first to take 
such a step, we would have welcomed it sincerely.

It is well known that negotiations among states on the question of 
terminating nuclear weapons tests have not yet resulted in any agree
ment. But does this mean that we must resign ourselves to the present 
situation and undertake no steps to achieve a solution of this problem ? 
Of course not. Peoples demand of us practical steps, and it is the duty 
of statesmen to do everything in their power to bring about a realization 
of the aspirations of peoples.

In such an important matter as the cessation of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests someone had to take the first step. We have taken that 
step, and we are waiting for the Government of the United States of 
America to follow our example. If we proceed on the principle of 
strengthening peace and preventing the threat of nuclear war, it should 
be stated directly that there are no reasons which would prevent the 
Government of the United States of America from taking such a step.

Indeed, can a cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests by 
the United States, following a similar step by the Soviet Union, really 
prejudice in any way the interests of security or the prestige of the 
United States ? Unquestionably, it cannot. If the point is that the 
United States needs tests to perfect atomic and hydrogen weapons, 
then, since the United States has already conducted a considerably 
greater number of these tests than has the Soviet Union, it follows 
that in this respect also the United States would lose nothing at all 
by terminating the testing of nuclear and hydrogen weapons in a situ
ation where the Soviet Union has already ceased such tests.

With the testing of atomic weapons terminated, all parties would 
find themselves in an equal position, from the standpoint of their 
security interests. One could object to terminating nuclear weapons 
tests in the event, for instance, that one of the parties would like to 
obtain military or strategic advantages over the other party. How
ever, I believe that you, Mr. President, agree that none of the parties 
should strive toward such an objective.

As to the matter of prestige, I believe that you will agree with me 
that a power acting in the interest of strengthening peace will never 
impair its prestige. On the contrary, peoples will only be grateful to 
any state if it undertakes actions directed toward strengthening peace. 
It is never too late for good deeds.

In your reply you speak of the possibility of conducting certain 
types of tests in secrecy, thereby giving us to understand that it will 
be impossible to verify the suspension of tests and that deception is 
possible here. We cannot agree with this appraisal, for in reality
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the situation is quite different. It is a known fact that at the present 
time there do exist such apparatus, such instruments, and such methods 
of detection as to make it possible to record any explosions of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons, wherever they may be detonated. You have 
even spoken of this yourself. Thus, no state can violate its commit
ment to cease testing atomic and hydrogen weapons without other 
states becoming apprised of this violation.

I t should be added to the foregoing that the Soviet Government not 
only does not object to the establishment of a system of control over 
the cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests but has even intro
duced its own specific proposals in this regard.1 Unfortunately, the 
Western Powers have not accepted the proposal of the Soviet Union, 
and it has not yet been possible to reach an agreement on the matter 
of control over the cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests.

There is no need for me to put particular emphasis here on the 
enormous moral and political responsibility which would be assumed 
by states declaring a cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests. 
Is it conceivable that in time some state might violate the obligations 
assumed, knowing beforehand that it would thus expose itself in the 
eves of nations ?
v You also say that the cessation of nuclear weapons tests must be part 
of a broad agreement on disarmament. I t is entirely impossible to 
agree with this statement, considering the many years of experience of 
essentially fruitless negotiations on problems of disarmament. 
Authoritative scientists are already giving warnings concerning the 
dangerous consequences of radioactive fallout for the health of people 
throughout the entire globe.)

What then, Mr. President, awaits us in the future, if along with 
conversations about disarmament the testing of ever more powerful 
means of destruction continues? Is it not obvious that the baneful 
character of radioactive particles which fall out in nuclear weapons 
tests will not be diminished at all by the fact that the conducting of 
these or other tests will be announced in advance and that representa
tives of various countries will be present at these tests?
* Only one thing can put an end to the increasing threat to the health 
of human beings, and that is the cessation of tests of any kind of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons. Such a decision by three powers in possession 
of these weapons would be, at the same time, a great practical contri
bution to the cause of lessening international tension and strength
ening trust and confidence in relations between states. There is no 
doubt that if the U.S.A. and Great Britain would follow the example 
of the Soviet Union and cease testing atomic and hydrogen weapons, 
this would also undoubtedly contribute to the settlement of other un
solved international problems, including that of disarmament.

1 Ante, doc. 205.
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These are my observations on the matter of ceasing the testing of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons.

In your message, Mr. President, you recall, as if to counterbalance 
the proposal of the U.S.S.R. to cease testing atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, your previous proposals regarding “open skies,” the use of 
outer space for peaceful purposes, and the cessation of production of 
fissionable materials for military purposes.

In this connection I should like to state that the position of the 
Soviet Union on all these questions is well known.

We have already stated repeatedly, and we do so again, that the 
flights of aircraft of one country over the territory of another, pro
vided for by the “open sky” plan, would contribute nothing to the 
solution of the problem of disarmament.

The peoples of our countries will hardly feel more secure or acquire 
peace and tranquillity from the fact that American aircraft will be 
flying over our country from one end to the other and that Soviet air
craft will be plowing through American skies under circumstances 
where attitudes of tension and mistrust prevail. Is it not more correct 
to assume the opposite?

Under conditions where all our proposals to prohibit atomic and 
hydrogen weapons or at least to renounce their use are categorically 
rejected, where preparation is being made for atomic warfare, as is 
proven by decisions of the December session of NATO1 and by the 
continuing, intensive construction of newer and newer military bases 
which, according to the candid admission of certain political and mili
tary figures of the U.S.A. and other countries belonging to NATO, are* 
designed for inflicting an “atomic blow” against the Soviet Union— 
under these conditions aerial photography might increase international 
tension and suspicion among nations. This would not only fail ta 
contribute to the liquidation of the “cold war” and the establishment 
of friendly relations among states but would play into the hands of 
forces which are attempting to find a pretext to efigulf humanity in 
a destructive atomic war.

In this connection I should like to state that the Soviet Union could 
not fail to note the report that the military command of the U.S.A. 
has already repeatedly sent aircraft of the Strategic Air Command 
with a hydrogen bomb load in the direction of the U.S.S.R.2 Accord
ing to these reports, the orders for the flight of the aircraft were 
issued in connection with reports from American radar stations to 
the effect that Soviet guided missiles were allegedly approaching the 
territory of the U.S.A. Of course, no Soviet missiles have threatened

1 Ante, doc. 239.
* See ante, doc. 255.
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or do threaten the U.S.A., and the American radar stations’ signals 
were in error, as was to be expected.

There is no special need for me to speak of what a serious danger 
to the cause of peace is represented by such flights of American air
craft with a hydrogen bomb load toward the borders of the Soviet 
Union. Is it not'clear that in such a situation a simple error in trans
mitting signals may cause a world catastrophe?

Imagine for a minute, Mr. President, what would happen if the 
Soviet command, acting in a manner similar to that in which the 
American military command is now acting, should send aircraft with 
an atomic and hydrogen bomb load in the direction of the U.S.A., 
citing the fact that radar stations are sending signals of the approach 
of American military aircraft, or if the Soviet military command, 
in reply to the provocative flights of American aircraft, should in 
its turn decide to send Soviet military aircraft with a hydrogen bomb 
load in the direction of the United States of America. And yet such 
flights of Soviet aircraft under these conditions would be absolutely 
justified.

It suffices to present the problem in this manner to make it clear 
how dangerous such actions of the American command are. You may 
say that I  am too sharp in my description when I speak of these 
irresponsible and provocative actions of the American military com
mand. However, I speak of this in this way only because I am com
pelled to do so by my alarm when I think that, in the atmosphere of 
the military psychosis which is so characteristic of certain circles in 
your country, a world tragedy, with millions and millions of human 
victims, could develop, unexpected by any of us.

We expect from the Government of the United States that it will 
put an immediate end to this dangerous playing with fire.

Furthermore, I should like to touch upon the matter of the use of 
outer space for peaceful purposes.

In the course of the exchange of views in connection with the prep
arations for convening a summit conference, you proposed that the 
question of the prohibition of the use of outer space for military pur
poses be discussed at that meeting. We seriously considered this pro
posal of yourS, and we stated that we were prepared to consider at 
a summit meeting the question of the prohibition of the use of outer 
space for military purposes and the liquidation of military bases in 
foreign territories.1 In this connection we proceed from the premise 
that any solution of this problem must take into account the security 
of the Soviet Union, the United States of America, and other eoun-

1 Ante, doc. 260.
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tries. The proposal of the Soviet government for the prohibition 
of the use of outer space for military purposes, the liquidation of bases 
in foreign territories, and international cooperation in the field of 
the study of outer space meets this objective. We are prepared to 
conclude an agreement which would provide for the prohibition of 
the use of outer space for military purposes and Would permit the 
launching of rockets into outer space only in accordance with an 
agreed international program of scientific research. At the same 
time, we cannot ignore the fact that atomic and hydrogen weapons 
can be delivered to the target not only by means of intercontinental 
rockets but also by means of intermediate and short-range rockets* 
as well as by means of conventional bombers stationed at the numerous 
American military bases located in areas adjacent to the Soviet Union.

Your proposal for the use of outer space for peaceful purposes pro
vides, in fact, for the prohibition of intercontinental ballistic missiles 
alone, leaving aside the other important aspects of this problem. It 
is easy to see that you propose such a solution of the question as would 
correspond to the interests of the security of the United States alone, 
but would not provide any measures that would remove the threat to 
the security of the Soviet Union or to that of many other states created 
by the existence of numerous American military bases in foreign ter
ritories. The essence of your proposal is to prevent, through the 
prohibition of intercontinental ballistic missiles, a nuclear counter ̂ 
blow through outer space from being delivered against yourselves. 
Of course, it is impossible to agree to such an inequitable solution, 
which would put one side in a privileged position with regard to the 
other. Therefore we stated that an agreement on the prohibition of 
the use of outer space for military purposes must also provide for the 
liquidation of military bases located in foreign territories, and pri
marily in Europe, in the Near and Middle East, and in North Africa.

Such a solution of the problem, in our opinion, is equitable because it 
fully meets the interests of security of the United States, of the Soviet 
Union, and of other countries, and offers no advantage to any of them. 
As for the states on the territories of which American military bases 
are located, it may be said with assurance that they would only profit 
from such a solution of the problem, in as much as a liquidation of 
bases would fully meet the interests of the national security of these 
states by averting the deadly peril which could threaten their popula
tions in case of war.

In your message, Mr. President, you pass over our proposal in com
plete silence and state that you await the acceptance of your proposal 
by the Soviet Government. An impression is created that it is desired 
to impose upon us a solution of the problem of the use of outer space
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such as would correspond to the interests of the United States alone 
and would completely ignore the interests of the Soviet Union. Such 
a one-sided approach is absolutely inadmissible in negotiations be
tween independent states and, of course, cannot lead to the achieve
ment of an agreement.

In your letter, Mr. President, in touching upon the question of the 
peaceful use of atomic energy, you attempt to present the matter in 
such a way as to create the impression that the United States of 
America is the champion of the peaceful use of atomic energy. How
ever, the actual facts do not bear this out. Indeed, on the basis of 
facts, one cannot fail to recognize that the Soviet Union is a resolute 
advocate of the idea that atomic energy must not serve the purpose of 
exterminating human beings but should rather be fully directed 
toward serving the peaceful needs of humanity. Since the early days 
of this problem the Soviet Government has consistently striven in the 
United Nations for a prohibition of the use of all kinds of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, for the elimination of these arms from the arma
ments of states, for the destruction of the stockpiles thereof, and for 
discontinuance of the manufacture of such weapons and the establish
ment of international control over the execution of these measures.

What has prevented the acceptance of this proposal, the aim of 
which was to lay a foundation for the use of atomic energy exclu
sively for peaceful purposes? As is well known, the United States,, 
together with its Western allies, also since the early days of this prob
lem, has objected to these proposals and has prevented their accept
ance, continuing to build its foreign policy on the use of nuclear 
arms. Thus, a deep abyss has appeared between the words of the 
United States about its desire to direct its atomic energy toward peace
ful purposes, and its deeds.

I t is understandable that the Soviet Union, which considers it its 
sacred duty to rescue mankind from the threat of a destructive atomic 
war, could not and cannot agree to such proposals, which would lead 
away from the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons and 
would play into the hands of those forces which strive to hatffe the 
threat of atomic war constantly hang over mankind like the sword of 
Damocles.

Unfortunately, your letter of April 8 also contains no proposals di
rected toward the solution of the problem of disarmament and re
moval of the threat of nuclear war. Instead of that you proposed 
that we engage in a study of the question concerning the necessary 
measures of control by appointing appropriate experts for this pur
pose. But is it possible for technical experts to contribute anything 
to the solution of the problem of disarmament if no agreement between
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Governments has been reached on this point? During the thirteen 
years of negotiations on disarmament hundreds of speeches were de
livered and mountains of paper were written on the subject of control, 
but this did not bring us one step closer to the solution of the problem 
of disarmament. I t  is impossible to permit the solution of the problem 
of disarmament itself to be endlessly delayed under the pretext of 
studying the problems of control.

The Soviet Union has not only never objected to control but also 
repeatedly introduced proposals itself concerning the establishment 
of a reliable system of control over the execution of specific measures 
for disarmament. However, the refusal of the Western Powers to 
take any practical disarmament steps made the problem of control 
aimless, because it is of course, impossible to control the execution 
by states of commitments which do not exist.

The present international situation demands of all states—and, 
above all, of the great powers, which bear the main responsibility 
for the destinies of the world—not general phrases about the desir
ability of disarmament but concrete action in this field.

The Soviet Union has made its contribution to the cause of lessen
ing international tension, to the cause of peace. From now on not a 
single atomic bomb nor a single hydrogen bomb will be exploded by the 
Soviet Union unless the United States and United Kingdom compel 
us to do so. We address the Governments of the United States and 
Great Britain with the appeal: do not commence a chain reaction of 
experimental explosions of atomic and hydrogen bombs.

The solution of the problem of whether an end will be put to 
nuclear tests forever or whether these tests will continue poisoning 
the air and increasing the threat of the outbreak of a destructive atomic 
war now depends on two powers only, the United States of America and 
■Great Britain, and the governments of the United States and the 
United Kingdom bear a great responsibility before the entire world.

Perhaps, Mr. President, you do not share all the considerations 
presented by me, but I should still like to express a desire: would it 
not be possible to put an end to polemics on this subject, close the 
book on the past, and agree that the United States of America and 
<xreat Britain will discontinue atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, 
just as the Soviet Union has done ?

I  assure you that humanity would breathe a deep sigh of relief if all 
three powers which manufacture atomic and hydrogen weapons would 
stop the tests of such weapons.

I t  is our profound hope, Mr. President, that you will use all your 
Authority and influence for these noble aims.

With sincere respect,
N. K h r u s h c h e v



DOCUMENT 259 : APRIL 28, 1958 1005

259. United States Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
Security Council: Arctic Inspection Zone, April 28, 
1958 1

The Security Cowncil,
Considering further the item of the U.S.S.R. of 18 April 1958.2
Noting the development, particularly in the Soviet Union and the 

United States of America, of growing capabilities of massive surprise* 
attack,

Believing that the establishment of measures to allay fears of such 
massive surprise attack would help reduce tensions and would con
tribute to the increase of confidence among States,

Noting the statements of certain members of the Council regarding" 
the particular significance of the Arctic area,

Recommends that there be promptly established the Northern zone 
of international inspection against surprise attack, comprising the area 
north of the Arctic Circle with certain exceptions and additions, that 
Was considered by the United Nations Disarmament Sub-Committee 
of Canada, France, the U.S.S.R., the United Kingdom and the United 
States during August 1957;3

Calls upon the five States mentioned, together with Denmark and 
Norway, and any other States having territory north of the Arctic 
Circle which desire to have such territory included in the zone of in
ternational inspection, at once to designate representatives to partici
pate in immediate discussions with a view to agreeing on the technical 
arrangements required;

[Expresses the view that such discussions might serve as a useful 
basis for the deliberations on the disarmament problem at a summit 
conference on the convening of which talks are in progress;] 4

Dedides to keep this matter on its agenda for such further considera
tion as may be required.

1 U.N. doc. S/3995 as amended. The Security Council vote was 10-1-0, the 
Soviet Union opposing (May 2). The resolution thus failed because of the* 
Soviet veto.

* Ante, doc. 255.
• Ante, doc. 215.
4The bracketed paragraph is a Swedish amendment of Apr. 29 (S/3998), ac

cepted by the United States; see Ambassador Lodge’s statement of May 2 (De
partment of State Bulletin, May 19,1958, p. 819).
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260. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Khrushchev), April 28, 1958 1

D ear Mr . Chairm an  : I  have your communication of April twenty- 
second 2 in reply to mine of April eighth.3 I regret that it is not an 
affirmative response to my proposal.

You refer in your letter to the question raised recently by the Soviet 
Union in the United Nations Security Council which also touches upon 
the disarmament question.4 I am sure that you would agree that 
with the growing capabilities in the Soviet Union and the United 
States of massive surprise attack it is necessary to establish measures 
to allay fears. The United States has just asked the Security Council 
to reconvene in order to consider the establishment of an interna
tional inspection system for the Arctic zone. The United States has 
submitted a constructive proposal to this end.5 I urge you to join 
with us in supporting the resolution of the United States now before 
the Council. Your support of this proposal and subsequent coopera
tion would help to achieve a significant first step. It would help to 
reduce tensions, it would contribute to an increase of confidence among 
states, and help to reduce the mutual fears of surprise attack.

The United States is determined that we will ultimately reach an 
agreement on disarmament. In my letter of April eighth, I again 
proposed an internationally supervised cutoff of the use of new fission
able materials for weapons purposes and the reduction of existing 
weapons stocks by transfer to peaceful purposes; an agreed limitation 
'Or suspension of testing; “open skies”, and the international use of 
outer space for peaceful purposes.

As an effective means of moving toward ultimate agreement on these 
matters and other disarmament matters, I  proposed that we start our 
technical people to work immediately upon the practical problems 
involved. These studies were called for by the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly.6 They would include the practical problems of su
pervision and control which, you and I  agree, are in any event in
dispensable to dependable disarmament agreements.

The solution of these practical problems will take time. I am un
happy that valuable time is now being wasted.

You say that we must first reach a final political agreement before 
it is worthwhile even to initiate the technical studies. But such studies

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, May 19,1958, pp. 811-812. Premier Khrushchev 
replied on May 9 (post, doc. 266).

* Ante, doc. 258.
8 Ante, doc. 254.
4 Ante, docs. 255 and 256.
8 Ante, doc. 259.
• Ante, doc. 233.
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would, in fact, facilitate the reaching of the final agreement you state 
you desire.

For example, why could not designated technical people agree on 
what would be required so that you would know if we violated an 
agreement to suspend testing and we would know if you should 
commit a violation?

Would not both sides be in a better position to reach agreements 
if we had a common accepted understanding as to feasibility of 
detection or as to method of inspecting against surprise attack?

Studies of this kind are the necessary preliminaries to putting 
political decisions actually into effect. The completion of such tech
nical studies in advance of a political agreement would obviate a 
considerable period of delay and uncertainty. In other words, with 
the practicalities already worked out, the political agreement could 
begin to operate very shortly after it was signed and ratified.

I re-emphasize that these studies are without prejudice to our re
spective positions on the timing and interdependence of various 
aspects of disarmament.

Mr. Chairman, my offer to you still and always will remain open. 
I hope you will reconsider and accept it. In that way we both can 
make an important contribution to the cause of just and lasting peace.

Sincerely,
D wight D . E isenhower

261. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the Security Council: Proposed Arctic 
Inspection Zone, April 29, 1958 1

I  begin my presentation to the Security Council this morning by 
referring to the letter which President Eisenhower sent to Chairman 
Khrushchev yesterday.2 In that letter he stated:

The United States has just asked the Security Council to reconvene in order 
to consider the establishment of an international inspection system for the 
Arctic zone. The United States has submitted a constructive proposal to this 
end. I urge you to join with us in supporting the resolution of the United States 
now before the Council. Your support of this proposal and subsequent coopera
tion would help to achieve a significant first step. It would help to reduce 
tensions, it would contribute to an increase of confidence among states, and 
help to reduce the mutual fears of surprise attack.

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 19, 1958, pp. 816-819. Statement made 
at the 814th meeting.

* Ante, doc. 260.
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The United States has asked the Security Council to meet today to 
take a step which we believe can, in all truth, swiftly and significantly 
lessen the danger to world peace.

Last week the Security Council met to consider the complaint of 
the Soviet Union that flights by the United States military aircraft 
made in the direction of the Soviet frontiers constituted a threat to 
the security of nations.1 We believe the Council’s discussions were 
useful in that they demonstrated beyond question that the Soviet 
charges were groundless. We showed that the activities of United 
States military aircraft represent purely defensive measures which 
are altogether reasonable and necessary in view of the conditions with 
which they must cope.

Our flights are a necessary defensive measure against massive sur
prise attack, and it follows therefore that, if the danger of such attack 
were removed, the need for this defense would be correspondingly 
lessened. The United States and many other independent nations 
have been concerned for a long time about the possibility of such an 
attack. We must continue to be concerned until a workable solution is 
found. Despite the strictures made against the United States by 
the Soviet Union last week, Soviet emphasis upon this problem leads 
us to hope that the Soviet Union may this week be prepared construc
tively to join hands with the rest of us.

The awesome destructive power of modem armaments makes it at 
least theoretically possible to wipe out the military capacity of a 
state—even one of the greatest powers—in a single attack. But such 
an attack must come without warning if it is to succeed. I f  there 
is a way to guard against such massive surprise attack or to allay fear 
of such an attack—and the United States believes that there is—we 
here must leave no stone unturned in our effort to find it. In reconven
ing the Security Council today on the item submitted by the Soviet 
Union, the United States hopes to find such a way.

Finding means to guard against surprise attack can have an im
portant bearing on the prospect for future progress on the lowering 
of tensions and the continued maintenance of international peace. If  
each country knew for certain that there was no possibility of a sur
prise attack being launched against it, the fear of war would decrease 
and we could move forward toward important disarmament measures. 
The time is long overdue for such a beginning.

The United States believes that, given good faith and willingness to 
engage in purposeful negotiations, the time has come to agree to inter
national inspection to remove the fear of surprise attack in the vital 
Arctic region. Assuming that the Soviet Union meant what it said 
last week concerning its fears of surprise attack and knowing that other 
countries do truly fear the prospect of such an attack, we must try to

1 Ante, docs. 255 and 256.
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eliminate this danger. We seek a measure which would give us a 
start toward making great surprise attack virtually impossible, which 
consequently would reduce the scale of military activity and which 
could ease the way to significant arms reduction. We propose going 
ahead with this proposal for an inspection zone in the Arctic without 
awaiting agreement on disarmament as a whole. This is entirely con
sistent with the original “open skies” proposal made by President 
Eisenhower in Geneva in 1955,1 which we have always been ready to 
accept as an independent measure. Our present proposal in no way 
diminishes our belief that discussions should be renewed urgently on 
the general question of disarmament.

During the Council’s discussion last week, various representatives 
referred to the need to deal with the problem of surprise attack. The 
Canadian representative reaffirmed his Government’s willingness to 
cooperate in measures of inspection and control involving Canadian 
territory. He emphasized that it was open to the Soviet Union “to 
bring about an improvement in the international situation . . .  by 
concerning itself with cooperation in the Arctic region on a system of 
control and inspection.” 2 The representative of Japan urged the states 
concerned to make a serious effort to resume disarmament negotiations, 
along with “ways and means to prevent surprise attack.” 3

In a statement of the Soviet Foreign Minister, which was circulated 
as document S/3991 at the request of the Soviet delegation, Mr. 
Gromyko made reference to the possibility of a flight of United States 
aircraft approaching the frontiers of the Soviet Union, in which case, 
Mr. Gromyko says, “the need to ensure the safety of the Soviet people 
would require the U.S.S.R. to take immediate measures to remove the 
approaching threat.” 4 Now, although we have made it wholly clear 
that the United States will not attack any country, yet, if Mr. 
Gromyko’s statement represents a sincere concern—no matter how 
groundless—surely the Soviet Union will agree that the establishment 
of an acceptable system of inspection would be desirable. Let us at
tack the cause of the Soviet concerns, not their symptoms. Surely this 
is what Soviet Premier Khrushchev had in mind when he said last No
vember : “Our belief and our position is today that conditions should 
be created that would preclude the possibility of a surprise attack by 
some countries against others.” 5 The United States believes that what 
is now needed is the will to take constructive action.

Geography makes it apparent that inspection in the Arctic area can 
be at least the first line of approach to the problem of surprise attack. 
We are loath to believe that the Soviet Government really wants to

1 Ante, doc. 120.
3 Security Council Official Records, 818th Meeting, April 21, 1958, p. 15.
• Ibid., p. 22.
* Ante, doc. 255.
•interview with William Randolph Hearst* Jr. (Pravda, Nov. 27, 1957).
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deny to its people the kind of safeguards which would make* surprise 
attack virtually impossible. We trust that Mr. Sobolev favored pro
viding such safeguards when he referred to the Soviet Union’s wish 
“to promote an improvement in the international situation and to estab^ 
lish the necessary trust among States” and when he stated that the 
Council should take “steps designed to reduce the threat of war.” 1

Background of U.S. Proposals
Now, gentlemen, let me review briefly some of the background of 

the proposals we are making today.
In July 1955, at the Geneva summit meeting, President Eisenhower 

introduced a proposal which called for “open skies” inspection over 
the United States and the U.S.S.R. and a mutual exchange of blue
prints between the two countries. At that time he said:

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.2

This he envisaged as a practical step which would reduce the danger 
of surprise attack, reduce tension, and thus create an atmosphere 
which could lead to further progress. Also at the Geneva conference* 
former Soviet Premier Bulganin reaffirmed an earlier Soviet proposal 
for a system of ground control posts.3 We recognized this as a sound 
measure at the time, ahd President Eisenhower, on October 11, 1955r 
wrote to Mr. Bulganin:

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.4

Since the President’s Geneva proposal, the United States, along 
with other countries, has continued to emphasize the importance of 
aerial and ground inspection.

In Secretary Dulles’ words of May 29, 1957, we were “trying to get 
something started quickly; and as far as we are concerned, we will take 
any area which is sufficiently free of political complications so that 
the whole process does not get bogged down.” 5 To this end the 
United States suggested that we make a beginning in the Arctic region* 
where Soviet and American territory significantly adjoins.

No action was taken at that time. Then came the Soviet agenda

1 For the official text of Sobolev’s statement, see Security Council Official 
Records, 818th Meeting, April 21,1958, pp. 5-6.

* Ante, doc. 120.
* Ante, doc. 119.
4 Ante, doc. 137.
5 Department of State Bulletin, June 17, 1957, p. 965.
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item of last week. * Clearly it gave new significance to this earlier 
Arctic zone proposal. After careful consideration we concluded that 
this proposal was applicable to present circumstances.

Let me make clear that this United States proposal is made entirely 
apart from the general topic of disarmament. The United States is 
not now attempting to bring the subject of disarmament before the 
Security Council. There is before the Security Council an alleged 
“threat to the peace.” We want to dispel any possibility of fear that 
the peace will be disturbed even accidentally.

The United States has never considered that inspection against sur
prise attack was in itself “disarmament.” The President put forward 
his “open skies” proposal as a prelude to disarmament, as something 
that might make disarmament easier. But it was never a part of dis
armament, and we do not now put forward this proposal as an entering 
wedge to bring the disarmament proposal before the Security Council, 
although we do recognize that, under article 26 of the charter, the 
Security Council does have responsibility for the establishment of a 
system for the regulation of armaments. However, that is not now 
being brought before the Council.

Provisions of U.S. Resolution
Now let me talk about the provisions of the resolution which the 

United States has introduced.
It looks toward an agreement establishing mutually acceptable safe

guards against surprise attack in an important area.
It recommends prompt establishment of a northern zone of inspec

tion against surprise attack.
It calls upon five countries, which engaged in lengthy negotiations on 

this problem last year, together with Denmark and Norway, both of 
whom have also concurred concerning their territories, to designate 
representatives to participate in immediate discussions “with a view 
to agreeing on the technical arrangements required.” This proposal 
would also apply to any other states having territory north of the 
Arctic Circle which desire to have such territory included in the 
inspection zone.

The zone open to inspection would include all territory north of 
the Arctic Circle of the Soviet Union, Canada, the United States (that 
is, Alaska), Denmark (that is, Greenland), and Norway; all the terri
tory of Canada, the United States, and the Soviet Union west of 140 
degrees west longitude, east of 160 degrees east longitude, and north of 
50 degrees north latitude; all the remainder of the Kamchatka Penin
sula ; and all of the Aleutian and Kurile Islands. This proposed in
spection zone encompasses a principal area over which the bulk of any
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attack might pass. We believe that this vital region should be 
brought under international inspection.

The United States is openminded about the technical arrangements 
for such an international inspection system. This is a matter to be 
worked out during the course of discussions among the participating 
states. That is why we have proposed that technical discussions on 
this matter begin as soon as possible.

Let me emphasize several important considerations regarding an 
inspection system in the Arctic zone: It should be an agreed inter
national system and not just a national system; any such system 
should include some means of advance notification of flights and 
any other movements of military significance in the Arctic zone; there 
should be radar monitoring of all such flights; and the concept of 
ground inspection posts, as suggested by the Soviet Union, should be 
included.

In order to make possible the inclusion of several additional seg
ments of territory within the Arctic Circle which are not specifically 
covered, we have provided in this resolution for the participation in 
our discussions of such other states as have territory within this area 
and desire its inclusion in the zone of inspection.

The resolution makes clear that the states concerned must work out 
the actual inspection system, which means that the final product must 
be satisfactory to all of them. And this provision protects us all.

The United States believes that mutually acceptable arrangements 
along these or similar lines can be devised, that our proposal is 
serious, and that it affords a reasonable basis for a discussion which 
can lead to an agreement.

If we can proceed gradually and first experiment with limited meas
ures of aerial and ground inspection, it should facilitate the subse
quent expansion of inspection. Once this limited inspection system 
has proved its value and begun to rebuild mutual confidence, any 
suspicions that ulterior motives underlie proposals for aerial-inspec- 
tion arrangements should be removed, once and for all.

We urge all members of the Council—and all countries concerned— 
to join in making this beginning. Let us at least lessen our worry— 
our mutual worry—over surprise attack. Let us create by our action 
in this Council today that mutual confidence so essential to progress 
toward peace. Let us begin the long-sought, long-awaited, and long- 
hoped-for step which will lead us and other nations of the world to 
the just and durable peace all mankind seeks.

Gentlemen, this session of this Security Council here in New York 
today could mark the turn in the road for which humanity has been 
looking. Let us reassure the world by reaching agreement on this 
important matter. Let us rise to the occasion.



DOCUMENT 2.62 : MAY 1, 1958 1013

262. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Dulles, May 1, 1958 1

Secretary Dulles: I  have a statement which I would like to make. I  
understand that copies of it have been made available to you.

I  should like to make some observations regarding the United Statea 
resolution before the United Nations Security Council, which calls 
for the establishment of an Arctic inspection zone.2

The establishment of international inspectipn in an Arctic zone is 
proposed by the United States not as a maneuver, not as propaganda, 
but in a sincere effort to meet the admitted problems of a particular 
area. The United States, not only publicly but privately, has done 
its best to make clear to the Soviet Government the sincerity of its 
purpose and its desire to avoid turning this grave matter into a propa
ganda battle.

The Soviet Government has said that it is worried by the flights of 
United States aircraft in this area.3 We have said that we need to 
keep planes aloft because we are fearful that the Soviets may launch 
a nuclear attack against us over the top of the world.4 It seemed to 
us that, if both sides are animated by really peaceful intentions, there 
is a natural solution—that is to have international inspection which 
would allay the fears on both sides. If the Soviets do not have bomber 
and missile bases in the north of their country available for a sudden 
surprise attack upon the United States, then our own problem of secu
rity is greatly altered. Perhaps we would then feel it safe greatly to 
minimize the flights of which the Soviet Union complains. In any 
event the Soviet Union would know that any United States flights 
are so safeguarded, beyond risk of misadventure, that they cannot be 
a threat to the Soviet Union unless the Soviet Union first attacks.

The establishment of one important zone of international inspection, 
as proposed by the United States, would be a constructive first step 
toward easing world tensions. It is a step that can be taken at once 
without awaiting any high-level conference. The United States be
lieves that an addition, along the lines proposed by Sweden,5 is totally 
consistent with this initiative. It is also consistent with the position 
taken by the United States regarding a possible heads-of-government 
meeting.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, May 19, 1958, pp. 804-810.
a Ante, doc. 259.
* See ante, doc. 255.
4 Ante, doc. 261.
• Bracketed paragraph of doc. 259.
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We continue to believe that the present situation requires that every 
attempt be made to reach agreement on the main problems affecting 
the maintenance of peace and stability in the world. In the circum
stances a summit meeting would be desirable if  it would provide oppor
tunity for conducting serious discussions of major problems and would 
be an effective means of reaching agreement on significant subjects. 
Before a summit meeting can take place, however, preparatory work 
is required so that some assurance can be given that meaningful agree
ments can be achieved.

We believe the discussions initiated by certain governments in 
Moscow1 can constitute a useful prior preparatory phase before any 
possible summit meeting. Similarly, we believe that the steps con
templated by the United States resolution before the Council, in addi
tion to their intrinsic merit, could also serve, as the Swedish Govern
ment suggests, as a useful prelude for the discussion of the disarm
ament problem at any possible summit meeting. We therefore hope 
that the U.S.S.R. will agree to sit down with the interested states at 
once to begin the necessary technical discussions looking toward the 
establishment of an Arctic inspection zone.

Q. Mr. Secretary, if the Russians were to accept an Arctic inspec
tion system, would we abandon or modify our present “fail safe” 
systemf

A. I  say in this statement that the question of what we would do 
would depend upon what we learn as a result of inspection. I  cannot 
tell you in advance what that would be.

Q. Mr. Secretary, the reason I  ask the question—if there were an 
inspection system, it would seem to be inconsistent with the takeoff 
flights of planes in the Arctic at a time when the inspector would be 
there, amd it would be difficult to see how the present system of uni
lateral flights, based on our radar installations, could be continued if  
there were international inspection.

A. I have the strong belief that, if there were established this inter
national inspection system, it would, in fact, lead to a considerable 
modification of our practices. That assumes that we do not find, or 
the international inspection system does not find, something that is so 
alarming that it makes it necessary to continue. On that assumption, 
and the assumption the inspection system would give us a more effec
tive notice of a possible attack than we get now when we are dependent

1 For information regarding the Moscow discussions, see tripartite declaration 
of Mar. 31 (Department of S tate Bulletin, Apr. 21, 1958, p. 648) ; Soviet aide- 
memoire of Apr. 26 (ibid., May 26, 1958, pp. 852-853) ; tripartite statement of 
May 3 (ibid., p. 852); Soviet memorandum of May 5 {post, doc. 265); and tri
partite memorandum of May 28 (post, doc. 269).



DOCUMENT 262 : MAY 1, 1958 1015

on radar information, which is not always reliable in the first in
stance—then I  would think the other precautions would be moderated.

Q. Mr. Secretary, the Russian reaction—Mr. Gromyko's reaction— 
the other day was, in part, that it did not include any of the United 
States excluding Alaska whereas it mcludes part of the Soviet Union► 
I8 the area described by Mr. Lodge in the United Nations negotiable+ 
or is it that area of the Arctic and nothing else?

A. Well, I  don’t think it is anything that we would haggle about 
in detail. A few changes or variations here and there, I  suppose, 
would not be objectionable. But, broadly speaking, this is the area 
which we think should be covered now, and we do not want to get into 
areas which are remote from that particular area and which carry with 
them a whole new set of political problems.

This area was thought of as a useful beginning place for two rea
sons: first because it is an area of very high strategic importance, 
second because it is relatively free from the political complications 
that exist, for example, in Europe; so, consistently with that principle, 
we would want to stick at this stage to that particular area.

I  don’t say that the particular details are sacrosanct. For instance, 
our resolution suggests that we would be glad to include the portions 
of Sweden and of Finland and, I think, a little bit of Iceland, which 
are not in the zone as was originally proposed. That indicates that 
we are not totally inflexible on the subject.

Q. Mr. Secretary, to clarify one point, you said our flights would 
depend on whether we found something so alarming as to warrant 
their continuation. Is it likely the Russians would leave, in an area 
to be inspected, something so alarming as to warrant continuation of 
the American flights?

A. I think it unlikely. I  think it almost certain that, if there were 
inspection, that would allay the fears of sudden surprise attack to a 
degree that might make these flights unnecessary.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you said in your statement you thought this plcuri 
could be put into effect without awaiting any high-level conference* 
If the Soviets continue to insist that this be discussed at a summit 
conference, would we have any objection?

A. Well, of course we don’t know yet whether there will be any 
summit conference. If there is going to be a summit conference and 
if the preparatory work shapes up in that way, I  assume that it would 
be something we would be prepared to discuss. I will say that the 
attitude of the Soviet Union at this time toward that matter would, 
I  suppose, have a bearing upon or influence our own thinking as to the 
value of the summit conference.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, you said in your statement that the seriousness 
of the pwrpose of the United States has been put forward both 'pri
vately and publicly. Could you illustrate what you meant by that f  
Was it a message from the President to Prime Minister Khrushchevf

A. There was a message which I gave to the Soviet Ambassador 
here on Saturday afternoon, which I made with the authority of the 
President. There was also a private meeting at about the same time 
in New York between Ambassador Lodge and Mr. Sobolev, the Soviet 
delegate to the United Nations.

Q. Was the Soviet reaction in private as shocked and hostile as 
it was in public f

A. I would say that there was not the use of some of the extrava
gant phrases that were used by Mr. Gromyko. But the initial re
action wasn’t exactly heartwarming. (Laughter)

Q. These two irmdents you just spoke of, Mr. Secretary—does it  
indicate, in your opinion, any new phase in developments between 
this Government and the Soviet Government in the context of actually 
getting off the grovmd in private conversations f

A< Well, I can hardly overstate my view that, if something of this 
sort [Arctic inspection zone] got started, it might mark a real turn
ing point in this whole cold-war situation. I attach very great im
portance to it, and that is the reason why we have tried so hard to 
avoid seeming to make it a propaganda exercise or just a maneuver. 
We have tried to make it clear to the Soviet Union that we did take 
this very seriously and we are extremely anxious, if possible, to make 
good.

You see, this offer to get started, at least with technicians, on this 
area has been along the lines we have been thinking about for some 
time. I f  we could get started even at that level, and as a preliminary to 
any heads-of-government meeting, it would make it much more likely 
that a heads-of-govemment meeting could do something substantial.

I f  there is no preliminary work which clears away the underbrush 
in some of these matters, it is not very easy for me to see the ability 
of the heads of government themselves to make any meaningful de
cision. It would be a good deal, I am afraid, like the last summit 
meeting, where the heads of government agreed on a directive to be 
carried out by the foreign ministers.1 The foreign ministers found 
themselves unable to carry it out, so the whole effect was zero.

1 Ante, doc. 123.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, did the Ambassador on Saturday indicate, as Mrw 
Sobolev did on Tuesday, that any agreement on an Arctic zone must 
be part of a package deal and their package, which includes a harming 
of nuclear weapons altogether ?

A. I  did not get any immediate response from the Ambassador 
when I  informed him about this.

Q. Mr. Secretary, the fact that you offered this separately—does 
it mean that to an extent we ha/ve broken our own package?

A. Yes, it means to that extent we have broken the package. How
ever, as you will recall, the original proposal of President Eisen
hower for an open-skies inspection system1 and his acceptance, as a 
supplement of that, of the Soviet proposal for ground posts2 was put 
forward as a prelude to what you might call disarmament talks. 
You see, an inspection system is not disarmament. I t  doesn’t take 
any arms away from anybody. But it could create, and I believe it 
would create, an atmosphere under which a genuine disarmament 
would, in fact, take place. I t was put forward by President Eisen
hower at Geneva in 1955 as a step which, if taken, would make it 
possible thereafter to take disarmament steps. So that, while it was 
included as part of the total package that was presented to the Soviets 
last August in London,3 it has never, in the contemplation of the 
United States, been a step which we would be unwilling to take unless 
other steps were also taken. We were willing to take it believing, if 
it were taken, other steps, in fact, would be taken.

Q. Have other parts of the package also been separated out or 
broken, Mr. Secretary?

A. Only to the extent of our willingness to begin technical studies 
of the problems involved without prejudice—as it was put in our last 
note to the Soviet Union 4—to the position of any government as to 
their interdependence or separability.

Q. That means that the testing issue and the cutoff of production 
of fissionable materials are still linked together?

A. They have not yet been disjointed, although we are prepared to 
have studies carried on as to how you would supervise a suspension of 
tests without anybody being committed on the proposition of whether

1 Ante, doc. 120.
* See ante, docs. 134 and 137.
• Ante, doc. 219.
4 Ante, doc. 260.
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or not that was to be interconnected with the cutoff, for example, of 
fissionable material or other aspects of the disarmament package.

Q. Are those studies to be conducted within this Government, or 
are these international studies that you are talking about f

A. Well, those would have to be conducted, presumably, on an in
ternational basis—the ones you are speaking about.

Q. Mr. Secretary, can you give us some of the reasons why this 
Arctic inspection system would make it safe for us to curtail owr SAG 
flights, owr bomber -flights?

A. If  there were international facilities which satisfied us by in
spection, which is more dependable than radar inspection at a distance, 
that there were not, in fact, any plane or missile bases prepared for 
the takeoff of planes or missiles toward the United States, then that 
would diminish the occasion to have our planes constantly in the air. 
They are in the air now because of the fact that, with a growing mis
sile capacity, they could be destroyed on the ground over a large area 
with virtually no notice—a matter of 10 or 15 minutes, during which 
planes could not be gotten off the ground. Therefore, it is prudent 
to keep a certain number of planes flying as against that risk. Now, 
if an inspection system demonstrates that that risk is not present, then 
the reason for keeping the planes aloft would correspondingly 
diminish.

Q. Mr. Secretary, about a month or 6 weeks ago Mr. Grom/yko arvd 
the Kremlin were making various proposals along easing East-West 
tensions and you were standing where you are now and saying this 
was a lot of propaganda. Now Mr. Gromyko seems to be in the same 
position; he is calling news conferences in the Narkomindel and say
ing that owr proposals on the Arctic inspection plan are also propar 
gcmda. Now, I  wonder, did this happen because of a change of owr 
policy, or a change of their policy, or a little of both, or what?

A. You mean as to why they call it propaganda ?
Q. No, the position seems to have been changed. I  would like to 

know your assessment.
A. The circumstances are that we have conducted this operation in a 

way which is designed to make as clear as we can that it was not a 
propaganda exercise but we were seeking an honest result. We talked 
to the Soviets about it 2 days before we introduced our resolution. 
We would have been willing to talk about it with them outside to 
any extent that they wanted. I  think that kind of approach differ
entiates it a good deal from when you write a letter purported to be 
signed by the head of the Soviet Government to the President of the 
United States and then publish it before we can get it translated.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, in the light of Mr. Hammarskj old's statement 
to the Security Cornicil on Tuesday* does the United States Gov
ernment still consider the Soviet suspension of nuclear tests as a prop
aganda gimmick?

A. It was certainly handled in that way. And I  don’t think one 
can tell what, if any, sincerity was back of it until we see what hap
pens, if indeed we can see what happens.

One of the aspects of the statement was that it involved no inspec
tion and, secondly, that it reserved the right to resume testing if and 
when the United States or the United Kingdom test. We are going 
to be testing right away, so whether there is anything in there beyond 
propaganda we do not know at the present time.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you have been represented in some press reports 
recently as being on the opposite side of the question from Admiral 
[Lewis Z.] Strauss [Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis
sion] on the nuclear test halt issue. Can you tell us whether or not 
there is any accuracy in those reports, and could you outline some of 
your thinking on the advisability of halting nuclear tests from a 
foreign-policy point of view?

A. I  think I  should not do that for this reason: There are many 
angles to this question of the suspension of testing. There is a judg
ment of the relative technical positions of the United States and the 
Soviet Union. There is a military judgment, you might say, as to 
whether, given our different postures and the fact that they presum
ably will use their weapons only for an attack whereas we would 
need them for defensive purposes, whether any technical discrepancy 
in our favor is adequate and adequately takes account of the different 
needs of our two countries. There is the question of what future 
testing might be expected to produce and how valuable it is. There 
is a question of our international relations, the question of the at
titude of the United Kingdom and other countries who are interested 
in this field and may desire themselves to be more qualified nuclear 
powers, the question of public relations with many other countries.

Now, we all of us in Government—Admiral Strauss, the Secretary 
of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Dr. Killian [James R. Killian, 
Jr., Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology], 
myself—we each contribute from our own field of interest and concern

1 Secretary-General Hammarskjold had said: “I found reason to welcome the 
decision of the Soviet Union to suspend unilaterally tests of atomic bombs. I 
did so solely on the basis of an evaluation of the possible impact of this move 
on the stalemate reached in the disarmament debate. In the same spirit and 
on the same basis, I wish today to welcome the initiative taken by the United 
States in presenting a proposal which might break up the stalemate from the 
angle of a limited system of inspection.” (Security Council Official Records: 
815th Meeting, April 29,1958, p. 17.)
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to the estimating of this problem, which is then decided by the Presi
dent. He has not yet taken any decision. Any point of view of mine 
would be reflective of only part of the problem, and I  recognize quite 
well that there are other aspects of the problem with which I  am not 
independently familiar. So I  would think it unwise to present here 
just one aspect of the problem before the matter has been considered 
by the President.

Q. Mr. Secretary, have we received any responses from the nations 
which we invited to send scientists to the Pacific tests, and, if not, what 
kind of response do we expect to receive from the Soviet-bloc nations?

A. We have not received any responses from any of the nations 
involved. As I  understand it, we communicated our invitation to the 
Secretary-General, who in turn transmitted it to the nations that 
were members of this scientific body. None of them have made a 
response as yet. I  recall, I think, that there were some remarks made 
in Moscow which indicated that there was doubt as to Soviet acceptance 
of the invitation. But I know no more about that than you do who 
have read those press reports.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in the light of the importance that you ha/ve at
tached to making a first step on inspection of the Arctic, would it 
be an undue risk in your judgment to offer a temporary suspension 
of SAC bomber flights into the Arctic, pending negotiations on this 
question?

A. I  would not want to answer that here because I  would be en
croaching into a field which is primarily that of the military and 
where I  do not know what the reasons are or whether they would 
think that it was undue risk or not. I  just think that is out of my 
proper area.

263. United States Circular Note Regarding Antarctica, 
May 3, 1958 1

E x c e l l e n c y  : I  have the honor to refer to the splendid example of 
international cooperation which can now be observed in many parts 
of the world because of the coordinated efforts of scientists of many

1 White House press release, May 3, 1958. The note was delivered to the 
Foreign Ministers of the eleven nations participating in the International Geo
physical Year: Argentina, AustraUa, Belgium, Chile, France, Japan, New Zea
land, Norway, the Union of South Africa, the U.S.S.R., and the United King
dom. See also statement of the same date by President Eisenhower (Depart
ment of S tate Bulletin , June 2, 1958, pp. 910-911).
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countries in seeking a better understanding of geophysical phenomena 
during the current International Geophysical Year. These co
ordinated efforts of the scientists of many lands have as their objec
tive a greatly increased knowledge of the planet on which we live 
and will no doubt contribute directly and indirectly to the welfare 
of the human race for many generations to come.

Among the various portions of the globe where these cooperative 
scientific endeavors are being carried on with singular success and 
with a sincere consciousness of the high ideals of mankind to which 
they are dedicated is the vast and relatively remote continent of 
Antarctica. The scientific research being conducted in that continent 
by the cooperative efforts of distinguished scientists from many coun
tries is producing information of practical as well as theoretical value 
for all mankind.

The International Geophysical Year comes to a close at the end of 
1958. The need for coordinated scientific research in Antarctica, 
however, will continue for many more years into the future. Accord
ingly, it would appear desirable for those countries participating in 
the Antarctic program of the International Geophysical Year to reach 
agreement among themselves on a program to assure the continua
tion of the fruitful scientific cooperation referred to above. Such an 
arrangement could have the additional advantage of preventing un
necessary and undesirable political rivalries in that continent, the 
uneconomic expenditure of funds to defend individual national in
terests, and the recurrent possibility of international misunderstand
ing. I t would appear that if harmonious agreement can be reached 
among the countries directly concerned in regard to friendly coopera
tion in Antarctica, there would be advantages not only to those 
countries but to all other countries as well.

The present situation in Antarctica is characterized by diverse legal, 
political, and administrative concepts which render friendly coopera
tion difficult in the absence of an understanding among the countries 
involved. Seven countries have asserted claims of sovereignty to por
tions of Antarctica, some of which overlap and give rise to occasional 
frictions. Other countries have a direct interest in that continent 
biased on past discovery and exploration, geographic proximity, sea 
and air transportation routes, and other considerations.

The United States for many years has had, and at the present time 
continues to have, direct and substantial rights and interests in Antarc
tica. Throughout a period of many years, commencing in the early 
eighteen-hundreds, many areas of the Antarctic region have been dis
covered, sighted, explored and claimed on behalf of the United States 
by nationals of the United States and by expeditions carrying the 
flag of the United States. During this period, the Government of the
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United States and its nationals have engaged in well-known and 
extensive activities in Antarctica.

In view of the activities of the United States and its nationals re
ferred to above, my Government reserves all of the rights of the United 
States with respect to the Antarctic region, including the right to 
assert a territorial claim or claims.

I t is the opinion of my Government, however, that the interests of 
mankind would best be served, in consonance with the high ideals of 
the Charter of the United Nations, if the countries which have a direct 
interest in Antarctica were to join together in the conclusion of a 
treaty which would have the following peaceful purposes:

A. Freedom of scientific investigation throughout Antarctica by 
citizens, organizations, and governments of all countries; and a 
continuation of the international scientific cooperation which is 
being carried out so successfully during the current Interna
tional Geophysical Year.

B. International agreement to ensure that Antarctica be used for 
peaceful purposes only.

C. Any other peaceful purposes not inconsistent with the Charter 
of the United Nations.

The Government of the United States is prepared to discuss jointly 
with the Governments of the other countries having a direct interest 
in Antarctica the possibility of concluding an agreement, which would 
be in the form of a treaty, for the purpose of giving legal effect to these 
high principles. I t  is believed that such a treaty can be concluded 
without requiring any participating nation to renounce whatever 
basic historic rights it may have in Antarctica, or whatever claims of 
sovereignty it may have asserted. I t could be specifically provided 
that such basic rights and such claims would remain unaffected while 
the treaty is in force, and that no new rights would be acquired and 
no new claims made by any country during the duration of the treaty. 
In other words, the legal status quo in Antarctica would be frozen for 
the duration of the treaty, permitting cooperation in scientific and ad
ministrative matters to be carried out in a constructive manner without 
being hampered or affected in any way by political considerations. 
Provision could likewise be made for such joint administrative ar
rangements as might be necessary and desirable to ensure the suc
cessful accomplishment of the agreed objectives. The proposed 
treaty would be deposited with the United Nations, and the coopera
tion of the specialized technical agencies of the United Nations would 
be sought. Such an arrangement would provide a firm and favorable 
foundation for a continuation of the productive activities which have 
thus far distinguished the International Geophysical Year; would 
provide an agreed basis for the maintenance of peaceful and orderly



DOCUMENT 264 : MAY 3, 1958 1023

conditions in Antarctica during years to come; and would avoid the 
possibility of that continent becoming the scene of international 
discord.

In the hope that the countries having a direct interest in Antarctica 
will agree on the desirability of the aforesaid high objectives, and will 
work together in an effort to convert them into practical realities, the 
Government of the United States has the honor to invite the Govern
ment o f________________ to participate in a Conference for this
purpose to be convened at an early date at such place as may be 
mutually agreeable.1

Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances of my highest 
consideration.

264. Note From the American Ambassador (Beam) to the 
Acting Polish Foreign Minister (Winiewicz), May 
3, 1958 2

E xcellency : I  have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Mr. 
Rapacki’s note of February 14, 1958, enclosing a memorandum elabo
rating on the Polish Government’s proposals concerning the estab
lishment of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe.3

Recognizing that the initiative of the Polish Government stems 
from a desire to contribute to the attainment of a stable and durable 
peace, my Government has given these proposals serious and careful 
consideration. On the basis of this study it has concluded that they 
are too limited in scope to reduce the danger of nuclear war or provide 
a dependable basis for the security of Europe. They neither deal 
with the essential question of the continued production of nuclear 
weapons by the present nuclear powers nor take into account the fact 
that present scientific techniques are not adequate to detect existing 
nuclear weapons. The proposed plan does not affect the central 
sources of power capable of launching a nuclear attack, and thus its 
effectiveness would be dependent on the good intentions of countries 
outside the area. The proposals overlook the central problems of 
European security because they provide no method for balanced and 
equitable limitations of military capabilities and would perpetuate 
the basic cause of tension in Europe by accepting the continuation 
of the division of Germany.

1 The Conference was held at Washington Oct. 15-Dec. 1, 1959. For the text 
of the Antarctic treaty signed at the Conference, see post, doc. 398.

2 Department of State Bulletin, May 19,1958, pp. 821-822.
* Ante, doc. 244.
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An agreement limited to the exclusion of nuclear weapons from the 
territory indicated by your Government without other types oflimita- 
tion would, even if it were capable of being inspected, endanger the 
security of the Western European/ countries in view of the large and 
Widely deployed military forces of the Soviet Union. Unless 
equipped with nuclear weapons, Western forces in Germany would 
find themselves under present circumstances at a great disadvantage 
to the numerically greater mass of Soviet troops stationed within 
easy distance of Western Europe which are, as the Soviet leaders 
made clear, being equipped with the most modem and destructive 
weapons, including missiles of all kinds.

The considerations outlined above have caused the United States 
in association with other Western Powers to propose that nations 
stop producing material for nuclear weapons, cease testing such 
weapons and begin to reduce present stockpiles. The United States 
has further proposed broader areas of inspection against surprise 
attack, including an area in Europe, roughly from the United King
dom to the Ural mountains.1 We remain willing to do this. You 
will recall, moreover, that the Western nations offered at the London 
disarmament negotiations to discuss a more limited zone in Europe. 
With regard to missiles you will recall that over a year and a half ago 
the United States proposed that we begin to study the inspection and 
control needed to assure the exclusive peaceful use of outer space now 
threatened by the development of such devices as intercontinental and 
intermediate range ballistic missiles.2

The United States, in association with other Western Powers, has 
also proposed that a comprehensive and effective European security 
arrangement be established in conjunction with the reunification of 
Germany.8 The proposed arrangements would provide for limita
tions on both forces and armaments, measures for the prevention of 
surprise attack in the area, and assurances of reaction in the event of 
aggression.

Your note speaks of the existence of opposing military groupings 
in Central Europe as being responsible for tensions in the area. I t  
should not be necessary for me to recall that the present division of 
Europe stems primarily from the decision of the Soviet Union not to 
permit Eastern European nations to participate in the European 
Recovery Plan. Nor need I  repeat the many assurances given as to 
the defensive character of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
which is reflected in its entire organizational and command structure. 
The entire history of its creation and development testify to this,

1 Ante, doc. 219.
• Ante, doc. 185.
• Ante, doc. 138.
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though persistent efforts are made in some quarters to portray it 
otherwise.

In the absence of effective arrangements either general or regional 
in character which would promote real security and in view of the 
present policies and armaments of the Soviet Union, the countries 
of Western Europe along with Canada and ourselves, joined in al
liance with them, have no other recourse than to develop the required 
pattern of integrated NATO military strength and to utilize for 
defensive purposes modem developments in weapons and techniques.

The views which I have presented above on behalf of my Govern
ment point out the basic reasons why the United States considers 
that the Polish Government’s proposals for establishing a denuclear
ized zone in Central Europe would not serve to advance their expressed 
objectives. Nevertheless, the United States appreciates the initiative 
of the Polish Government in seeking a solution to these problems. 
It hopes that this exchange of correspondence will enable the Polish 
Government better to understand American proposals in the fields 
of European security and disarmament. I trust that the improved 
relations between Poland and the United States will serve as a basis 
for a better understanding between our two countries on these prob
lems, as well as on other matters.

265. Soviet Memorandum: Proposals as to Questions To 
Be Considered at the Conference With Participation 
of the Heads of Government, May 5, 1958 1

On January 8, 1958, the Soviet Government presented for consid
eration by other Governments its concrete proposals on problems of 
easing international tension.2 These proposals provide for a high-level 
conference of top government officials with the participation of the 
Heads of Government to discuss issues the settlement of which would 
promote the easing of international tension and the creation of trust 
in relations between states.

As before, the Soviet Government considers that a series of pressing 
international problems can be solved even at the present time. Its

1 Department of State Bulletin, July 7, 1958, pp. 17-22. Memorandum handed 
to the American, British and French Ambassadors by Foreign Minister Gromyko 
on May 5. See also Soviet aide-memoire of the same date (ibid., pp. 22-23). 
The Western Powers replied on May 28 (post, doc. 269).

aNot printed. In his letter of Jan. 20,1958, to Premier Bulganin (Department 
of State Bulletin, Feb. 10, 1958, p. 211), President Eisenhower expressed the 
belief that in his letter of Jan. 12 (ante, doc. 240) he had dealt with the sub
stantive questions contained in the Soviet message of Jan. 8.
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position is that it is necessary and possible to achieve agreement among 
states on outstanding issues in international relations. The Soviet 
Union, for its part, has listed a number of such issues and is prepared 
to participate in the consideration of other problems which might be 
proposed by the participants in the conference at the summit provided, 
of course, that these questions are within the competence of the inter
national meeting and are directed toward strengthening peace.

The Soviet Government is firmly convinced that if the Heads of 
Government firmly resolve to devote their efforts to seeking mutually 
acceptable solutions for pressing international problems, then it is 
possible to say with certainty that the forthcoming conference at the 
summit will ensure the necessary turning point in the development of 
relations between states in the direction of improving the entire inter
national situation and the liquidation of the “cold war.”

Taking into account the exchange of views which has occurred on 
the question of convening a conference at the summit and seeking to 
facilitate the completion of the preparatory work for this conference 
in as short a period as possible, the Soviet Government for its part sub
mits for consideration at the conference the following questions and 
at the same time sets forth some views on these questions:

1. Immediate cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests
Cessation of tests of all types of atomic and hydrogen weapons is a 

pressing problem for which it is possible to find a practical solu
tion. Universal cessation of tests of such weapons would have 
beneficial results in strengthening the cause of peace and putting 
an end to the armaments race. Agreement on this question would be 
a definite barrier to the creation of new and still more destructive 
types of atomic and hydrogen weapons and would be a practical 
step on the road to complete prohibition of such weapons of mass 
destruction.

The necessity for an immediate solution of this question is dictated 
also by the fact that continued tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
are, according to the testimony of the most prominent scientists, in
creasing the concentration of atomic radiation in the atmosphere, the 
soil, and the water, which are already creating a serious danger to 
the health and life of people now living and threatening the normal 
development of future generations. This danger will increase still 
more in the future if an end is not put to experimental explosions of 
nuclear weapons.

At the present time, nuclear weapons are being produced by only 
three states—the USSR, the USA, and the United Kingdom,—and 
the cessation of tests of such weapons now depends, since the Soviet 
Union has already unilaterally ceased its tests, upon only two powers— 
the USA and the United Kingdom. The Soviet Government expects
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that the USA and the United Kingdom will cease without delay their 
testing of nuclear weapons, so that it may be possible to agree at the 
conference, with the participation of the Heads of Government, on 
the consolidation of such decisions by the three powers by means of 
appropriate agreements.

Although modem technical devices for detecting nuclear explosions 
can record any explosions of atomic and hydrogen weapons, no matter 
where they are carried out, and each power concerned can itself de
termine whether the other parties are complying with the agreement 
to cease the tests, the Soviet Government reiterates its consent to the 
establishment of international control over the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests by means of international control posts, as it already 
proposed in June 1957.1 I t considers that it will not be difficult to 
agree on concrete measures for such control as soon as the Govern
ments of the USA and the United Kingdom also cease testing such 
weapons. Otherwise, any negotiations concerning questions of con
trol, whether they be on the level of experts or any other level, will 
inevitably become fruitless discussions and will, naturally, have no 
real results.

To make the cessation of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
contingent upon the solution of other disarmament questions, con
cerning which there are still serious differences of opinion and the so
lution of which is a more complex matter, would be tantamount to an 
actual refusal to cease the atomic and hydrogen weapons tests. Al
though the immediate cessation of nuclear weapons tests by all the 
powers possessing such weapons would place the Warsaw Pact2 mem
ber nations in an unfavorable position in comparison with the NATO 
nations,3 since the Soviet Union has carried out considerably fewer 
experimental explosions of atomic and hydrogen weapons than the 
USA and the United Kingdom, nevertheless the Soviet Union has con
sented to this in the desire to make a practical beginning for the cessa
tion of the atomic arms race. The acceptance of this proposal by the 
United States of America and the United Kingdom would put an end 
to tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons everywhere and forever.

2. Renunciation of the use of all types of atomic, hydrogen, and rocket
weapons
The Soviet Government considers that the achievement of agree

ment on the joint renunciation by the states possessing nuclear weap
ons—the USSR, the USA, and the United Kingdom—of the use of all 
types of such weapons, including air bombs, rockets, of any range, with 
atomic and hydrogen warheads, atomic artillery, etc., would be an

—  —

1 Ante, doc. 205.
1 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documentst vol. I, pp. 1239-1212.
8 Ibid., pp. 812-815, 853-854, 871-873.
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important step toward eliminating the danger of atomic war and 
reducing tension in relations between states. In case agreement is 
reached to renounce the use of nuclear weapons, any government that 
would dare to violate such an agreement would reveal itself to the 
eyes of the peoples as an aggressor, as an enejny of peace.

The great significance of such an agreement is confirmed by histor
ical experience. As is known, the Geneva Protocol of 1925 on the 
prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons1 played 
an important role in the matter of preventing the utilization of such 
types of weapons during the Second World War. In the opinion of the 
Soviet Government, the decision to renounce the use of atomic, hydro
gen, and rocket weapons could be legalized by means of extending the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 to nuclear and rocket weapons.

The Soviet Government considers that an agreement of the powers 
now, at this stage, to renounce the use of nuclear and rocket weapons 
would create an auspicious basis for the achievement, at the next stage, 
of such measures as the complete and unconditional prohibition of 
jiuclear weapons, the cessation of their production, with their elimina
tion from the armaments of states, and the liquidation of all stockpiles 
of such weapons.

3. Creation in Central Europe of a zone free of atomic, hydrogen and 
rochet weapons
At the present time, two groups of states oppose each other in Cen

tral Europe and armed forces and armaments of various types, in 
quantities abnormal for peacetime, are concentrated there. This one 
circumstance alone creates a serious threat to peace and it is impossible 
to ignore the fact that in such a situation, by evil intent or by chance* 
the fires of a new war can break out with the use of the most modern 
means of destruction, that is, nuclear and rocket weapons.

In order to preclude the danger of such a turn of events, the Soviet 
Government deems it expedient to examine at the conference the pro
posal of the Government of the Polish People’s Republic 2 concerning 
the creation in Europe of a zone free of atomic, hydrogen, and rocket 
weapons, which would include the territories of the Polish People’s 
Republic, the Czechoslovak Republic, the German Democratic Re
public, and the Federal Republic of Germany. Assumption by these 
states of the obligation not to produce or to permit the stationing on 
their territories of nuclear weapons of all possible types, and also the 
establishment of sites for the launching of rockets capable of carrying 
nuclear warheads, would undoubtedly help to prevent the possibility

194 LNTS 65; Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee an 
Disarmament, Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1$ 19-55 
(Committee print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.

* Ante, doc. 225.
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of military conflicts breaking out in the center of Europe. In as much 
as the Governments of the Polish People’s Republic, the Czechoslovak 
Republic, and the German Democratic Republic have already declared 
their agreement to be included in a zone free of atomic weapons, the 
creation of such a zone now depends only on the agreement of the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany.

Agreement among the Governments of the USSR, the USA, the 
United Kingdom, and France on the advisability of creating a zone 
free of atomic weapons in this area of Europe would undoubtedly 
facilitate reaching an agreement with the Government of the Federal 
Republic of Germany with regard to the Federal Republic of 
Germany’s joining this zone.

Agreement on the creation of a zone free of atomic weapons in 
Europe will be effective if, along with the corresponding obligations 
of the states included in the said zone, the powers that include nuclear 
and rocket weapons among the armaments of their forces would, for 
their part, assume an obligation to respect the status of this zone and 
consider the territory of the states included in it as excluded from the 
sphere of use of atomic, hydrogen, and rocket weapons. As for the 
Soviet Union, it has already declared1 its readiness to assume the 
above-mentioned obligations if the Governments of the US, the United 
Kingdom, and France do the same.

The obligations of the states included within the zone and the obli
gations of the Great Powers could be legalized both in the form of an 
appropriate international treaty and also in the form of appropriate 
unilateral declarations.

For the purpose of ensuring the effectiveness of the obligations and 
their fulfillment, the states concerned would be obligated to establish 
in the territory of the zone free of atomic weapons a system of broad 
and effective control, both on land and in the air, with the establish
ment of control points by agreement of the states concerned. The 
creation in the center of Europe of a zone free of atomic weapons 
would be an important step on the road toward cessation of the danger
ous arms race and removal of the threat of atomic war.

4. Non-aggression pact
Seeking to further the easing of international tension, the Soviet 

Government considers that it would be in the interests of cessation 
of the “cold war” and of the arms race to conclude in one or another 
form a non-aggression pact (or agreement) between the states mem
bers of NATO and the states participating in the Warsaw Pact. Con
clusion of such a pact would be an important step on the road toward 
the creation of an all-European system of security and the strength
ening of mutual trust and cooperation between states.

1 Ante, doc. 237.
514543— 60— yoL 2----- 22
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If  the Western powers display a desire to conclude such a pact or 
agreement, then in the opinion of the Soviet Government it would not 
be difficult to come to an agreement on its form on the basis of a multi
lateral agreement among all countries included in the Warsaw Pact 
organization and the North Atlantic Alliance, or among certain coun
tries belonging to these groups, or, lastly, in the form of non-aggression 
agreements on a bilateral basis between separate members of these 
groups.

The Soviet Government considers that the basis for such an agree
ment must be the mutual renunciation by the contracting parties of 
the use of force or threat of force and the obligation to settle disputes 
which may arise between the parties to the agreement by peaceful 
means alone. The desirability of mutual consultations among the 
parties to the agreement, in connection with the fulfillment of the 
obligations undertaken by them under the agreement, should also be 
envisaged.

Such a pact could be open to accession by all the other states of 
Europe in order to facilitate the creation at a later stage of a system 
of all-European security and the gradual liquidation of existing 
military-political groups.

In proposing the conclusion of a non-aggression pact, the Soviet 
Government regards it as the first step toward a radical improvement 
in the relations among the states included in the North Atlantic Alli
ance and the Warsaw Pact organization and as a prerequisite for 
the conclusion at a later stage of a broader treaty on European 
security.

5. Prohibition of the use of outer space for military purposes; liquida
tion of foreign military bases in foreign territories; international 
cooperation in the study of outer space

Scientific-technical progress in the realm of rocket technology has 
raised the question of what direction the use of the latest scientific 
achievements will take: Will they serve peaceful purposes or will 
they be used for furthering the arms race, increasing the danger of 
the outbreak of an atomic war?

An effective measure, which would completely exclude the possi
bility of using outer space for military purposes and which would 
ensure application of the tremendous achievements in the creation 
of rocket and artificial earth satellites exclusively for peaceful pur
poses, would be a complete and unconditional ban on atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, together with their exclusion from armaments and 
the destruction of stockpiles. Since this is difficult at the present 
time, owing to the position of the Western powers, and must obvi
ously be realized at a later stage, the Soviet Government proposes that 
at the present stage agreement be reached on a ban on the use of
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outer space for military purposes with, at the same time, the liquida
tion of military bases in foreign territories, first of all in the terri
tory of the countries of Europe, the Near and Middle East, and North 
Africa. Such a measure would be in the interest of the security of all 
states. As for the states in whose territory such military bases are 
situated, such a decision would only be to their advantage, as the 
liquidation of military bases would remove the threat to which they 
subject themselves by making their territory available for the 
establishment of foreign military bases.

Guided by these considerations, the Soviet Government proposes 
a discussion of the question of concluding an international agreement 
on the use of outer space for peaceful purposes, which would include 
the following basic provisions:

A ban on the use of outer space for military purposes and an obliga
tion on the part of states to launch rockets into outer space only in 
accordance with an agreed international program.

Liquidation of foreign military bases in the territory of other states, 
first of all in Europe, the Near and Middle East, and North Africa.

Establishment, within the framework of the UN, of appropriate 
international control of the fulfillment of the above obligations.

Creation of a UN agency for international cooperation in the field 
of the study of outer space.

Conclusion of such an agreement would lead toward broad inter
national cooperation in the peaceful use of outer space and would 
initiate joint research by scientists of all countries in problems con
nected with the cosmos.

6. Reduction in the number of foreign troops stationed in the territory
of Germany and within the borders of other European states
Consistently seeking the necessary agreement with other powers, the 

Soviet Union more than once has introduced concrete proposals on 
disarmament, and has also carried out a series of unilateral measures 
for reducing its own armed forces and armaments, proceeding from 
the premise that the other Great Powers will, for their part, follow 
this example. The Soviet Union is an advocate of a radical solution 
of the disarmament problem, a substantial reduction in the armed 
forces and armaments of states, the complete withdrawal of foreign 
armed forces from the territory of European states members of both 
military groups, including Germany, and the liquidation of all foreign 
military bases on foreign territories.

However, inasmuch as the Western powers have hitherto not dis
played their readiness to come to an agreement on all these questions, 
the Soviet Union proposes, at this stage, that a start be made toward 
the solution of those questions on which there already exists a complete
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possibility of reaching ah agreement. The Soviet Government pro
poses a gradual reduction of foreign troops in foreign territories and 
submits the proposal, in the nature of a first step, to reduce during 195ft 
the armed forces of the USSR, the US, the United Kingdom, France*, 
and other states having troops in the territory of Germany, by one- 
third or to any other agreed extent. The reduced contingents of 
these troops must be withdrawn from the territory of Germany inside 
their own national frontiers.

The question of a substantial reduction in the armed forces and 
armaments of states and the conclusion of an appropriate interna
tional agreement with this objective, as well as the complete with
drawal of foreign armed forces from the territories of the states 
members of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty could be discussed during 
the following stage of negotiations.

7. Conclusion of a German peace treaty
All the peoples of Europe, which were drawn into the war on the 

side of Hitlerite Germany, have long been enjoying the fruits of a 
peaceful situation and have been building their life independently, 
whereas the German people are still deprived of the conditions for the 
peaceful development of their country and existence on equal terms 
with other peoples. The absence of a peace treaty also has a negative 
effect on the solution of its national task of unifying the country. 
Furthermore, the lack of a solution for questions connected with a 
peaceful settlement in Germany is used by those who do not value the 
fate of peace in Europe for drawing the Western part of Germany into 
preparation for atomic war.

Under these conditions, the Soviet Government considers that the 
powers responsible for the development of Germany in a peaceful 
manner should strive to attain a peaceful settlement with Germany 
as soon as possible. Being an advocate of such a settlement, the Soviet 
Government reiterates its proposal for a discussion at a summit con
ference of the question concerning the preparation and conclusion 
of a German peace treaty.

However, taking into consideration the attitude of the Governments 
of the US and other Western powers toward this proposal, the Soviet 
Government would be ready at the forthcoming meeting to come to an 
agreement at least on the first steps toward the solution of this ques
tion, namely, to agree, at the present stage, on the basic principles of 
a German peace treaty and the manner of its preparation. In this, the 
Soviet Government proceeds from the premise that preparatory work 
toward conclusion of a German peace treaty, with the participation of 
German representatives from the GDR and the FRG, would give 
impetus to the unification of the efforts of the German Democratic
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Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany toward their rap
prochement and restoration of the unity of the German people.

S. Prevention of surprise attack against one stale by another
Inasmuch as it still does not appear possible at the present time to 

resolve the problem of disarmament in full and there is talk of reach
ing an agreement regarding partial measures of disarmament, the 
Soviet Government proposes that the question of the prevention of 
surprise attack be gradually resolved, according to the nature of the 
measures, in the field of disarmament in the first stage. I t  would be 
necessary to come to an understanding concerning the establishment 
of control posts at railroad junctions, in large ports, and on main high
ways, and concerning the taking of aerial photographs in the zones of 
demarcation of the principal armed forces of the military groups in 
Europe, at the present stage in definite limited areas, which will be 
considered as the most important from the point of view of eliminat
ing the danger of surprise attack.

In proposing such an approach to the solution of this problem, the 
Soviet Government proceeds from the premise that the Western 
powers have recognized the practical value of the Soviet proposal con
cerning the establishment of control posts as a means of preventing 
surprise attack. This gives a basis for hope that the conference can 
come to an agreement on this question.

The Soviet Government reiterates its proposal1 on the establish
ment in Europe of a zone of aerial inspection to a distance of 800 
kilometers east and west of the line of demarcation of the armed 
forces of the NATO and Warsaw Pact military groups.

As for the proposal for carrying out aerial photography of vast 
regions or of the whole territory of the USSR and the USA,2 this 
question cannot be considered apart from measures for easing inter
national tension and strengthening trust between states, especially 
between the Great Powers. In the present international situation, 
with the continuing arms race, which causes international tension 
as well as distrust and suspicion in the relations between states, with 
the “cold war” casting its black shadow over the whole international 
situation, the proposal concerning reciprocal flights over the entire 
territories of both countries is unrealistic. The Soviet Government 
considers, however, that this step can be carried out at the concluding 
stage of the problem of disarmament, that is, when the question con
cerning the complete ban on atomic and hydrogen weapons, with their 
elimination from armaments, concerning the substantial reduction of 
the armed forces and armaments of states, and concerning the liquida-

1 Ante, doc. 183.
J Ante, docs. 120 and 215.
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tion of military bases in foreign territories is settled, that is, when 
relations of trust between states are actually established.
9. Measures to expand international trade relations

The Soviet Government considers that at the present time there are 
real opportunities for taking a number of steps to expand interna
tional trade relations as the natural and most dependable basis for 
peaceful cooperation among all states independently of the differences 
in their social systems. For the restoration and expansion of the 
trade of the Western countries with the enormous market of the East, 
where about a billion people live, it is essential above all to remove 
the discrimination and barriers hitherto existing, which hinder the 
expansion of international trade.

At the present time, as a result of the industrial slump and the de
cline in trade, a number of Western countries are experiencing serious 
economic difficulties, the remedy for which should also be sought by 
means of the development of international trade and not by means of 
an armaments race, or the intensification of economic war and 
blockade.

As concrete measures for the expansion of international trade, the 
Soviet Government proposes the adoption of a declaration of the basic 
principles of international economic cooperation, in which it would 
be desirable to include clauses on the observance of full equality; mu
tual benefit; the inadmissibility of any sort of discrimination in eco
nomic and trade relations between states; respect for the sovereign 
right of each state to dispose of its own wealth and natural resources; 
mutual assistance and aid to underdeveloped countries in their eco
nomic growth without the presentation of any sort of demand of a 
political, military, or other character incompatible with the national 
sovereignty of those countries.

There is also an urgent need to hold an international economic con
ference at which it would be desirable to discuss the question of the 
further development of international trade on a long-term basis so as 
to establish confidence and stability among trading countries, and also 
to discuss the question of the creation, within the framework of the 
UN, of an international trade organization open to all countries.

It would likewise be necessary to discuss such urgent questions as 
the rational utilization of world economic resources and the granting 
of aid to underdeveloped countries. For such aid, it would be pos
sible to find additional funds by means of the reduction of expendi
tures for armaments.
10. Development of ties and contacts between states

The Soviet Government attaches great importance to the develop
ment of international contacts, and stands immutably for the develop
ment of contacts between East and West. The establishment of
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broader political, economic, and cultural ties between countries, inde
pendent of their social system, on the basis of mutual respect for sov
ereign rights and non-interference in their internal affairs satisfies 
the vital interests of peoples, and promotes the strengthening of 
friendship and of economic cooperation among them. This is con
firmed, in particular, by the successful completion of bilateral negotia
tions and the signing in Washington of a Soviet-American agreement 
in the fields of culture, technology, and education,1 as well as by the 
successful collaboration of the scientists of many countries in the pro
gram of the International Geophysical Year.

The Soviet Government also attaches great importance to the estab
lishment and expansion of regular personal contacts between govern
ment and public figures of the countries of the East and the West 
for an exchange of opinions on current international questions. The 
expansion of such ties and contacts in the near future could be real
ized by means of the mutual exchange of parliamentary delegations 
and delegations of public entities; mutual exchange of delegations of 
scientific, technical, and cultural workers; mutual exchange of artists, 
theater troupes, symphony orchestras, etc.; mutual exchange of scien
tific and technical literature and documents, including designs and 
blueprints of machines and equipment, descriptions of technological 
processes, etc.; free access to industrial exhibitions; mutual exchange 
of students, professors, and university delegations; every kind of en
couragement for tourism, sporting events, etc.

11. Cessation of propaganda for war, hostility, and hatred between 
peoples

Notwithstanding the fact that ten years have already passed since 
the adoption in October 1947 of the resolution of the UN General 
Assembly on the banning of propaganda for war,2 this unanimous 
resolution of the assembly is not being implemented in a number of 
countries. The idea of inevitability of a new war is being continually 
suggested to the peoples of these countries in the press, by radio and 
television, and by other means; the necessity of a race in nuclear 
armaments and of a further increase in military budgets and taxes on 
the population is being urged.

There is no doubt that, with good will and a mutual desire on the 
part of all participants in the summit conference, it would not be 
difficult to reach an understanding on the question of ceasing propa
ganda for war and carrying on instead a propaganda for friendship 
among peoples.

*TIAS 3975 ; 9 UST13.
‘Resolution 110 (II) ; General Assembly Official Records: Second Session,. 

Resolutions, 16 September-29 November 1947, p. 14.
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A settlement of this question could be achieved by means of the 
adoption of a joint declaration whereby the governments participat
ing in the conference would confirm their intention to carry out 
faithfully the resolution of the UN General Assembly of October 
1947 on the banning of all kinds of propaganda for war inimical to 
the cause of peace and mutual understanding and would undertake 
to adopt effective measures for the suppression of such propaganda 
in their own countries.
12. Ways to ease the tension in the Near and Middle East

In recent years in the Near and Middle East there have periodically 
come into being centers of tension containing the seeds of dangerous 
international conflicts capable of leading to a breach of world peace. 
In order to reduce tension in the Near and Middle East, it is neces
sary to create in the countries of that region the assurance that any 
breach of peace in the Near and Middle East on the part of any 
aggressive forces whatsoever will be decisively condemned and 
stopped. One of the measures could be a joint declaration of powers 
condemning the use of force in the settlement of disputes in the Near 
and Middle East, as well as interference in the internal affairs of the 
countries of that region. I t  would also be possible to come to an 
understanding on the mutual obligations of the countries participating 
in the conference not to supply weapons to the countries of the Near 
and Middle East, and also not to station nuclear and rocket weapons 
in those countries.

Considering the economic difficulties being experienced by the coun
tries of the Near and Middle East, and their aspiration to consolidate 
their independence, the necessity arises of also considering the question 
of economic collaboration with the countries of the Near and Middle 
East, especially in the field of assistance for the creation in them of 
a national industry, proceeding from the principles of full equality 
and mutual benefit without the imposition upon them of any political, 
military, or other conditions whatsoever that are incompatible with 
the principles of independence and sovereignty.

266. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
President Eisenhower, May 9, 1958 1

D ear M r. P resident: I  have received your message of April 28.2 
Unfortunately, I  have found in it no answer by the United States

1 Department of State Bulletin, June 9, 1958, pp. 940-942. The President 
repUed on May 24 (post, doc. 268).

2 Ante, doc. 260.
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Government to our statement on the question of the cessation of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons tests, which was the subject of my letter of 
April 22.1 However, the necessity of solving this question is now all 
the more urgent because attempts are already being made to disrupt 
the efforts toward terminating nuclear weapons tests universally and 
forever. I  refer to the nuclear bomb tests recently carried out by the 
United States of America and the United Kingdom.

To be frank, the fact that the Governments of the United States 
of America and the United Kingdom deemed it possible to engage in 
conducting these tests caused a feeling of regret on our part. Such 
actions are in no way in accord with the peace-loving statements 
recently made on more than one occasion by the Governments of the 
United States of America and the United Kingdom. I t is quite ob
vious that such actions, which represent open provocation of the will 
of all peoples, can only push the world back to the initial positions 
in this most important matter and again cause a chain reaction of 
experimental explosions of atomic and hydrogen bombs. We believe 
that it is necessary to do everything possible to avoid such a sequence 
of events.

Under these circumstances the responsibility devolving upon the 
Governments of our two countries is especially great. There is no 
doubt that a decision of the Government of the United States of 
America to cease the testing of nuclear weapons would be evaluated 
on its merits by all the peoples of the globe as a great contribution 
to the cause of easing international tension and eliminating the threat 
of atomic war.

I  must say frankly that it is difficult for us to understand what 
reasons prevent the Government of the United States from taking 
such a step. A cessation of nuclear weapons tests by the United 
States, following the action of the Soviet Union, would in no way 
prejudice the security interests of the United States and would not 
place your country in an unfavorable position as compared to other 
countries. If we are going to speak of this aspect of the problem, 
then a cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests by all States 
possessing such weapons would rather place the Soviet Union and its 
Warsaw Pact allies in an unequal position with regard to the United 
States and other members of NATO, since, as you know, the U.S.S.R. 
has conducted a considerably lesser number of nuclear weapons ex
plosions than the United States and the United Kingdom have done. 
Nevertheless, we undertook a unilateral cessation of tests in an effort 
to initiate in practice the cessation of the nuclear armaments race.

References are frequently made in the United States of America 
to the fact that, in a situation where there is lack of the necessary 
confidence in relations between States, an agreement on the cessation

1 Ante, doc. 258.
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of nuclear tests could be violated and any of the parties could conduct 
such tests in secret. However, in this case there is no ground for such 

apprehensions. The methods of detecting tests and the pertinent 
equipment available to modem science completely preclude such a pos
sibility. I t  is precisely for this reason that control of the observance 
of an agreement on the cessation of tests would also be easy to carry 
out. You, Mr. President, are familiar with the specific proposal of 
the Soviet Government which was introduced a year ago, concerning 
the form of such control.1 The problems of control of the cessation 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests in no way represent an obstacle 
to an immediate cessation of such tests.

We believe that in the first instance it is necessary that the United 
States of America and the United Kingdom cease testing atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, as has already been done by the Soviet Union, and 
that this basic problem be solved without delay. One cannot fail to 
see that this is the shortest way toward a solution of the problem of 
ceasing experimental explosions of nuclear weapons. In my cor
respondence with you I  have already expressed fears that—under 
present conditions, where, among States possessing nuclear weapons, 
no unity of opinion exists with regard to the basic question of the 
necessity of ceasing without delay the testing of atomic and hydrogen 
bombs—the transfer of this problem to technical experts for study 
might entail a delay in the solution of this urgent matter. One must 
not close one’s eyes to the fact that such a situation could be exploited 
by those who are interested in such a delay. On the contrary, if the 
United States and the United Kingdom should also decide to cease 
the testing of nuclear weapons, then this veiy fact would create condi
tions under which each party would be interested in having all other 
States which ceased the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
fulfill the obligations assumed by them.

Your messages indicate that you attach great importance to having 
experts study the technical details connected with the control of the 
execution of an agreement on the cessation of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests. Taking this into account, we are prepared, in spite of 
the serious doubts on our part, of which nTave spoken above, to try 
even this courge. The Soviet Government agrees to having both sides 
designate experts who would immediately begin a study l^Tmethods" 
for detecting possible violations of an agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear tests with a view to having this work completed at the earliest 
possible date, to be determined in advance. ^

At the same time I  once again appear to you, Mr. President, to 
-support the initiative of the Soviet Union in the matter of ceasing 
atomic and hydrogen tests and thus make possible a final solution

1 Ante, doc. 205.
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of this problem, which is ardently hoped for by the peoples of all 
countries.

The international situation is now such as to make particularly 
necessary practical action by States in the direction of easing the 
existing tension. This is attested with sufficient clarity by such dan
gerous and, of course—for peacetime—extremely abnormal occur
rences as regular flights by the bombers of the United States Strategic 
Air Command armed with atomic and hydrogen bombs in the direc
tion of the borders of the Soviet Union and over the territories of 
other States, to which I  have already directed your attention in my 
last letter. In your message, Mr. President, you imply that the 
method of preventing such dangerous actions may be the establish
ment of an international system of inspection for the Arctic zone, as 
proposed by the United States. However, it must be stated that this 
proposal by the Government of the U.S.A. does not in any way elimi
nate the threat to the cause of international peace, a threat created by 
the present action of the American Air Force.

As a matter of fact, the air route over the northern polar regions is 
the shortest distance between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A., and is 
therefore an important strategic area which has special significance 
in connection with the availability of rocket weapons. I t is for this 
very reason that the Soviet Union, in an effort to prevent this area 
from becoming a hotbed of military conflict between our countries, 
considers it essential that no action be undertaken within its confines 
which might lead to tragic consequences. I t is for this very reason 
that we consider that the dangerous flights of American military air
craft carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs in the Arctic zone must 
cease. This would require only one thing: an appropriate order by 
the Government of the U.S.A.

Unfortunately, the proposal of the Government of the U.S.A. 
regarding the establishment of a system of inspection in the Arctic 
does not solve this question at all. After all, in advancing this pro
posal the Government of the U.S.A. did not even promise that in the 
event of its acceptance flights of American atomic bombers in the 
direction of the borders of the Soviet Union would be suspended. 
Secretary of State Dulles of the U.S.A. spoke recently in a conditional 
manner merely of the possibility of “reducing to a minimum these 
flights against which the Soviet Union protests.” 1

We cannot fail to take into consideration one other important cir
cumstance : The Arctic is by no means the only region from which an 
attack can be made against our country. We must also take into ac
count such facts as the presence of American military bases on the 
territory of a number of States not far from the borders of the Soviet

* Ante, doc. 262.
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Union: for example, in England, France, West Germany, Italy, and 
Turkey. Under such conditions we cannot fail to draw the conclu
sion that the proposal of the Government of the U.S.A. to establish 
an inspection zone in the Arctic was dictated not by the desire to 
ensure the interests of universal peace and security but was calcu
lated to obtain unilateral advantages for the United States of Amer
ica. On the other hand, it is obvious that a real solution of the 
problems affecting the security interests of many States can be found 
only in the event that the narrow, selfish ends of some States are not 
pursued to the detriment of the interests of other countries.

I  take the liberty to remind you, Mr. President, that the Soviet 
Union, in an effort to meet the U.S. position, proposed long ago the 
establishment of a zone of aerial inspection for prevention of surprise 
attack in Central Europe, as well as in the Far East, and in a corre
sponding part of the U.S.A. These proposals of ours were objective 
and duly considered the security interests of all parties concerned. 
However, although up to that time a great deal had been said by the 
U.S.A. about the desirability of designating individual areas for 
aerial inspection, concrete proposals of the Soviet Union on this ques
tion have not yet met with a positive attitude on the part of the Gov
ernment of the U.S.A. I  wish to emphasize that these proposals of 
the U.S.S.R. are still in effect.

I  must touch upon one other matter concerning which we should 
like to have complete clarity between us. The Soviet Union has re
cently been reproached for not agreeing to the American proposal to 
establish an inspection zone in the Arctic region even though the ma
jority of the members of the Security Council voted for this proposal. 
Let me say frankly: the method to which the U.S.A. resorted in the 
Security Council in the consideration of the question raised by the 
Soviet Union of the necessity of putting an end to flights of American 
military aircraft armed with atomic and hydrogen bombs in the di
rection of the borders of the U.S.S.R. does not, in our opinion, indi
cate any serious intention of reaching an agreement on a mutually 
acceptable basis but is, rather, an indication of attempts to exert pres
sure on the Soviet Union through the use of a majority of the votes 
in the Security Council. I t is very well known that this majority in 
the Security Council has been formed by the votes of countries which 
are in various degrees dependent on the U.S.A., primarily from an 
economic standpoint. Thus the Security Council, in its present com
position,1 cannot be considered an impartial arbiter, and this is the 
reason why at the present time it does not play the important role in

*The following countries then belonged to the Security Council: Canada, 
China, Colombia, France, Iraq, Japan, Panama, Sweden, the U.S.S.K., the 
United Kingdom, and the United States.
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the matter of maintaining international peace and security with which 
it was entrusted by the U.N. Charter. The Soviet Government is sin
cerely striving for an equitable and mutually acceptable agreement 
with the U.S.A. and other Western powers. We are striving to es
tablish peaceful relations between our countries and improve these 
relations day by day. We were also guided by such aspirations in 
taking such a step as unilateral cessation of nuclear weapons tests and 
in making our proposals for calling a meeting with the participation 
of heads of government.

We should like for the Government of the U.S.A. to manifest the 
same desire for mutual understanding and co-operation with us in 
the interests of both of our countries and in the interest of universal 
peace. Of course, this requires a different approach to international 
affairs from that which found expression in the recent statement by 
the Secretary of State of the U.S.A. in New Hampshire,1 in which 
Mr. Dulles repeated all the old arguments and inventions of the oppo
nents of an agreement with the Soviet Union, opponents of the less
ening of international tension. To proceed in a foreign policy on 
such a basis means to exclude in advance any possibility of coming 
to an agreement. We should not like to believe that this is the aim of 
the Government of the U.S.A.

You, Mr. President, have emphasized more than once that strength
ening peace requires deeds. We fully share this opinion and should 
like to hope that the Government of the United States of America 
will approach the solution of the problem of ceasing atomic and 
hydrogen weapons tests in this very spirit.

With sincere respect,
N. K h r u s h c h e v

267. Address by the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) at the 
Moscow Meeting of the Warsaw Pact Powers {Ex
tract), May 24, 19582

Rejection of the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons which the 
powers have in their armaments would be of great importance for 
easing international tension and ending the arms race. That this 
measure is perfectly realistic is obvious to all. I t requires neither 
long talks, nor any control, nor any material expenditures. But 
such moral condemnation of the atomic arms would be of truly inesti-

1 jDepartment of State Bulletin, May 19,1958, pp. 799-804.
* Department of State files.
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mable value for the cause of peace, besides creating conditions for 
further steps toward resolving the disarmament problem.

A moral undertaking by states not to use atomic and hydrogen 
weapons would be especially significant today when it is no longer 
possible to establish foolproof control over compliance with an agree
ment banning nuclear weapons, and when it is easy for any of the 
sides to set up, if it so wishes, the secret manufacture of nuclear 
weapons.

We now have to reckon with the fact that the process of atomic 
materials manufacture is the same, whether for military or peaceful 
purposes. The same atomic materials can be used both in peaceful 
branches of production and for the manufacture of nuclear weapons. 
This means that the manufacture of nuclear energy for peaceful pur
poses, which is becoming increasingly extensive and widespread, can 
be used, simultaneously, for the secret stockpiling of explosive nuclear 
materials in circumvention of control. And when enough materials 
have been stockpiled, it would not be too difficult to hide the design
ing and manufacture of atomic bombs and atomic rocket warheads. 
This can be done by an industrially developed country.

Today, when nuclear arms have ceased to be the monopoly of one 
state, as was the case 13 years ago, it is very, very dangerous to use 
these mass destruction weapons without risking a shattering retalia
tion. Things must be viewed realistically. Under the present cir
cumstances, the way to eliminate the threat of atomic war is moral 
condemnation of the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons. They who 
try to evade agreement on renouncing the use of the nuclear arms are 
being hypocritical when they say that it can have no force but would 
remain an uncontrolled moral commitment.

Moral condemnation by the peoples is a great force. I t will be 
a means of rigid control and a containing factor against those plan
ning to use nuclear weapons, these barbaric weapons of mass extermi
nation of people and destruction of material values. The experience 
of the recent past confirms the significance and effectiveness of inter
national agreements imposing moral obligations on states.

It is common knowledge that the Geneva protocol of 1925,1 banning 
the means of chemical and bacteriological warfare, played a positive 
role, preventing the use of these mass destruction weapons during 
World War II. The aggressors dared not use these weapons, morally 
condemned by an international treaty and by world public opinion.

A ban on the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons would be a good 
beginning. Later, when relations between states will have developed 
and extended, when these relations will have become relations of

*94 LNTS 65; Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 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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friendship, conditions will arise for broader control and greater inter
national confidence, and this will make it possible to exclude war 
altogether as a means of settling disputed issues.

268. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Khrushchev), May 24, 1958 1

D ear Mr. Chairm an  : I  have your letter of May 9, 1958.2 I  note 
with satisfaction that you accept, at least partially, my proposal that 
technical persons be designated to ascertain what would be required 
to supervise and control disarmament agreements, all without prej
udice to our respective positions on the timing and interdependence 
of various aspects of disarmament.3

Your letter of May ninth states that “the Soviet Government agrees 
to having both sides designate experts who would immediately begin 
a study of methods for detecting possible violations of an agreement 
on the cessation of nuclear tests with a view to having this work 
completed at the earliest possible date, to be determined in advance.”

Experts from our side will be prepared to meet with experts from 
your side at Geneva, if the Swiss Government agrees, within three 
weeks of our learning whether these arrangements are acceptable to 
you. On our side, experts would be chosen on the basis of special 
competence. I  have in mind, for example, experts who might be 
contributed not only from the United States, but from the United 
Kingdom which, like the Soviet Union and the United States, has 
conducted nuclear tests, and from France, which has advanced plans 
for testing, and possibly from other countries having experts who 
are advanced in knowledge of how to detect nuclear tests. We assume 
that the experts on the side of the Soviet Union would be similarly 
chosen on the basis of special competence, so as to assure that we get 
scientific, not political, conclusions.

I  also suggest that the experts should be asked to make an initial 
progress report within thirty days after convening and to aim at a 
final report within sixty days or as soon thereafter as possible.

In view of the Charter responsibilities of the General Assembly 
and the Security Council of the United Nations in the field of dis
armament, we would propose to keep the United Nations and its ap
propriate organs informed of the progress of these talks through the 
intermediary of the Secretary General.

1 jDepartment of S tate Bulletin, June 9, 1958, p. 939. Premier Khrushchev re
plied on May 30 (post, doc. 270).

* Ante, doc. 266.
• Ante, doc. 260.



I  will write you further shortly regarding your statements on the 
problem of surprise attack and the Arctic Zone of inspection which 
we have proposed.1 

Sincerely,
D wight D . E isenhower

JQ44 DOCUMENT 269 : MAY 26, 1958

269. Memorandum by the United Kingdom, the United 
States, and France Concerning the Agenda for a 
Summit Conference, May 28, 19582

The Governments of the US, UK and France believe that the pres
ent international situation requires that a serious attempt be made to 
reach agreement on the main problems affecting the attainment of 
peace and stability in the world. They consider that, in the cir
cumstances, a Summit meeting would be desirable if it would provide 
the opportunity for serious discussions of major problems and would 
be an effective means of reaching agreement on significant subjects.

They regard such settlements as constituting effective means for de
veloping a spirit of confidence in their relations with the Soviet Un
ion which could lead to cooperation among nations in the pursuit of 
a just and lasting peace.

Such settlements, if they are to serve this purpose, must take into 
account the legitimate interests of all the parties concerned and must 
embrace the necessary elements to assure their implementation.

In his letter of January 12, 1958, President Eisenhower put for
ward a series of proposals to Premier Bulganin.8 The Governments 
of the US, UK and France consider that they form the basis for 
mutually beneficial settlements at a meeting of Heads of Government. 
Some of the considerations which underlie this view are set forth be
low. In making their proposals in the field of disarmament, the 
three governments recall their obligations, undertaken in the UN 
Charter, not to use any weapons against the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any state.4 While a comprehensive dis
armament remains their ultimate aim, they propose certain practical 
balanced and interdependent measures which would mark significant

1 Ante, doc. 259.
* Department of State Bulletin , July 7, 1958, pp. 12-16. Handed to Soviet 

Foreign Minister Gromyko by the British Ambassador on behalf of the United 
Kingdom, the United States, and France. See also tripartite aide-memoire of 
May 28 (i&id., pp. 16-17).

* Ante, doc. 240.
4 Art 2 of the Charter.
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progress toward controlling the arms race and thus reducing the 
danger of war. Progress of this sort would also create an atmosphere 
of confidence which could facilitate settlement of the political con
troversies that disturb relations between the Western Powers and the 
Soviet Union. Reduction in both nuclear weapons and conventional 
armed forces and armaments are vital for this purpose. The three 
Governments therefore consider it desirable to make clear once again 
what were the reasons which led them to put forward far reaching 
proposals for partial disarmament in 1957.1

1. Measures to control production of fissionable materials for nuclear
weapons and to reduce existing military stocks of such materials
As for the nuclear problem, the heart of the matter is not the mere 

testing, but the weapons themselves. The Western Powers seek a 
dependable ending to the accumulation of nuclear weapons and a 
dependable beginning of the steady reduction of existing weapons 
stockpiles. Since there is no known reliable means for detecting the 
weapons already made, the most effective and feasible way to work 
toward the reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons is to halt 
production of fissionable materials for making them and to begin 
reducing weapons stockpiles by equitable transfers to peaceful uses. 
The Western Powers are prepared to discuss these measures and the 
ratios of materials to be transferred from existing weapons stocks to 
peaceful uses with a view to arriving at equitable proportions for 
such transfers by the states concerned.

2. Suspension of nuclear tests
If there is agreement to put an end to the production of new fission

able materials for nuclear weapons, the way lies open to an immediate 
solution of the problem of nuclear testing. So long as unrestricted 
manufacture of nuclear weapons continues, and new means are being 
developed for delivering nuclear weapons rapidly and surely the 
suspension of nuclear testing does not constitute disarmament. It is 
relevant to underline the fact that the existence of nuclear stocks, 
which are constantly growing, constitutes a much more serious danger 
than nuclear tests. Thus, the Western Powers propose not only the 
suspension of nuclear tests but the stopping of production of new 
fissionable materials for weapons purposes and the progressive conver
sion of stocks of these materials to peaceful uses. Testing could be 
stopped indefinitely if the necessary inspection system is installed and 
the production of fissionable materials for weapons is also effectively 
ended. Both would be carried out under effective measures of inter
national control.

1 Ante, doc. 219.
514543— 60—vol. 2------ 23
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3. The reduction and limitation of conventional arms a/nd manpower
An agreement on initial verifiable reductions of armed forces and 

their stocks of arms could ease the way toward settlement of prob
lems which create international friction. In their turn, such settle
ments could set the stage for further reductions. This is a sound 
approach for developing confidence in relations between the coun
tries. On the other hand, unverified and uncontrolled unilateral 
measures can well be merely shifts in deployment or temporary re
ductions. They do not inspire confidence.

With these considerations in mind, the Western Governments pro
pose that the Soviet Union join them in agreeing on an initial limita
tion of their armed forces; and on placing in storage depots within 
their own territories, and under the supervision of an international 
control organization, specific quantities of designated types of arma
ments. They will be prepared also to negotiate on a further limita
tion of their armed forces and armaments provided that compliance 
with commitments above has been verified to mutual satisfaction, that 
there has been progress toward the solution of political issues, and 
that other essential states have accepted equitable levels for their 
armed forces and armaments.
4. Measures to guard against surprise attack

Until general controlled disarmament becomes a reality, the surest 
way toward the development of confidence lies in lifting fears of 
surprise attack. Growing capabilities of surprise attack on a massive 
scale underscore the importance of a prompt beginning on measures 
to deal with this problem. The Western Powers want to meet it on 
the broadest scale possible. The Government of the US, UK and 
France express their readiness to enter into discussion of this subject 
both from the standpoint of technical considerations of ways and 
means of achieving this end in the most practical way and from the 
standpoint of initial areas to be included in the progressive installa
tion of such a system. In this connection the three Governments 
reaffirm their willingness as expressed in the United Nations Dis
armament Subcommittee on August 29, 1957, to consider the installa
tion of a system of air and ground inspection as a safeguard against 
surprise attack on a comprehensive scale embracing all of the US, 
USSR, Canada, and with the consent of the countries involved, the 
greater part of Europe as well.1 If this proposal is not acceptable 
to the USSR, the three Governments are also prepared to consider the 
establishment in the first instance of smaller zones in the Arctic and 
European regions, provided that the latter also included a significant 
part of the territory of the Soviet Union. As the US indicated at 
Geneva in 1955, if agreement is reached on the installation of measures

1 Ante, doc. 219.
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of air and ground inspection on the comprehensive scale outlined 
above, negotiations could be undertaken promptly both with other 
sovereign states involved and with the Soviet Union for the appro
priate extension of such inspection, on a reciprocal, equitable basis 
and subject to the consent of any governments concerned, to bases 
outside of national territory.1

5. Use of outer space for peaceful purposes
An opportunity to stop the development of new and more powerful 

weapons was tragically lost a decade ago when the US offer to re
nounce making atomic weapons and to make the use of atomic energy 
an international asset for peaceful purposes only was not accepted. 
A great step forward in building confidence among peoples and in 
reducing the danger to humanity from new and powerful weapons 
would have been made if this offer had been accepted. The respon
sible countries are faced once more with a similar decision, laden with 
serious consequences for mankind. The three governments propose 
that the Soviet Union join in the establishment of a group of experts 
who would make the necessary technical studies for determining 
what measures are required to assure that outer space is used for 
peaceful purposes only.

6. Reunification of Germany in accordance with the terms of the 1955
Directive of the four Heads of Government to the Ministers of
Foreign Affairs 2

The continued division of Germany is a major obstacle to the resto
ration of confidence and the creation of conditions of genuine peace 
and stability in Europe. Thirteen years have passed sinco the end 
of the war in Europe, yet no peace settlement has been made with 
Germany. A necessary prerequisite for such a settlement is the cre
ation of a government which truly reflects the will of the German 
people. Only a government created on such a basis can undertake 
obligations which will inspire confidence on the part of other coun
tries and which will be considered just and binding by the people of 
Germany themselves.
The Heads of Government in Geneva recognized the common re

sponsibility of the four powers for the settlement of the German 
question and the reunification of Germany. They agreed that the 
settlement of the German question and the reunification of Germany 
through free elections should be carried out in conformity with the 
national interests of the German people and the interests of European 
security. The Western Powers propose that the Soviet Union join 
with them in immediate steps to carry out their responsibility by

1 See ante, doc. 144.
* Ante, doc. 123.
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agreeing to permit an all-German Government to be formed by free 
elections and enabling it to carry out its functions. Such an agree
ment would give tangible evidence of a common desire on the part 
of the four governments to create the conditions of trust on which a 
lasting peace can be based.

7. European security arrangements
The Western Powers are aware of the fact that the Soviet Union 

has expressed concern that the creation of a freely-chosen all-German 
Government with the full attributes of sovereignty would bring about 
changes in the present situation in Europe which the Soviet Union 
vpould consider detrimental to its security interests. The three gov
ernments are prepared to enter into arrangements concerning Euro
pean security which would give assurances to the Soviet Union in 
this regard. The arrangements they envisage would involve limita
tions on forces and armaments. They would also involve assurances 
designed to prevent aggression in Europe by the exchange; of under
takings to take appropriate action in the event of such aggression.

The three governments seek no one-sided advantage in such arrange
ments, nor do they contemplate entering into arrangements which 
would give a one-sided advantage to the Soviet Union to the preju
dice of their essential security interests. Confidence can be created 
by international agreements only if the agreements take equally into 
account the legitimate security interests of all the parties concerned.

The Western Powers call on the Soviet Union to enter into ne
gotiations on the subject of European security in this spirit, with a 
view to concluding a treaty which would enter into force in conjunc
tion with an agreement on the reunification of Germany. This would 
recognize the close link which the powers concerned have agreed 
exists between the two subjects. The linked settlement of these two 
questions and the confidence created thereby would also permit further 
progress to be made in the limitation of armaments generally.

8. International exchanges
Lasting peace requires a satisfactory settlement of the prob

lems which concern the general relationship between the peoples of 
Eastern Europe and those of the Western countries. An important 
step forward along the path of mutual understanding would be made 
if the interested governments agreed to remove the obstacles which 
still prevent peoples from knowing each other and to satisfy the 
common aspirations of all men by guaranteeing them objective and 
complete information and by promoting closer cultural ties and 
human relations.

In July 1955, at the Geneva Conference, the four Heads of Govern
ment included this question in the directives given to the Ministers
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of Foreign Affairs. While some progress has been made in certain 
fields since that date, much remains to be done to eliminate the ob
stacles which still hinder mutual acquaintance and understanding* 
the conditions for a durable and genuine peace.

9. Means of strengthening the United Nations
The peoples of the world look upon the UN organization and the 

pledges of its members embodied in its Charter as man’s best hope for 
peace and justice. Thus, the Western governments cannot but wel
come the recent assertion of the -Soviet Union that it believes in the 
importance of the United Nations and its role in the maintenance of 
peace and security as well as in the peaceful settlement of international 
issues. Like the USSR, they deem that efforts should be made to 
strengthen the United Nations by every means, so that it should be 
able to fulfill its tasks more effectively. One practical way in which 
this can be done now is through an undertaking by the Governments 
of the US, UK, France and USSR that they will, as a matter of 
policy, avoid vetoing Security Council recommendations as to how 
nations might proceed toward the peaceful solution of their disputes.

10. Ways of easing tensions in Eastern Europe
The creation of conditions of stability in Eastern Europe based 

on relations of independence and friendship among the countries of 
the area would greatly contribute to the cause of promoting a just and 
lasting world peace. That this should come about is thus not an 
aspiration of neighboring Western Europe alone, but of all the world. 
This international interest found its expression in the international 
agreements concerning the right of the peoples of the area to choose 
their own governments; the peace treaties with their provisions de
signed to safeguard human rights; the efforts of many countries to 
improve the economic welfare of the people; and efforts to eliminate 
interference in their internal affairs.

The Western Powers believe that a serious discussion of the prob
lem posed by the existence of tensions in Eastern Europe should be 
held with the aim of eliminating interference in the internal affairs 
of the countries of that region and the use of force in the settlement 
of disputes there.

The Western governments believe that the proposals set forth above 
are feasible and could be put into effect now. They believe their 
implementation is verifiable. The proposals take into account the 
legitimate interests and security needs of the countries concerned. 
Their adoption could create a basis for the development of an atmos
phere of confidence and trust that would favor the growth of more 
active mutually beneficial relations between our peoples and 
governments.
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270. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
President Eisenhower, May 30, 1958 1

D ear Mr. P resident: I  have received your message dated May 242 
in reply to my letter of May 9.8

As in your preceding messages, I  have, unfortunately, found no 
answer to such an urgent problem as that of immediate cessation 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, which was the subject of 
my previous messages to you. There is no need to speak once again 
of the fact that, under present conditions, with no agreement among 
states possessing nuclear weapons as to the basic question—the neces
sity to cease without delay the testing of atomic and hydrogen 
bombs—a study by technical experts of the methods of detection of 
possible violations of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests 
may lead to a delay in the solution of the main problem, namely, that 
of a cessation of tests. This is a matter of serious concern to us. At 
this time, therefore, when we are agreeing on convening a meeting of 
experts, it would be necessary to take steps toward having the work 
of the experts completed at the earliest possible date, to be established 
in advance.

We agree to your proposal that the experts should undertake their 
task within the next three weeks with a view to beginning the work 
as soon as possible.

In your reply you also express yourself in favor of instructing the 
experts to prepare a report on the first results of their work within 
SO days, or as soon as posible after the expiration of that period.

The Soviet Government considers that in the interests of the earliest 
possible universal cessation of nuclear weapons tests it would be ad
visable to agree that the entire work of the experts be concluded 
within three or four weeks after the date of the beginning of the 
work of the conference and that within this period a final report of 
the experts, with their conclusions and findings, be submitted to the 
governments of those states whose experts take part in the conference.

Furthermore, you state that experts not only from the USSR and 
the USA might be designated but also from Great Britain and France 
and, possibly, from other countries which have specialists with a 
thorough knowledge in the field of detecting nuclear tests. The Soviet 
Government has no objection to this, and it proposes that experts

1 Department of State Bulletin, June 30, 1958, pp. 1083-1084. The President 
replied on June 10 (post, doc. 271).

2 Ante, doc. 268.
3 Ante, doc. 266.
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from Czechoslovakia and Poland likewise take part in the work of 
the conference.

Nor does the Soviet Government consider that the work of the 
experts should be confined to this group of countries. Therefore it 
seems advisable to invite experts from India also, and possibly from 
certain other countries, to participate in the conference.

As to the site of the conference of experts, we do, of course, share 
the opinion that Geneva is a suitable place. However, we would 
prefer that this conference be held in Moscow. I can assure you, 
Mr. President, that all the facilities necessary for the experts to con
duct their work will be provided in Moscow. The Soviet Government 
agrees to the proposal that the Security Council, as well as the UN 
General Assembly, be kept informed through the Secretary General 
as to the progress of the work of the conference of experts.

I  hope, Mr. President, that the considerations I have presented 
will meet with a favorable attitude on your part.

Upon receiving a reply from you, the Soviet Government will 
communicate the list of experts from the Soviet Union who will par
ticipate in the said conference.1 

With sincere respect,
N . K h r u s h c h e v

271. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Khrushchev), June 10, 19582

D ear Mr. Chairm an  : I have your letter of May 30 3 and am glad 
to note you have accepted my proposal that technical experts meet to 
study the possibility of detecting violations of a possible agreement 
on suspension of nuclear tests. These talks would be undertaken 
without commitment as to the final decision on the relationship of 
nuclear test suspension to other more important disarmament meas
ures I  have proposed.

I propose that these discussions begin on or about July 1 in Geneva. 
While we appreciate your offer to hold these talks in Moscow, we 
believe that Geneva would be preferable from our standpoint, and 
note that it would be acceptable to you. The Swiss Government has 
agreed to this location.

With respect to participation I suggest that initially at least we 
adhere to the concept expressed in your letter of May 9, 1958, where

1 See post, doc. 274.
* White House press release, June 10,1958.
* Ante, doc. 270.
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you say, “the Soviet Government agrees to having both sides desig
nate experts.” 1 As indicated in my letter of May 24, 1958,2 our side 
at this discussion will include experts from the United States, United 
Kingdom, France and possibly from other countries which have spe
cialists with a thorough knowledge in the field of detecting nuclear 
tests, and we note that you have no objection to this. With regard 
to the inclusion on your side of experts from Czechoslovakia and 
Poland, we have no objection to this. With respect to experts of 
nationalities not identified with either side, we have no objection in 
principle to their joining later in the discussions if it is agreed dur
ing the course of the talks that this is necessary or useful from the 
point of view of the purposes of the technical talks.

I t may be possible for the experts to produce a final report within 
three or four weeks as you suggest. However, I  believe that there 
should be enough flexibility in our arrangements to allow a little 
longer time if it is needed to resolve the complex technical issues 
involved.

I  propose that further arrangements for the meeting be handled 
through normal diplomatic channels.

Sincerely,
D wight D . E isenhower

272. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Dulles on Suspension of Nuclear Tests, June 10, 
1958*

Q. Mr. Secretary, do you expect that the technical talks on atomic 
test suspension,, which presumably will begin about July 1, at the 
nearest, will foreshadow political agreement to suspend tests?

A. I  don’t  think that it is possible to answer that question defini
tively at this stage. Obviously they will have a bearing upon it. If 
there is a great gap between what our technicians say is necessary and 
what the Soviet technicians say is necessary, that would almost auto
matically exclude any agreement. On the other hand, if we do come 
to an understanding, it will facilitate an agreement to suspend testing 
although I would anticipate that any agreement to suspend testing, if 
made, would not be an isolated agreement but be a part of other ar
rangements and anticipate that there would be progress made in 
other fields.

1 Ante, doc. 266.
3 Ante, doc. 268.
’ Department of State press release 319, June 10, 1958.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, will there be any 'political advisers sitting with 
our scientific advisers? Do you expect that the Soviet Union might 
want political advisers sitting with them?

A. I  suspect that there will be some political guidance given at 
least to the Soviet experts. Our experts may or may not need such 
advice depending upon developments. Our guidance to the United 
States experts, at least—I talked to them a few days ago, and told 
them to look upon their job as a purely technical scientific job. They 
are to come to their own conclusions as to what is necessary to detect 
an explosion. Perhaps, in the light of the Soviet proposal, they may 
have to report on the evaluation of a lesser than complete detection 
system—bearing on the likelihood that there would be an evasion at
tempted. For example, it may be they would say this system isn’t 100 
per cent perfect but it is good enough that we would think there would 
be a 75 per cent chance that any evasion would be caught. They may 
have to make calculations of that sort. But we have given them com
plete authority to work on this matter as a purely scientific technical 
matter, to use their best judgment, and report to us accordingly. I  do 
not anticipate that there will be any need for political guidance. If 
that need arises, perhaps as a result of proposals that might be made 
from the Soviet side, then we would have to be in a position to 
respond.

Q. I  have in mind these talks would have to involve geography, 
wouldn't they, and wouldn't that enter into a political area?

A. I  would suppose that we would want to have—that the experts 
would feel we needed to have—inspection posts with some mobility 
not only in the Soviet Union but also on the mainland of China and 
other areas of that sort. We would not want to have a situation 
where the Soviets merely move their testing into a neighboring ter
ritory and then it was beyond control or check. So I think that after 
the experts decide where it is necessary to have these posts, then 
there will have to be a political problem dealt with. I  would suppose, 
for example, they may decide it necessary to have one in Australia 
and perhaps someplace in the Pacific islands, perhaps in Communist 
China, perhaps in the Sahara Desert. I  don’t know what their rec
ommendations will be, but I  anticipate there will be recommenda
tions made for checking sites in a number of countries in the world 
that would then raise afterwards the political problem: How do you 
work it out?

Q. Mr. Secretary, you just said they talked about the possibility 
of putting inspection posts in Communist China and we would prob
ably have to home some sort of political agreement with them on the 
stationing of inspectors in Cormmmist China.



1054 DOCUMENT 272 : JUNE 10, 1958

Some time ago in another press conference you said you thought 
you did not believe Russia would ever entrust Communist China with 
any kind of atomic testing data or testing program, and, therefore, 
you did not anticipate there would ever be a need for an agreement 
with Communist China on a testing program run by the Soviet Union.

A. Your memory of what I  said is a lot better than mine. I  don’t 
remember having said all those things. I  do think I said that I  did 
not believe that it was likely that the Soviets would turn over their 
nuclear knowledge to the Communist Chinese or to any of the Eastern 
European satellites.1 I don’t think I ever said that I excluded the 
possibility that the Soviets might themselves conduct tests on Chinese 
Communist territory.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in reply to the first question you said that, “Any 
agreement to suspend nuclear tests should be part of other arrange
ments that would anticipate agreements in other fields.” Could you 
expand on that a bit?

A. Yes. We believe that suspension of testing, in isolation, is a 
very inadequate measure. It does not involve any disarmament, or 
limitation of armament, whatsoever. To call it a “disarmament” 
measure is a misnomer. All it means is that the arsenal of nuclear 
weapons that you have is accumulating without any exact knowledge 
as to what the consequences of their use would be. Now we believe 
bluxl It ::: c~fTwnely important to make progress in terms of getting 
inspection against surprise attack.

We think it is extremely important to have a cut-off of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes.

We think it is important also that there be some reductions in the 
way of conventional weapons, particularly of a kind and type that 
are readily identifiable.

We are not satisfied at all just to do something which has no impli
cations whatever in the field of limitation of armament, and to act 
as though that was a great accomplishment. We don’t think that it 
would be. And I think it is very unlikely that we would do that 
without any prospect of progress or any agreement on the part of the 
Soviets to attempt progress in these other fields which are far more 
vital.

1 See ante, doc. 208.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, you told the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee last Friday that there was active consideration being given to 
detaching the idea of a nuclear testing ban from the rest of our dis
armament package} You give the impression now that it will not 
be detached from the package and that you will insist that it be 
accompanied by other measures on disarmament. Is that correct?

A. There are two ways of handling this and perhaps a certain con
fusion has arisen because of my failure not to make it clear. There 
are what you might call “conditions precedent” and “conditions sub
sequent”. Now, in the package proposal that we put up in London 
last August, they were tied together in the sense that they were all 
to get started at the same time and all be agreed upon at the same 
time. The separation that is under consideration is in terms of not 
necessarily insisting that they should all be agreed to and get started 
at the same time, but that we would start perhaps at different times 
but with the understanding that there would be a freedom of action 
restored if progress was not made in some of these other fields.

1 Asked by Senator Mansfield about the “attitude of the administration con
cerning the possibility of a multilateral agreement to suspend nuclear tests,” 
Secretary Dulles replied:

“We have not yet reached any decision to change the present national posi
tion, which is now expressed in the August proposals of last year to the Soviet 
Union, proposals that were made jointly by the United States, the United 
Kingdom, France, and Canada [ante, doc. 219], and which had been cleared 
and approved by other members of the NATO Council.

“There, as you will recall, the suspension of testing was made inter
dependent with certain other steps, steps to suspend the new production of 
fissionable material for weapons purposes and certain conventional 
disarmament steps.

“Now, a great deal of thought has been given to changing that position, 
and we have had exchanges of views with our allies about changing that I 
position.

“So far, there has been no decision made to change it, but I would say that 
the question of whether it will be changed is very much of an open question 
at the present time.” (Review of Foreign Policy, 1958: Hearings Before the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty-fifth Congress, 
Second Session, on Foreign Policy, pt. 4, p. 810.)
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273. Report of the United Nations Scientific Committee 
on the Effects of Atomic Radiation (Extract), June 
13,195a1

Chapter VII 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. In estimating the possible hazards of ionizing radiation, it is 
dearly necessary to know both the levels of such radiation received 
by man and his environment from various sources, and the present 
and future effects likely to be produced thereby. It is of particular 
importance to assess the effects of radioactive fall-out from nuclear 
weapons, since this source of general environmental contamination 
is of recent origin, has been of uncertain significance, and has led to 
concern in the minds of many people. All sources of radiation must, 
however, be reviewed for a complete evaluation of the situation.

2. The Committee, aware of the complexity of this task, knows 
that our present information about radiation levels and effects is 
inadequate for an accurate evaluation of all hazards, and that many 
of the estimates will necessarily be approximate or tentative.

3. The physical characteristics of ionizing radiation, and the 
amounts of human exposures to it, are at present more accurately 
known than its biological consequences, especially where small doses 
and dose rates are concerned. In the present chapter, therefore, we 
review first the amounts of radiation received by man, both in regard 
to the exposure of individuals and of whole populations, and in respect 
to present and possible future levels. We then attempt to estimate 
the biological effects of varying amounts of radiation of different 
types, and to evaluate the hazard resulting from certain sources of 
particular significance.

4. The relevant physical data refer to the world’s population as a 
whole, as well as to individuals and groups of people receiving rela
tively higher exposures because of their occupation or place of living. 
These exposures may involve the whole body uniformly, or may be 
greater for certain organs or tissues, as when radioactive material is 
selectively concentrated in them.

5. Tissues of the embryo, of the bone and bone marrow, and of the 
gonads are of particular importance. Irradiation of the embryo (and 
of the foetus) may lead to abnormalities of development or may prove 
fatal. Irradiation of bone marrow and of bone may give rise to 
leukemia and to bone tumours, and these tissues are subjected to

General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Supplement No. 17 
(A/3838), pp. 36-43. The quantities, units, and symbols used in the report 
are defined in Annex A (ibid., pp. 47-48).
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higher doses than other tissues of the body by radioactive materials 
such as strontium-90 and radium which become concentrated in bone* 
Irradiation of the gonads is able to bring about changes in the heredi
tary material; and these may be transmitted to subsequent generations 
if the irradiation is received before or during the years of repro
ductive activity.

6. As with any scientific assessment, the conclusions of this report 
must be subject to revision in the light of advancing knowledge; and 
the Committee hopes that the report itself, after submission to the 
General Assembly, will assist this advance by stimulating critical 
discussion amongst scientists. In view of the complex nature of the 
subject, individual sentences or assessments may easily be misunder
stood unless related to the context of the report as a whole.

I .  L e v e l s  o f  r a d ia t io n

7. Table I summarizes our estimates of the average amounts of 
radiation likely to be received by populations during specified periods, 
and gives the basis for a comparison between the amounts received 
from natural and artificial sources. The method of calculation is 
described in chapter III, the averaging periods of 30 and 70 years 
being used as relevant respectively to transmissible genetic changes 
and to somatic injury during the lifetime of an individual. The 
estimates for medical examinations and occupational exposures are 
based upon the present situation in certain countries with developed 
facilities, rather than on a forecasted world average. The values 
quoted for various hypothetical future circumstances are not intended 
as predictions, but are calculations based on assumptions discussed 
in chapter III, and the values and ranges are subject to all the un
certainties outlined there.

Radiation from natural sowrces
8. The radiation received by man from natural sources varies some

what from place to place according to the local radioactivity of the 
earth’s surface; and that of only occasional populated areas exceeds 
the average by a factor of 10. Studies on populations living in these 
areas are of extreme interest for the development of our knowledge 
on the effects of small doses of radiation. The contribution from 
cosmic rays differs at different altitudes and geomagnetic latitudes. 
That from the normal radioactive potassium and carbon content of 
the body is about the same in different people, but the radiation due 
to radium, thorium and their decay products varies considerably. 
The radioactivity of the masonry used for some types of dwelling 
may appreciably increase the radiation exposure of the occupants* 
The variations in levels of irradiation from natural sources are dis
cussed in chapter I I I ; the magnitude of these variation^, as well as
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of the average level, is informative in making comparisons with 
exposures due to artificial sources. Harmful effects attributable to 
radiation from natural sources are not known with any certainty, 
but it seems likely that some genetic, and possibly some somatic, injury 
is caused in this way.

Exposure due to medical procedures
9. It is useful to estimate this exposure, appropriately averaged 

over whole populations, since the genetic, and perhaps some somatic, 
effects of these procedures will depend upon this average value. In 
the countries with extensive medical facilities where its magnitude 
has been estimated, the radiation given for medical purposes makes 
the largest artificial contribution to the irradiation of the population, 
but no data are available for countries with fewer such facilities. The 
reported values of genetically significant doses are of the same order 
as the doses from natural sources. Among medical procedures, the 
contribution from diagnostic X-ray examinations greatly exceeds 
that from radiotherapy and radioisotope applications, the latter mak
ing only a small contribution; and 80 to 90 per cent of the total 
diagnostic dose to the gonads is due to relatively few types of exam
ination of the abdomen and pelvis.

T a b l e  I .  E s t i m a t e d  d o s e  f r o m  d i f f e r e n t  r a d i o a c t i v e  s o u r c e s  

(Computed from world-wide averages)

Source
Genetically significant dose Per capita m ean marrow dose 

M a xim u m  for any 80-year period M a xim u m  for any 70-year period 
{rem jbu*  (r«n)Dia

Natural sources . . . . 3 7
Man-made sources (ex

cept environmental
contamination and oc
cupational exposure)*. 0. 5-5 Ranges beyond 7

Occupational exposure b. Lees than 0.06 0.1-0.2

Environmental contami
nation (hypothetical

Estim ates for countries 
deriving most o f dietary 

calcium from  m ilk  •
Estim ates for countries 
deriving most o f dietary 

calcium from  rice *
ceases)0- d

Weapon tests cease
&t end of 1958 . . 0. 010 0. 16 0. 96

A ssu m p - A s s u m p '  
tion a * tion b 1

A s s u m p -  A s s u m p 
tion a 1 tion  b 1

A ssu m p - A s s u m p 
tion a 1 tion b *

Weapon tests con
tinue until equilib
rium is reached in
about a hundred
years « ................ 0. 060 0. 12 1. 3 2. 8 7.5 17

See footnotes at end of table.
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Estimated, percentages o f the m axim um  doses for continued weapon tests

Assumption a 1 Assumption b 1 Assumption a * Assumption 6 1
Environmental, etc.—Con.

Weapon tests cease
1958 .................... 17 9 13 6
1968 .................... 42 33 24 16
1978 .................... 64 56 34 26
1988 .................... 79 67 42 35

Weapon tests con
tinue .................... 100 100 100 100

a For countries having an extensive use of the radiation sources listed and 
reporting data to the Committee. 

b Doses for certain technological highly developed countries only. 
c Computed from population weighted world-wide average of stratospheric 

fall-out rate and deposit.
d Regional values may differ by a factor of about % to 2 from the estimated 

population weighted world-wide average values because of the latitudinal 
variation of fall-out rate and deposit. In some areas of the world the tropo
spheric fall-out may tend to raise the upper limit of this range, especially in 
the vicinity of test sites.

e The extent to which these estimates apply to populations of different dietary 
habits and to those living in areas of differing soil conditions is discussed in 
paragraph 69 of chapter III.

* Assumption a is that the injection rate is such as to maintain a constant 
fall-out rate of strontium-90 and caesium-137, whereas assumption b is that 
weapon tests equivalent in release and stratospheric injection of fission products 
to the whole sequence of weapon tests from the beginning of 1954 to the end 
of 1958 will be repeated at constant rate. This second assumption will give 
an equilibrium value for the fall-out and deposit approximately a factor of 2 
higher than that calculated by using the first assumption.

9 The values for the 30-year doses have been corrected for tropospheric fall
out in accordance with paragraph 57 of chapter III, using a value of 0.5 mrem/- 
year for the period of testing.

10. Most of these values are preliminary estimates, and further 
investigations are* needed, for which procedures have been suggested 
by the International Commissions on Radiological Protection and on 
Radiological Units and Measurements in a report prepared at the 
request of this Committee and submitted to it in document A/AC.82/- 
G/R.117.

11. The significant dose to bone and bone marrow from medical 
procedures has been less closely studied than the genetically significant 
dose, although it may be of importance if bone tumors or leukemia are 
induced by radiation at low dose levels. Although individual mar
row exposures vary very widely, the average is unlikely to differ 
greatly from that received by the marrow from all natural sources.

12. The contribution made by medical procedures to the radiation 
exposure of populations has only lately been estimated and has in-



1060 DOCUMENT 273 : JUNE 13, 1958

creased very rapidly in some countries in recent years, so that it is 
difficult to evaluate such genetic and somatic effects as are associated 
with an increasing employment of radiological procedures in medicine. 
So information is yet available for prediction of the future trend of 
medical exposures. I t is expected that improvements in equipment 
and techniques may considerably reduce individual exposures, but 
the ever-expanding use of X-rays may well increase the world popula
tion dose. Precautions of the type described by the International 
Commissions on Radiological Protection and on Radiological Units 
and Measurements should make possible such reduction of exposure 
to radiation as is without detriment to the medical value of these 
procedures.

Occupational exposure
13. At present, the exposure to ionizing radiation received occu

pationally forms only a small contribution to the total irradiation 
of the population as a whole, amounting to about 2 per cent of that 
from natural sources in countries in which occupational exposure is 
probably largest. With an increasing use of nuclear reactors, of 
radioactive materials and probably of medical and industrial radio
logical procedures, this is clearly a figure which should be kept under 
close review. Although this source does not appear likely to make 
a substantial contribution to the total radiation exposure of popula
tions in the immediate future, the occupational exposure of some 
individuals may represent a large fraction of their total radiation 
exposure.

14. Since 1928, the International Commission on Radiological Pro
tection has recommended “maximum permissible doses” for those 
who are occupationally exposed to radiation, and has proposed appro
priate methods of measurement. Their present recommendations, 
which have recently been reviewed in the light of progress in radio
biological knowledge and which propose reductions in dose levels, 
may not be final but are at present widely accepted as a sound basis 
for the protection of those exposed occupationally to ionizing 
radiation.

Radioactive wastes
15. The discharge of radioactive waste in countries with nuclear 

reactors has not led to appreciable radiation exposure of populations, 
and only small proportions of the wastes produced need to be dis
charged. The likely future extension in the use of such reactors, 
however, and the possibility of accidental releases of fission prod
ucts, clearly require that this subject be kept under review. I t  is 
important that work should be actively continued on methods of 
minimizing environmental contamination from these causes.
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Radiation from fall-out
16. Fall-out from nuclear weapon tests causes radiation exposure 

in several ways (chapter III). Exposure of the world population 
results from the slow fall-out of fission products which have been dis
tributed in the stratosphere. Exposures also result from any fall-out 
from the radioactive “cloud” which passes through the troposphere 
without having reached the higher stratosphere, and from the fall-out 
which may occur in areas adjacent to weapon tests or within some 
thousand kilometres of them.

17. We also consider the ways in which fall-out material causes 
irradiation to different parts of the body, to people on different diets 
or under different agricultural conditions, and to people of different 
ages; and the change in the amounts of radiation that would result 
from altered or unaltered rates of injection of radioactive materials 
into the stratosphere.

Fall-out adjacent to tests
18. The early fall-out of radioactive materials near to the sites of 

nuclear explosions, which is influenced by various meteorological and 
testing conditions, may cause high radiation exposure to individuals 
within these areas. The amount of such radiation exposures varies 
very greatly with the weapon tested, with the height of firing, with the 
distance from the point of explosion, with the direction of winds at 
various altitudes and with the chance occurrence of rainfall through 
radioactive material in the early hours after the test. Therefore at 
present, these doses cannot in general be calculated. Under very 
special conditions, high radiation exposure and deleterious effects have 
been reported, as in the cases of the Marshall Islanders and the crew 
of a Japanese fishing vessel. Not enough information is available as 
to the general circumstances in which such local deposition may occur, 
and the extent and duration of the exposures liable to be involved.

Fall-out from the troposphere
19. Radioactive materials injected into the atmosphere below the 

tropopause (at about 14 km) are brought down to the earth’s surface 
by rainfall and sedimentation. This process takes a few months 
during which they are carried several times around the world. This 
tropospheric fall-out consists of a mixture of radioactive materials, 
most of which are short-lived isotopes. At the present time, the 
tropospheric fall-out is deposited intermittently during the year and 
a certain deposit of short-lived activities is built up and maintained. 
When appropriate factors for shielding and weathering effects are 
included, the gonad and average marrow dose from this deposit, as 
an external source, is calculated to be about 0.5 mrem per year.
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20. Transient increases of the doses from tropospheric fall-out have 
been observed in limited areas shortly after weapon tests. These 
transient increases may give rise for a few days to dose rates of the 
order of those from natural sources.

21. The radioisotopes of tropospheric fall-out may be taken up into 
the body by inhalation and ingestion. Since the radioisotopes of 
principal concern are short-lived, storage of the contaminated food 
products reduces the dose which they contribute. The gonad dose 
over the whole population from inhaled and ingested tropospheric 
material is negligible as compared with the contribution from this 
material as an external source. The average bone marrow dose from 
internal sources is about 0.2 mrem per year.

22. Increases in radioactivity of the thyroid gland have been found 
during periods of several weeks or a few months following weapon 
tests. In human thyroids a dose from iodine-131 of about 5 mrem per 
year has been estimated for 1955-1956 in the United States excluding 
areas immediately adjacent to weapon test sites. Doses of this order 
are unlikely to cause detectable damage or functional change in the 
gland.

23. Irradiation of bone may result from incorporation of inter
mediate and short-lived fission products. Although these materials 
do not cause prolonged irradiation, they may become selectively con
centrated into those areas of bone in which active growth is taking 
place at the time, and so cause more intense radiation locally than if 
the same amounts of these materials were distributed throughout 
the whole skeleton.

24. The Committee has insufficient information on local variations 
and temporary increases of tropospheric fall-out in populated areas 
at different distances from weapon test sites, and emphasizes the lack 
of further data which would permit evaluation of the biological sig
nificance of this source of environmental contamination.

World-wide fall-out from the stratosphere
25. Radioactive materials injected into the stratosphere, especially 

by high-yield nuclear explosions, constitute a reservoir from which 
they fall onto the whole of the earth’s surface for many years. The 
rate of fall-out varies with latitude and is greater in the northern 
hemisphere, where most of the tests are carried out. Within any 
given small area, fall-out rate may also vary with local meteorological 
conditions. The figures given in table I  are computed from world
wide average deposits from stratospheric fall-out. The radiation 
due to stratospheric fall-out from weapons exploded so far will con
tribute a 30-year gonad dose of 10 mrem, and a 70-year per capita 
mean marrow dose of 160 mrem and 960 mrem for two populations 
deriving most of their dietary calcium from milk and rice respectively.
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26. Owing to the relatively gradual fall-out from the stratosphere, 
most of the subsequent radiation is due to two radioactive isotopes of 
slow decay, other fission products already having largely undergone 
decay. These two radioactive isotopes are caesium-137 and stron
tium-90. The physical properties and chemical behaviour of the 
two differ.

27. Caesium-137 is responsible for most of the gonad radiation 
from fall-out noted in table I. When it is taken into the body, it 
becomes distributed more or less evenly throughout the tissues, caus
ing uniform irradiation of the whole body; and when present in the 
surroundings, its penetrating gamma radiations cause a similarly 
uniform irradiation of tissues.

28. Strontium-90, on the other hand, is not a gamma-emitter and 
does not contribute significantly to the irradiation of any part of the 
body from without. However, on being taken into the body, it be
comes incorporated in bone because of its chemical similarity to the 
normal bone-forming element calcium. This similarity with calcium 
and selective concentration in bone raises problems which do not occur 
with caesium-137.

29. The average concentration of strontium-90 in the bones of 
children, in whom new bone is continuously being formed, is higher 
than in adults whose bones were largely formed before the environ
ment, and consequently the food supply, became contaminated with 
strontium-90. The highest concentrations of strontium-90 in bone 
have in fact been observed in children from a few months to five years 
old. The bone marrow exposures from fall-out given in table I are 
due to the strontium-90 content of bone and refer to the concentra
tions estimated for children of these ages. The corresponding ex
posures of bone cells from fall-out are, on the average, about three times 
the values for bone marrow. Marrow cells almost enclosed by bone 
would receive doses similar to those in compact bone. The maximum 
marrow dose could differ by a factor of about 5 from the average 
level.

30. The radiostrontium concentration in bone is also affected by 
dietary habit and by the ratio of the amounts of strontium-90 to 
calcium in the diet. At present this ratio differs in various dietary 
constituents; it is higher in brown rice than in white, somewhat 
higher in many vegetables than in milk products, higher in rain-water 
than in river water, and lower in sea fish than in fresh-water fish.

31. Agricultural conditions may also affect the content of stron
tium-90 in the diet, since the available calcium of the 9oil will, within 
certain limits, influence the ratio of strontium-90 to calcium in crops 
derived from the soil. The distribution of soils which are highly 
deficient in calcium and their utilization require further study. More 
work is also needed to understand the distribution of strontium-90



t€64 DOCUMENT 273 : JUNE 13, 1958

in the soil, its chemical availability to plants and uptake through 
their roots, its behaviour under ploughing and the leaching of it from 
soil by the action of water, since the figures in table I  for future 
^strontium-90 levels in bone are calculated on the assumption that this 
material will not be leached from soil, and this assumption may lead 
to unduly high values.

32. Bone marrow exposures from fall-out are given in table I  for 
two conditions: one based on observations in the United States of 
America and the United Kingdom, where milk is the main source 
both of dietary calcium and of strontium-90, and where soil calcium 
contents are commonly high; and the other based upon data from 
Japan where milk products are much, less used and where rice and 
other vegetable products form the main source of dietary calcium and 
strontium-90, and where low calcium soils are frequent. These two 
estimates demonstrate the present range of known dietary contamina
tions. They will be used in an attempt to estimate the hazard of 
radiation from fall-out in paragraph 57 below, when the nature and 
frequency of the biological effects of radiation have been considered.

33. I t is evident that the radiation exposures from fall-out which 
are most likely to be of significance are:

(a) Those from short-lived fission products and radioactive ma
terial due to local or tropospheric fall-out;

(&) Those of the gonads and other organs from caesium-137 due 
to stratospheric fall-out;

(c) Those of bone and adjacent tissue from strontium-90 which 
also comes largely from the stratosphere. The relative importance of 
these contributions varies from region to region.

II. B io l o g ic a l  e f f e c t s  o f  r a d ia t io n

34. The biological effects of ionizing radiation are exhibited in 
different ways according to whether isolated cells, tissues, organs or 
organisms are examined. In passing from unicellular to higher or
ganisms, the primary physicochemical consequences of radiation be
come increasingly influenced by secondary effects due to the reactions 
of the organism to the primary events. Detailed knowledge of these 
reactions is needed for a full understanding of the results and mode of 
action of radiation. The following paragraphs deal first with the 
cellular effects of radiation; then with the somatic effects on the 
irradiated individual and with the genetic effects on his progeny.

35. The effects of ionizing radiations on living matter are extremely 
complicated, and their exact mechanisms are still largely unknown. 
The initial disturbance is associated with ionization (and excitation) 
of molecules which lead to alterations in their properties. Many 
functions of the cell are thus affected by radiation, and, although
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some specific effects may be caused by one or a few events in the cell, 
many are probably the combined result of numerous such events.

36. The minimum doses causing certain detectable biological effects 
differ very much in different organisms, but for most mammals they 
are of about the same magnitude, so that the results of experiments^ 
on such animals can, as a first approximation, be applied to man. 
The sensitivity of different tissues to radiation varies considerably, 
however. Our knowledge of the biological effects of low radiation 
levels is meagre because of experimental difficulties and the lengthy 
observations necessary to obtain results in this field. At present, 
opinions as to the possible effects of low radiation levels must be 
based only on extrapolations from experience with high doses and dose 
rates.

Effects of radiations on man
37. Man may prove to be unusually vulnerable to ionizing radia

tions, including continuous exposure at low levels, on account of his 
known sensitivity to radiation, his long life, and the long interval 
between conception and the end of the period of reproduction.

38. Embryonic cells are especially sensitive to radiation, and some 
evidence suggests that exposure of the foetus to small doses of radia
tion may result in leukemia during childhood. Irradiation of preg
nant mammals has shown that doses exceeding 25 rem to the foetus 
during certain stages of its development can cause abnormalities in 
some organs. Some embryonic cells (neuroblasts) of certain species 
cultivated in vitro respond to doses as small as 1 rad. If these results 
should be applicable to man and since they relate to the development 
of the brain, the opinion seems justified that even a very small dose 
to the human foetus may involve some risk of injurious effects if 
received during a critical period of pregnancy. Radiostrontium 
must be expected to enter foetal bone when calcification starts in the 
second trimester of pregnancy, and so cause irradiation of the adja
cent developing nervous system and hypophysis with exposures rang
ing up to that occurring in the bone. The uptake of radiostrontium, 
in foetal bone tissue is, however, at present very small, contributing 
less radiation than 1 per cent of that due to natural sources; but if 
the present rate of test explosions is continued, it will rise ultimately 
to some 10 per cent of that due to natural sources.

39. Children are regarded as being more sensitive to radiation than 
adults, although there is little direct evidence on this subject, except 
for an indication that cancer of the thyroid may result fi;om doses of 
a few hundred rad which do not induce this change in adults.

40. In human adults it is difficult to detect the effect of a single 
exposure to less than 25 to 50 rem, or of continuing exposure to levels 
below 100 times the natural levels. The first sign of radiation damage



1066 DOCUMENT 273 : JUNE 13, 1958

to the blood-forming tissues seems to be a drop in the number of lym
phocytes and platelets and the appearance of abnormalities such as: 
bilobed lymphocytes.

41. Rapid but transient disturbances have been observed in mam
mals after exposure to a single dose of 25 to 200 mrem. Appropriate 
biochemical and physiological techniques have, however, only recently 
been applied to the study of irradiated organisms, and have not yet 
given a clear picture of what happens to organisms irradiated with 
small doses or dose rates. Too few mammalian species have hitherto 
been studied in this respect, and there is a clear need to widen this 
basis, from which inferences can be drawn concerning man.

42. Processes of repair play an important role in the final outcome 
of radiation damage. They are one cause of the existence of a thresh
old dose (or dose rate) characterized by the fact that this dose or 
greater ones produce a particular biological effect which does not 
appear when the dose is less than the threshold. In the latter case, 
physicochemical events have occurred, but recovery processes have 
prevented the final appearance of the biological damage. Threshold 
doses are found for some somatic effects, such as erythema of skin. 
Other forms of radiation damage to cells, tissues or organisms, how
ever, appear to be cumulative; for instance, mutational damage, once 
established, is not repaired.

43. Damaged cells or tissues may be eliminated and replaced by 
regenerated normal cells, this process being most active in embryos 
and young animals and in certain tissues of the adult. The affected 
cells may also re-establish apparently normal biochemical functions. 
During the process of regeneration of tissues damaged by radiation, 
malignant tumours may be induced.

44. The power of repair differs considerably in different organisms 
and types of cells, and varies to a high degree with the physiological 
conditions. No chemical treatment has yet been discovered which 
will induce or accelerate recovery from radiation damage in man. 
The grafting of blood-forming tissue has so far been successful only 
in small mammals irradiated with a lethal dose to the whole body, 
and no attempt to apply this treatment to irradiated man has yet been 
reported.

45. Prevention of the effects of radiation is rendered more difficult, 
and complete protection against it impossible, because changes which 
already occur during the irradiation lead to later damage. The dis
covery of chemical protectors, although important theoretically, has 
not yet yielded methods which appreciably reduce radiation damage 
in man. At present, effective protection from external radiation 
sources can only be achieved by adequate shielding or by keeping at 
a safe distance from the source. Much work is in progress on the 
effect of certain (chelating) agents in discharging from the body
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radioisotopes incorporated there, and so diminishing exposure to in
ternal irradiation.

46. Morphologically recognizable damage may be induced by total 
or partial, continuous or intermittent irradiations much in excess of 
the currently accepted “maximum permissible levels” of occupational 
exposure. Such damage includes leucopenia, anemia and leukemia. 
Other pathological conditions such as cataract, carcinoma of the thy
roid, and bone sarcoma are known to have resulted from partial body 
irradiations, but with rather high doses involving hundreds or even 
thousands of rem given to these organs.

47. The shortening of the life-span in small rodents exposed to 
large doses has suggested the possibility that certain degenerative 
processes may be aggravated by continued exposure to low radiation 
levels. Such a shortening has also been inferred from an analysis 
of the published death rates of United States radiologists compared 
with those of certain other groups of medical men. However, studies 
in the United Kingdom have failed to demonstrate such an effect.

48. Present uncertainty about the effects of low dose levels makes 
it imperative that as much relevant information as possible be col
lected about groups of persons chronically exposed at these levels and 
for whom adequate control groups exist, for instance, certain popula
tions in areas of high natural radiation and workers in uranium mines.

49. Exposure of gonads to even the smallest doses of ionizing radia
tions can give rise to mutant genes which accumulate, are transmis
sible to the progeny and are considered to be, in general, harmful to 
the human race. As the persons who will be affected will belong to 
future generations, it is important to minimize undue exposures of 
populations to such radiation and so to safeguard the well-being of 
those who are still unborn.

50. The present assumption of the strictly cumulative effect of ra
diation in inducing mutations in man is based upon some theoretical 
considerations and a limited amount of experimental data obtained 
by exposure of experimental organisms to relatively high dose levels. 
This assumption underlies all present assesstoents of the,.mutational 
consequences of irradiation. Therefore, extension of the experimen
tal data to the lowest practicable dose levels is needed.

51. The knowledge that man’s actions can impair his genetic in
heritance, and the cumulative effect of ionizing radiation in causing 
such impairment, clearly emphasize the responsibilities of the present 
generation, particularly in view of the social consequences laid on 
human populations by unfavourable genes.

52. Besides increasing the incidence of easily discernible disorders, 
many of them serious but each comparatively rare, increased muta
tion may affect certain universal and important “biometrical” char
acters such as intelligence or life-span. In this way, it is possible
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that continued small genetically significant exposures of a population 
may affect, not only a correspondingly small number of individuals 
seriously, but also most of its members to a correspondingly small 
extent. While less easy to detect, this second kind of effect on a pop
ulation could also be serious. Unfortunately, the great majority of 
the genes affecting the “biometrical” characters are not individually 
detectable and so can only be studied collectively and with difficulty. 
In consequence, far less is known about them than about genes respon
sible for individually detectable changes and very little indeed about 
their response to irradiation, even in the best-studied experimental 
organisms. Hence it is impossible, at the present time, to estimate 
with any assurance the effect upon biometrical characters of any 
given level of irradiation of human populations. Much further 
research throughout this field is therefore needed.

53. The Committee emphasizes the urgent necessity for well- 
planned investigations which may lead to a better understanding of 
the mechanism of mutation and the eventual possibility of controlling 
this process. More information is needed on the effect of radiation 
in inducing mutations in man. Indeed, even the dose required to 
double the normal mutation rate in man is not known with any accu
racy. There is also need for a much closer co-operation between 
geneticists and demographers in elucidating the nature of the com
plex process of human selection. Many important subjects of rele
vant genetical research have been reviewed by a study group of the 
World Health Organization in their report “Effects of Radiation upon 
Human Heredity”, document A/AC.82/G/R.58.

III. G e n e r a l  c o n c l u s io n s

54. The exposure of mankind to ionizing radiation at present arises 
mainly from natural sources, from medical and industrial procedures, 
and from environmental contamination due to nuclear explosions. 
The industrial, research and medical applications expose only part 
of the population while natural sources and environmental sources 
expose the whole population. The artificial sources to which man is 
exposed during his work in industry and in scientific research are of 
value in science and technology. Their use is controllable, and ex
posures can be reduced by perfecting protection and safety tech
niques. All applications of X-rays and radioactive isotopes used in 
medicine for diagnostic purposes and for radiation therapy are for 
the benefit of mankind and can be controlled. Radioactive contami
nation of the environment resulting from explosions of nuclear weap
ons constitutes a growing increment to world-wide radiation levels. 
This involves new and largely unknown hazards to present and 
future populations; these hazards, by their very nature, are beyond 
the control of the exposed persons. The Committee concludes that
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all steps designed to minimize irradiation of human populations will 
act to the benefit of human health. Such steps include the avoidance 
of unnecessary exposure resulting from medical, industrial and other 
procedures for peaceful uses on the one hand and the cessation of 
contamination of the environment by explosions of nuclear weapons 
on the other. The Committee is aware that considerations involving 
effective control of all these sources of radiation involve national 
and international decisions which lie outside the scope of its work.*f

55. Certain general conclusions emerge clearly from the foregoing 
part of this report:

(a) Even the smallest amounts of radiation are liable to cause 
deleterious genetic, and perhaps also somatic, effects.

* The USSR submitted a draft proposal for paragraph 54 which, as amended 
by Czechoslovakia with the agreement of the USSR, read as follows:

“The scientific information received by the Committee indicates that the 
genetic effects of radiation must be considered reactions for which there is 
no threshold. This means that any increase in the exposure of the human 
organism to radiation wiU lead to an increase in the incidence of hereditary 
diseases. According to one body of scientific opinion, malignant neoplasms 
and also leukemias are diseases the incidence of which may increase as the 
level of radiation rises. These data, together with the fact that there is 
very little likelihood that the human organism can adapt itself to conditions 
of increased environmental radiation, indicate that any increase in the radia
tion dose above the natural radiation level must be considered undesirable 
for mankind. Efforts should accordingly be made to improve the physical 
basis and the technique of the medical use of radiation by formulating more 
precise indications for the use of radiation and by eliminating adverse side 
effects. It is also essential to develop, on the basis of broad international 
co-operation among scientists, research on the improvement of protection 
and safety techniques in atomic industry and in science and technology. 
The physical and biological data presented in the report make it plain that 
efforts should be made to eliminate the uncontrolled source of radiation, i.e., 
to end experimental nuclear and thermonuclear explosions, and enable the 
Committee to draw the conclusion that there should be an immediate cessation 
of test explosions of nuclear weapons.”
This proposal was rejected by the following roll-call vote:
In favour: Czechoslovakia, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Afab 

Republic.
Against: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, France, Japan, Mexico, Sweden, 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of 
America.

Abstaining: Belgium (Chairman), India.
The above text expresses the dissenting view of Czechoslovakia, the United 

Arab Republic and the USSR to the wording of paragraph 54, which was 
approved by a majority of the Committee. [Footnote in original.]

t India also submitted a draft proposal for paragraph 54 which, with amend
ments accepted by India, read as follows:

“The exposure of mankind to ionizing radiation at present arises mainly 
from natural sources, from medical and industrial procedures, and from en
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( b) Both natural radiation and radiation from fall-out involve the 
whole world population to a greater or lesser extent, whereas only a 
fraction of the population receive medical or occupational exposure. 
However, the irradiation of any groups of people, before and during 
the reproductive age, will contribute genetic effects to whole popu
lations in so far as the gonads are exposed.

(c) Because of the delay with which the somatic effects of radia
tion may appear, and with which its genetic effects may be mani
fested, the full extent of the damage is not immediately apparent. 
It is, therefore, important to consider the speed with which levels of 
exposure could be altered by human action.
It is clear that medical and occupational exposure, and the testing 
of nuclear weapons, can be influenced by human action, and that nat
ural radiation and the fall-out of radioactive material already in
jected into the stratosphere, cannot.

56. Present knowledge concerning long-term effects and their cor
relation with the amounts of radiation received does not permit us to 
evaluate with any precision the possible consequence to man of ex
posure to low radiation levels. Many effects of irradiation are de
layed ; often they cannot be distinguished from effects of other agents; 
many will only develop once a threshold dose has been exceeded; some 
may be cumulative and others not; and individuals in large popula
tions, or particular groups such as children and foetuses may have

vironmental contamination due to nuclear explosions. The industrial, research 
and medical applications expose only part of the population while natural 
sources and environmental sources expose the whole population. The artificial 
sources to which man is exposed during his work in industry and in scientific 
research are of value in science and technology. Their use is controllable, 
and exposures can be reduced by perfecting protection and safety techniques. 
All applications of X-rays and radioactive isotopes used in medicine for diag
nostic purposes and for radiation therapy are for the benefit of mankind 
and can be controlled. Radioactive contamination of the environment result
ing from explosions of nuclear weapons constitutes a growing increment to 
world-wide radiation levels. This involves new and largely unknown hazards 
to present and future populations; these hazards, by their very nature, 
are beyond the control of the exposed persons. The physical and biological 
data contained in the report lead to the conclusion that it is undesirable 
to allow any general rise in the level of world-wide contamination because of 
its harmful effects and that any activity which produces such a rise should 
be avoided. Nuclear tests are the main source at present which produce 
such a rise.”
This proposal was rejected by the following roll-call vote:
In favour: Brazil, France, India, Japan, United States of America.
Against: Argentina, Australia, Mexico, Sweden, United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland.
Abstaining: Belgium (Chairman), Canada, Czechoslovakia, Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, United Arab Republic. [Footnote in original.]
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special sensitivity. These facts render it very difficult to accumulate 
reliable information about the correlation between small doses and 
their effects either in individuals or in large populations. Even a 
slow rise in the environmental radioactivity in the world, whether 
from weapon tests or any other sources, might eventually cause ap
preciable damage to large populations before it could be definitely 
identified as due to irradiation. Appearance and elimination of ad
verse genetic effects would be very slow; and, as the radioactive con
tamination accumulated, it might so act as to increase the likelihood 
of somatic injury in individuals due to the additional exposure. Such 
a situation requires that mankind proceed with great caution in view 
of a possible underestimation. At the same time, the possibility can
not be excluded that our present estimates exaggerate the hazards of 
chronic exposure to low levels of radiation. Only further intensive 
research can establish the true position.**

57. Any present attempt to evaluate the effects of sources of radia- 
tion to which the world population is exposed can produce only tenta- 
tive estimates with wide margins of uncertainty. Estimates are 
given in chapter I II  for the radiation exposure of populations from 
such sources, and in chapters V and VI for the likely somatic and 
genetic effects of given exposures. On the basis of these, the Com
mittee has tried to evaluate the possible effect of natural and of fall
out radiation in causing leukemia, tumours of bone and major genetic 
defects (table II) since these are conditions which may possibly be 
induced by irradiation at low dose levels. The methods of calculation, 
and the main sources of uncertainty in these estimates, are described 
in chapters III, V and VI, where factors of correction are also given 
for the different estimates corresponding to differences in the assump
tions on which the calculations are based. I t will be evident that the 
estimates indicate only the order of magnitude of the frequency with 
which effects may be produced, and that our ignorance as to whether 
thresholds exist for the induction of leukemia or bone tumours by 
radiation cause the greatest uncertainty in the estimates.

Indications for research
58. This report presents evidence both of the increasing levels of 

radiation exposure, and of our uncertainties as to the nature and 
extent of the effects of radiation on man, particularly when received 
at low dose rates over long periods. I t is most important, therefore,

**The maximum permissible levels of exposure and maximum permissible 
body burdens of radioactive isotopes recommended in 1954-1955 by the Interna
tional Commission on Radiological Protection as applying in the case of occupa
tional exposure must not be misinterpreted to apply in the case of exposure of 
whole populations. [Footnote in original.]
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that scientific research and the collection of information on the effects 
of radiation should be actively continued and developed so that the 
uncertainties in all branches of radiobiology are reduced or removed.

59. Our knowledge of radiation and of its hazards is not however 
static; although still limited, it has been expanding rapidly. In 
recent years, considerable and sometimes spectacular advances have 
been made in our understanding of many of these matters. In the 
light of general scientific experience, the Committee confidently ex
pects that continuing research on an increasing scale will furnish 
the knowledge urgently needed to master those risks which we know 
to be associated with the development and scope of the uses of nuclear 
energy for the welfare of mankind.

Indications for research into radiation levels
60. The doses received by both individuals and whole populations 

from various sources are not yet adequately known. Consequently,
{a) The range of tissue dose rates due to natural radioactivity, 

particularly in heavily populated areas with adequate demographic 
records, as well as the variations in content of natural radioactive 
substances in human beings need further examination;

(b) Fuller information is required as to the exposure of various 
populations to radiation during industrial procedures and during 
medical procedures, especially in so far as this involves children or 
foetuses and exposure of the bone marrow or gonads. It would be 
valuable if these further investigations could provide (i) a more 
representative estimate for some countries already studied, (ii) a 
fuller study of the dosage associated with the varied extent of medical 
facilities in different countries, (iii) clearer estimates of the radiation 
given to different tissues, including bone, (iv) the contribution from 
radiotherapy and (v) a continuing study of future developments 
and of changes in the medical radiation exposure;

{c) More extensive research is required on the fate of industrial 
radioactive effluents of various types and on the prevention of radia
tion exposures of populations, from this source;

(d ) Many factors which determine the distribution of local, tropo
spheric and stratospheric fall-out from experimental nuclear explo
sions require further investigation. In particular, more evidence is 
required on the behaviour of fission products in the stratosphere. 
Collation of information is needed to determine the pattern and 
extent of global fall-out on land and oceans. Far more extensive 
information is needed as to the mechanisms whereby fission products, 
particularly strontium-90 and caesium-137, reach food-chains and 
enter the human body, as well as the concentration of those materials
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in human tissues, particularly under the conditions where this is likely 
to be greatest.

Indications for research into biological effects
61. Information concerning the biological effects of irradiation of 

man is derived from experimental biology, and from clinical 
observations and statistical surveys.

(a) All advance in radiobiology depends upon progress in general 
cellular biology, and requires intensive study of the fields concerned*

(b) Fundamental biological knowledge is required for our under
standing and control of the way in which radiation influences cells 
and their hereditary material, and how it brings about carcinogene
sis. Further studies of these phenomena are needed, and form the 
only satisfactory basis for measures which could be adopted to prevent 
or cure the harmful effects of radiation.

(c) To identify any occasional harmful effects of low doses and 
dose rates requires systematic and long-term observation and the 
recording of relevant facts, especially concerning the frequency of 
certain somatic disorders and the genetic structure of populations. 
I t is a task to which this Committee urgently draws the attention of 
demographers and medical statisticians, especially in regard to pos
sible correlation of certain diseases with high natural or artificial 
radiation exposure.

Training for research
62. The advance of research in all these fields depends upon 

appropriate training of scientific workers.

274. Aide-Memoire From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to 
the American Embassy: Geneva Experts Conference 
on Nuclear Tests, June 13,1958 1

The Soviet Government with satisfaction notes the coincidence of 
points of view of the Soviet Government and the Government of the 
USA with regard to convocation in the near future of a conference 
of experts for studying means of revealing nuclear explosions and

1 Department of State Bulletin, July 7, 1958, pp. 11-12. The United States 
replied on June 20 (post, doc. 276). See also Secretary of State Dulles’ remarks 
of June 17 (post, doc. 275).
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to the fact that all work of the experts be finished in a period of three 
to four weeks from the time of starting the work of the conference. 
The Soviet Government is also agreeable to having the conference of 
experts start its work on July 1 in Geneva.

The Soviet Government, as it has already stated on this subject, 
proceeds from the fact that the work of the experts will be completed 
in the shortest time and that, as a result, there will be achieved an 
understanding regarding cessation of tests of nuclear weapons by all 
powers disposing of these weapons.

Consideration is also taken of the positive answer of the Govern
ment of the USA with regard to the fact that at the conference in 
question, experts of the USA, Great Britain and France will partici
pate on one side, and experts of the USSR, Czechoslovakia and Poland 
on the other, and that, by this, the question of the composition of 
the conference of experts can be considered agreed upon.

As far as the enlisting of experts of other countries in the work of 
the conference is concerned, the Soviet Government expresses regret 
that at the given stage of negotiations understanding has not been 
reached about having experts of India already participate in the work 
of the conference from the very beginning.

It is herewith made known that the following experts from the 
Soviet Union will participate in the conference:

Ye. K. Fedorov, corresponding member of the Academy of Sciences of the 
USSR

N. N. Semenov, academician
I. Ye. Tamm, academician
M. A. Sadovskiy, corresponding member of Academy of Sciences of the USSR
0. I. Leypunskiy, professor, doctor of physical-mathematical sciences
1. P. Pasechnik, scientific collaborator of the Academy of Sciences of the 

USSR
K. Ye. Gubkin, scientific collaborator of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR
S. K. Tsarapkin, chief of section of international organizations and member of 

the Collegium of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR

In connection with the thoughts voiced by the Ambassador of the 
USA in Moscow, Mr. Thompson, in conversation with the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, A. A. Gromyko, on the matter of 
several organizational questions concerning the conducting of the 
conference, the Soviet Government does not object to having the UN 
Secretariat brought in for technical servicing of the conference of 
experts and for setting down their sessions in the form of protocols. 
Agreement is also expressed with the thought voiced by the American 
side that expenses of conducting this conference be divided equally 
between both sides.
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275. News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State 
Dulles Regarding Nuclear Tests, June 17, 19581

Q. Mr. Secretary, to go hack for a moment to the technical talks 
which are to be held in Geneva—the Soviet TJnion obviously assumes 
that any agreement on inspection methods would lay us under obliga- 
tion to agree to suspension of tests? quite apart from other elements 
in the disarmament package, whereas last week I  believe you said 
that an agreement on test suspension would be made conditional upon 
further steps.3 Well, that seems to be a basic difference here.

A. I t could be a basic difference, and I  don’t know now whether 
the Soviets are trying to make it into a basic difference or whether 
they are just trying to see if they can pick up a little extra by squeez
ing us a bit at the last moment. Now it was agreed from the begin
ning that this study by the experts would be conducted without prej
udice to the question of whether or not there would be a suspension of 
testing or the interrelation of any suspension of testing with other 
matters. And the Soviets accepted to have the experts study it on 
those conditions. Now they seem to be trying to get a little extra 
there.

Now, if in reality they want to reopen the whole basic presuppo
sition of the meeting, then of course it would be a major affair. I t 
can be interpreted that way. Possibly in light of other events that 
is the correct interpretation. I  don’t know. But up until yesterday 
at least we had been inclined to think that they were just saying, 
“Well, now, everybody is prepared to have this meeting, let’s see if 
we can’t by squeezing a little footnote into our last letter gain a little 
bit extra.” That is a very common tactic of the Communists—some
times of others. I  can’t blame them for trying. Now the question 
is, if they don’t get away with it, then what are they going to do? I 
hope that they will still go ahead. I  don’t know.

1 Department o f S tate Bulletin, July 7,1958, pp. 9-10.
1 See ante, doc. 274.
* Ante, doc. 272.
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276. Aide-Memoire From the American Embassy to the 
Soviet Foreign Ministry: Geneva Experts Confer
ence on Nuclear Tests, June 2Q, 1958 1

The Government of the United States of America notdS the accept
ance by the Government of the USSR2 of the proposal by the Govern
ment of the United States of America that a meeting of experts 
convene at Geneva on or about July 1 to consider means Of detecting 
nuclear explosions.3 With; regard to duration of the meeting, the* 
Government of the United'States of America considers that there is 
sufficient agreement between the views of the United States and the 
Soviet Union as set forth in the letters of President Eisenhower dated 
May 24 4 and June 105 and the letter from Premier Khrushchev dated 
May 306 to permit commencement of work by the experts. The 
positions of the Governments of the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America regarding the relationship between this meeting 
and cessation of nuclear tests have also been set forth in these letters.

The Government of the United States of America has proceeded 
on the basis of the statement in the letter of May 9, 19587 from Mr. 
Khrushchev that “the Soviet Government agrees to having both sides 
designate experts.” We note with concern that the Aide Memoire of 
J 4ne 13 8 appears to shift from this agreed concept of a panel of 
experts on each side, chosen on the basis of technical competence. 
We consider that a useful meeting of experts can best be conducted 
on the basis of the original conqept of a panel on each side.

In the letter from President Eisenhower dated June 10, 1958, he 
stated “As indicated in my letter of May 24, 1958, our side at this 
discussion will include experts from the United States, United King
dom, France and possibly from other countries which have specialists 
with a thorough knowledge in the field of detecting nuclear tests, 
and we note that you have no objection to this.” The panel on our 
side is now being formed in accordance with this principle, and will 
include the following experts:
Dr. James B. Fisk, Vice President of Bell Telephone Laboratories and Member

of the President’s Science Advisory Committee;
Dr. Robert F. Bacher, Professor, California Institute of Technology and Mem

ber of the President’s Science Advisory Committee;

* Department of State Bulletin , July 7,1958, p. 11.
* Ante, doc. 274.
'Ante, doc.271.
4 Ante, doc. 268.
• Ante, doc. 271.
• Ante, doc. 270.
'A nte, doc. 266.
8 Ante, doc. 274.
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Sir John Cockroft, Fellow of the Royal Society;
Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence, Director, University of California Radiation Labora

tory;
Sir William Penney, Fellow of the Royal Society;
Professor Yves Rocard, Director, Laboratory of Physics, Ecole Normale 

Superieure of Paris;
Dr. Omond Solandt, Former Chairman of the Defense Research Board of 

Canada.
It is assumed that, since experts from Czechoslovakia and Poland 

as well as the Soviet Union will participate on your side, the Gov
ernment of the Soviet Union within due course will transmit the names 
of Polish and Czechoslovakian experts on its panel.

277. Aide-Memoire From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to 
the American Embassy: Geneva Experts Conference 
on Nuclear Tests, June 24, 19581

The Soviet Government notes that agreement has been reached 
between the sides regarding the fact that the conference of experts 
for determining means of disclosing nuclear explosions will start its 
work on July 1 in Geneva, and also concerning the length of work of 
that conference.

As far as the composition of participants of the conference is con
cerned, the assertion contained in the aide-memoire of the Government 
of the United States of America of June 202 that on the Soviet side 
there is allegedly taking place some kind of a withdrawal from the 
understanding reached on this question cannot but cause surprise. 
The Soviet Government without change adheres to the position set 
forth in the communications of May 9 3 and 30 4 of the Chairman of 
the Council of Ministers of the USSR, N. S. Khrushchev, to the Presi
dent of the United States of America, Eisenhower, in accordance with 
which, besides experts of the USSR and the United States of America 
in the conference, experts from other countries, who possess good 
knowledge in the field of disclosing nuclear tests, can take part on 
both sides. In its previous documents the Government of the United 
States of America did not raise any objection to this. The Soviet 
Government hopes that the aide-memoire of June 20 does not mean

1 Department of State Bulletin, July 21, 1958, pp. 102-103.
a Ante, doc. 276.
* Ante, doc. 266.
* Ante, doc. 270.
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that the Government of the United States of America has changed 
its point of view on this question.

The Soviet side has already communicated the agreement that, in 
the conference of experts, representatives of Great Britain and France 
should also participate alongside the representatives of the United 
States of America. There is also no objection to the participation of 
the representative of Canada, as communicated in the aide-memoire of 
the Government of the United States of America of June 20.

The composition of the participants of the conference from the 
Soviet Union was already communicated to the Government of the 
United States of America in the aide-memoire of June 13.1 By agree
ment with the governments of the Polish People’s Republic and the 
Czechoslovak Republic there is communicated below the list of experts 
designated by the governments of the said countries for participation 
in the conference.

From the Polish People’s Republic:
Marian Miesowicz—Professor, Doctor, Chairman of Physics Commission of 

Polish Academy of Sciences for Peaceful Use of Nuclear Energy; Leopold 
Jurkiewicz—Professor, Doctor, Chairman of Commission for Study of Contam
ination of Atmosphere of All-Polish Committee of Radiological Defense; 
Mieczyslaw Blusztajn—Doctor, Chief of Department of International Organiza
tions MFA [Ministry of Foreign Affairs] PPR.

From Czechoslovak Republic:
Engineer Cestmir Sim&nS, Director of Institute of Nuclear Physics of 

Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences; Professor FrantiSek BShounek, Correspond
ing Member of Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences, Chief of Dozimetric Section 
of Institute of Nuclear Physics of Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences; Professor 
Alois Z&topek, Corresponding Member of Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences, 
Chief of Geophysical Bureau of Physical-Mathematics Faculty of Charles Uni
versity; ZdenSk Trhlik, Chief of International Section of Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Czechoslovak Republic.

In the conference there will also take part an expert named by the 
Government of the Rumanian People’s Republic, name and other data 
concerning whom will be communicated subsequently.2

The Soviet Government as before proceeds from the fact that work 
of the conference of experts should aid in the most rapid cessation 
of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons by all states disposing of 
such weapons.

1 Ante, doc. 274.
a In a separate aide-memoire of June 24, 1958, the Soviet Foreign Ministry in

formed the American Embassy that the Rumanian Government had appointed 
Dr. Horia Hulubei to participate in the conference (Department of State Bul
letin, July 21,1958, p. 103).
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278. Aide-Memoire From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to 
the American Embassy: Geneva Experts Confer
ence on Nuclear Tests, June 25, 19581

On June 17, speaking at a press conference in Washington, the 
Secretary of State of the United States of America, Mr. Dulles, made 
a statement concerning the role of the planned conference of experts 
of the USSR, USA, and other states for studying means of detecting 
nuclear explosions.2 As evident from the published account of the 
mentioned press conference, Mr. Dulles, answering the question would 
agreement of the experts about methods of inspection lead to the 
corresponding sides taking upon themselves the obligation of termi
nating tests of nuclear weapons, declared that the work of the experts 
must be carried out “without deciding the question beforehand wheth
er or not the tests will be temporarily terminated.”

I t is impossible to agree with such a position of the Secretary of 
State of the United States of America. The conference will bring 
benefit only in that case if it leads to positive results. But how can 
these positive results be determined, if not with the fact that during 
the course of the work of the experts will be insured achievement of 
the final goal—universal immediate termination of experimental ex
plosions of atomic and hydrogen bombs? Otherwise what sense is 
there in general in convoking such a conference and what sense is there 
in sending to it experts ?

If  the results of the work of the experts do not lead to the achieve
ment of this final objective, then all of their work will be transformed 
into a fruitless waste of time. More than that, there is a basis for 
fearing that in such a case the conference of experts would be con
verted into a means for deceiving the peoples in whom would be 
instilled the false illusion that supposedly something is being under
taken with the purpose of bringing closer the termination of tests 
of nuclear weapons while at the same time in reality the matter would 
not be moving from its spot.

In connection with the statement of the Secretary of State of the 
United States of America a legitimate question arises—for what pur
pose was the proposal made about the conference of experts in the 
light of the mentioned statement of the Secretary of State, the conclu
sion suggests itself that this proposal was made in the expectation 
that the Soviet Government would reject it. But inasmuch as this 
did not occur, attempts are being undertaken to doom beforehand 
this conference to failure.

1 Department of State Bulletin, July 14,1958, pp. 47-48.
1 Ante, doc. 275.
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I t is necessary to state directly that this tactic is not new but is 
known on the basis of past experience, especially in connection with 
negotiations on questions of disarmament. Not once after proposals 
of the other side were accepted by the Soviet Union, then everything 
possible was done not to permit agreement under the pretext that 
supposedly the reason for the absence of agreement is the intractabil
ity of the USSR.

The Government of the United States of America can hardly deny 
the fact that when it made the proposal about the meeting of the 
experts, then not only in the Soviet Union but in all other countries 
this proposal was understood in such a manner that it must insure 
the resolution of the mentioned principal problem—the termination 
of tests of nuclear weapons. Because of this the Soviet Government 
went to meet the desire of the Government of the United States of 
America and agreed with the proposal of President Eisenhower about 
the conference of experts.1 The Soviet Government had doubts in 
this respect, however it cast aside these doubts, being guided by the 
single desire—to utilize all possibilities for satisfying the hopes of 
the peoples demanding the immediate and universal termination of 
tests of the mentioned weapons. The will of the peoples is the prin
cipal thing by which, in the opinion of the Soviet Government, each 
government must be guided if it in fact aspires to assist the release 
of international tension, the termination of the armaments race, and 
the ending of the “cold war”.

Namely the necessity to terminate nuclear tests was placed at the 
basis of the agreement for the conference of experts and this agree
ment was fixed in the corresponding documents which were exchanged 
between the Government of the Soviet Union and the Government of 
the United States of America. From the beginning the discussion 
was not in general about a meeting of experts but about a meeting 
with the indicated concrete goal.

In the same declaration of the Secretary of State of the United 
States of America there was set forth another position which in 
essence annuls the position set forth in the messages of President 
Eisenhower—about the necessity to agree concerning control for the 
cessation of the tests of atomic and hydrogen bombs. I t is impossible 
not to come to the conclusion that the essence of the position set forth 
by Mr. Dulles consists in making a meeting of the experts purpose
less and thereby to discredit it. I f  the Government of the United 
States in reality takes such a position, if it does not wish that the 
results of the meeting of the experts should assure the cessation of 
the tests of nuclear weapons by all powers who dispose of them, then 
it is useless to send experts to this conference. In such a situation

1 See ante, docs. 260 and 266.
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the Soviet Union cannot send its experts because it does not wish to 
be an accomplice in the deception of the peoples.

The Soviet Government would like to receive from the Government 
of the United States of America confirmation that the meeting of the 
experts must be subordinated to the resolution of the problem of the 
universal and immediate cessation of tests of nuclear weapons and 
that, in consequence, the goal of this conference remains such as it 
was formulated in the exchange of communications between the Soviet 
Government and the Government of the United States of America.

279. Letter From the American Ambassador (Thomp
son) to the Soviet Foreign Minister (Gromyko): 
Geneva Experts Conference on Nuclear Tests, Tune 
26, 1958 1

E xcellency : With respect to the Aide-Memoire which you handed 
me yesterday 2 concerning the meeting of experts in Geneva, I  have 
been authorized to inform you that the United States considers the 
aims of the Conference of Experts remain as determined in the 
exchange of correspondence between the Soviet Government and the 
United States Government and as confirmed by the Soviet agreement 
of June 243 and that so far as we are concerned the conference will 
proceed as agreed. Experts from the United States are already en 
route.

280. Aide-Memoire From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to 
the American Embassy: Geneva Experts Confer
ence on Nuclear Tests, June 28, 19584

The Soviet Government confirms that the question put in its aide 
memoire of June 255 about whether the Government of the USA 
confirms that meetings of experts must be subordinated to resolution

1 Department of S tate Bulletin , July 14,1958, p. 47.
a Ante, doc. 278.
8 Ante, doc. 277.
4 Department of S tate Bulletin, July 21, 1958, pp. 101-102.
6 Ante, doc. 278.
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of the task of universal and immediate cessation of tests of nuclear 
weapons, has remained without answer, and clarification regarding 
the position of the USA on this question has not been given.

It is apparent from the letter of June 26 1 of the Ambassador of 
the USA, Mr. Thompson, to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
USSR, A. A. Gromyko, that the Government of the USA has dodged 
the statement of its position on the main question, to wit, what 
purpose must conference of experts serve.

When the Government of the USA came forth with the proposal 
that technical specialists of the USA, USSR, and other countries 
should agree on means of detecting nuclear explosions, this proposal 
was made, as directly follows from the correspondence, so as to 
achieve resolution of main task—cessation by all states possessing 
nuclear weapons of tests of these weapons, and a meeting of experts 
was proposed so as to work out a formula which would guarantee 
observation of how agreement on cessation of tests of nuclear weapons 
was being carried out.

However, from a declaration of the Secretary of State of USA, 
Mr. Dulles, of June 17,2 it follows that the Government of the USA 
does not wish to take on itself the pledge that a meeting of experts 
be subordinated to a resolution of the task of universal and immediate 
cessation of tests of nuclear weapons.

In its aide memoire of June 25, Soviet Government already 
expressed its reaction to this statement of the Secretary of State of 
the USA. I t  considers it essential to declare again that if the con
ference of experts is not tied with the main task, solution of which it 
must ensure, i.e., with immediate, universal cessation of nuclear 
experiments, then such a conference will be an empty waste of time 
and can only lead to deception of peoples.

It goes without saying that decision on cessation of tests of nuclear 
weapons must be taken by the Governments themselves and not by 
experts, whose task is preparation of necessary conditions of control 
for observance of agreement on cessation of tests. However, in con
nection with the beginning of work of conference of experts, full and 
clear understanding regarding purposes of this conference must be 
achieved between Governments.

The Soviet Government would wish to hope that the Government 
of the USA will make an unequivocal statement in this regard.

1 Ante, doc. 279.
a Ante, doc. 275.
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281. Aide-Memoire From the American Embassy to the 
Soviet Foreign Ministry: Geneva Experts Confer
ence on Nuclear Tests, June 30, 1958 1

The Government of the United States of America notes with sat
isfaction the position of the Soviet Government in its aide memoire 
of June 282 that decision on cessation of tests of nuclear weapons 
must be taken by Governments themselves and not by experts. The 
task of the experts who are to meet in Geneva beginning July 1, as 
agreed by the Soviet Government in its aide memoire of June 24,s 
has been clearly defined in the preceding correspondence between our 
Governments; it is to study methods of detection of possible violations 
of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests.

The position of the Government of the United States has been 
clearly and unequivocally expressed from the time of its initial pro
posal. In his letter of April 28, President Eisenhower proposed to 
Chairman Khrushchev that technical people start to work immediately 
upon the practical problems of supervision and control which are 
indispensable to dependable disarmament agreements, and stated that:

I re-emphasize that these studies are without prejudice to our respective posi
tions on the timing and interdependence of various aspects of disarmament.4

I t was in reply to this letter that Chairman Khrushchev on May 9* 
stated that the Soviet Government agreed to having both sides desig
nate experts for the study which is now about to begin.

282. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
President Eisenhower, July 2, 1958 *

D ear M r. P resident : I  am addressing this letter to you in order 
to make a proposal for joint steps toward solving the problem of pre
venting surprise attack.

The tension in present international relations and the continuing 
acceleration of the tempo of armament by states, especially in the 
production of ever more destructive types of weapons of mass destruc-

1 Department of State Bulletin, July 21,1958, p. 101.
2 Ante, doc. 280.
• Ante, doc. 277.
4 Ante, doc. 260.
• Ante, doc. 266.
• Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 18, 1958, pp. 279-281. The United States 

replied on July 31 (post, doc. 283).
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tion, makes it necessary, in our opinion, to reach agreement on the 
adoption of measures for preventing the possibility of surprise attack 
by one state against another, along with initial measures for restrict
ing the armaments race such as, for example, the universal cessation 
of nuclear weapons tests. The Soviet Government, attaching great 
significance to this matter, proposed, as you know, that it be included 
in the agenda for the meeting of heads of government.

I  must say that recently the problem of preventing surprise attack 
has become especially acute in view of the fact that the United States 
of America has introduced the dangerous practice of flights by Ameri
can military aircraft carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs over the 
territories of a number of West European states and in Arctic areas 
in the direction of the USSR borders.

The Soviet Government has already expressed its opinion repeatedly 
concerning such acts on the part of the United States Air Force.1 To 
what has been said only one thing may be added: on the day when 
the American Government issues the order to cease flights of this kind, 
the danger of atomic war, which threatens mankind, will be greatly 
reduced.

From your messages addressed to the Soviet Government, we know 
that the Government of the USA agrees that at a summit conference 
it is necessary to discuss the question of eliminating the danger of sur
prise attack.2 This is gratifying to us, since agreement by both sides 
on the desirability of considering such an important question is in 
itself a great achievement.

However, there is still another side to the question which must not 
be forgotten. Settlement of the problem of the prevention of sur
prise attack is possible, of course, only if the interests of all parties 
are taken into account in an equitable manner, wherein no single 
state will be placed in an unequal position from the standpoint of 
ensuring the interests of its security.

The Government of the USA is familiar with the proposals of the 
Soviet Government regarding specific measures for preventing the 
possibility of surprise attack. The Soviet Union proposes that 
agreement be reached concerning the establishment of control posts 
at railway centers, large ports, and major highways, in combination 
with specific disarmament measures,3 and concerning aerial photog
raphy in areas that are of great significance from the standpoint of 
preventing the danger of surprise attack. In particular, we are pre
pared to reach agreement on reciprocal aerial photography in the 
zone of concentration of the main armed forces of the two groupings 
of states in Europe to a depth of 800 kilometers east and west of the

x Ante, doc. 255.
a See ante, doc. 269.
* Ante, doc. 112.
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line of demarcation between those forces.1 The Soviet Government 
also proposes, in addition to the zone in Europe, the establishment 
of a zone of aerial inspection which would include a portion of Soviet 
territory in the Far East and a corresponding portion of the territory 
of the USA.2

The said proposals are based on equal consideration for the secu
rity interests of the parties concerned. For example, they provide 
for aerial inspection over territories of equal size belonging to the 
USSR and the USA. These proposals have also taken into consid
eration those previously advanced by the Western Powers, and by 
the Government of the USA in particular. That is why it seems to 
us that these proposals might constitute a suitable basis for agree
ment. Unfortunately, they have not hitherto met with a positive 
attitude on the part of the Government of the USA.

We have studied with due attention the counterproposals advanced 
by the Government of the USA jointly with the United Kingdom 
and France. However, it must be stated that the proposals of the 
three Western Powers on this subject that were transmitted to the 
Soviet Government on May 28 of this year do not indicate a desire 
to seek agreement by joint effort concerning methods of preventing 
surprise attack.3 Although the document of the three Powers men
tions the necessity for following a realistic course and for consider
ing equally the legitimate interests of security of all the states 
concerned, the proposals contained therein concerning the prevention 
of surprise attack are obviously not in accord with these statements.

Thus, in the matter of preventing the possibility of surprise attack, 
we have so far reached agreement only in the sense that both sides 
recognize the importance of this task and the desirability of its con
sideration at a summit meeting. Yet, as far as specific methods of 
solving this problem are concerned, we are still far from agreement. 
However, it appears to me that agreement on this point is also fully 
possible, if only all parties would base their position on the necessity 
of taking into account the security interests of each of the parties to 
the agreement and refrain from actions that would aggravate the 
situation and increase the danger of war.

Mindful of the importance that agreement on joint measures for 
the prevention of surprise attack by one state against another would 
have for the preservation of universal peace, I should like to propose 
to you, Mr. President, that the governments of our countries show 
practical initiative in this important matter. In the opinion of the 
Soviet Government it would be useful if in the near future the ap

1 Premier Bulganin's letter of Nov. 17, 1956 (ante, doc. 182).
2 Soviet proposals of Apr. 30, 1957 (ante, doc. 203). Note that the European 

zone proposed by the Soviet Union on Apr. 30 differed from the 800 km. zone 
previously proposed by Premier Bulganin.

* Ante, doc. 269.
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propriate representatives—including those of the military agencies 
of both sides, e.g., at the level of experts—designated by the Govern
ments of the USSR, the USA, and possibly by the governments of 
certain other states, met for a joint study of the practical aspects of 
this problem and developed within a definite period of time, to be 
determined in advance, recommendations regarding measures for the 
prevention of the possibility of surprise attack. The results of these 
negotiations could be considered at a meeting of heads of government. 
Such preliminary work would undoubtedly facilitate the adoption of 
a decision on this question at the meeting itself.

We hope that this proposal will meet with a favorable attitude on 
the part of the Government of the United States and that the joint 
efforts of our two countries will bring about a strengthening of trust 
between states, which is so necessary for ensuring peace throughout 
the world.

With sincere respect,
N . K h r u s h c h e v

283. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry: Prevention of Surprise Attack, 
July 31 ,19581

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics and has the honor to refer to the letters of May 9, 
1958 2 and July 2, 1958 3 from Prime Minister Khrushchev to Presi
dent Eisenhower with regard to the problem of preventing surprise 
attack. The Prime Minister’s letters commented upon the proposals 
of the United States on this subject and advanced certain additional 
proposals of the Soviet Government. The Government of the United 
States would like now to reply to these letters insofar as they relate 
to this important question.

As President Eisenhower pointed out in his letter of April 28,1958,4 
the United States is determined that the Soviet Union and the United 
States ultimately reach an agreement on disarmament. As an effec
tive means of moving toward ultimate agreement, he proposed that

1 Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 18,1958, pp. 278-279. The Soviet Foreign 
Ministry replied on Sept 15 (post, doc. 294).

* Ante, doc. 260.
• Ante, doc. 282.
4 Ante, doc. 260.
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technical experts start to work immediately upon the practical prob
lems involved. In this connection, he raised the question whether 
both sides would not be in a better position to reach agreements if 
there were a common accepted understanding as to methods of in
specting against surprise attack. I t  is noted that Prime Minister 
Khrushchev now suggests that appropriate representatives—includ
ing those of the military agencies of both sides, e.g., at the level of 
experts—designated by the Soviet Union, the United States and pos
sibly by the governments of certain other states meet for a joint 
study of the practical aspects of this problem. Accordingly, the 
United States proposes that qualified persons from each side meet 
for a study of the technical aspects of safeguards against the pos
sibility of surprise attack. They should concentrate on the means 
and objects of control, and on the results which could be secured from 
these safeguards. The discussions could bear, if necessary, on the 
applicability of inspection measures to various areas for illustrative 
purposes only, but without prejudging in any way the boundaries 
within which such measures should be applied. I t will be recalled 
that the United States has always favored the broadest possible 
application of such measures, and that in fact in President Eisen
hower’s initial proposal in 1955 he suggested that the entire territories 
of the United States and the Soviet Union be open to inspection.1 
The United States assumes, on the basis of Prime Minister Khru
shchev’s letter of July 2,1958, that the Soviet Government agrees that 
these discussions would take place without prejudice to the respective 
positions of the two Governments as to the delimitation of areas 
within which safeguards would be established, or as to the timing or 
interdependence of various aspects of disarmament. The United 
States does not agree that the particular areas to be supervised as 
against surprise attack should be those indicated by Prime Minister 
Khrushchev’s letter of July 2,1958.

In this connection, the Government of the United States must 
indicate disagreement with Prime Minister Khrushchev’s statement 
that the proposals relating to zones of inspection against surprise 
attack put forward by the United States, United Kingdom, and 
France on May 28,1958 2 fail to strike a balance between the interests 
of both sides. I t is the zones of inspection proposed by the Soviet 
Government which are subject to this criticism. This is particularly 
true of the European zone proposal which covers only a very limited 
area, scarcely touching Russian territory and far too small to cover 
the areas from which a surprise attack would be launched under 
modem conditions. Moreover, this proposal seems to be motivated 
by the political desire to crystalize the present dividing line in Europe

1 Ante, doc. 120.
1 Ante, doc. 269.
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since it is calculated from the “line of demarcation” between NATO1 
and the Warsaw Pact.2

The United States believes, however, that joint technical studies 
would make it easier to reach agreement later at a political level on 
the definition of the regions in which the safeguards would apply. 
Accordingly, the United States proposes that during the first week 
of October, which is the earliest date by which preparations adequate 
to the significance and complexity of the task can be completed, these 
discussions begin in Geneva. In view of the Charter responsibilities 
of the General Assembly and the Security Council of the United 
Nations in the field of disarmament, the United States would propose 
to keep the United Nations informed of the progress of the talks 
through the Secretary General. Further arrangements for the meet
ing can be concluded through diplomatic channels.

In his letter of May 9, 1958 in particular, and again on July 2,1958, 
Prime Minister Khrushchev also referred to the question of United 
States military flights especially in the Arctic area.

The United States regrets that unfounded charges continue regard
ing United States flights in the Arctic area and that the Soviet 
Union continues to reject United States proposals for a timely inter
national inspection system in this area which would serve the end 
which the Soviet Union proposes, namely “to prevent this area from 
becoming a hot bed of military conflict between our countries.” 3

It is stated that the proposal of the United States for inspection in 
this area, a proposal which commanded general support not only in 
the United Nations Security Council4 but throughout the world, is 
no solution because the United States did not promise to suspend 
atomic bomber flights in the direction of the Soviet Union if an 
Arctic zone were established.

With respect to that statement, the United States desires to correct 
the apparent misunderstanding concerning atomic bomber operations 
of the United States. The greater portion of the Arctic zone air 
space is internationally free. There is considerable military aviation 
activity in that area, participated in by the United States, the Soviet 
Union, and other nations of the world. The statements of the Soviet 
representative in the United Nations Security Council, however, in
dicate concern that in this or other areas military aircraft of the 
United States armed with hydrogen and atomic bombs may have 
been sent in the direction of the borders of the Soviet Union as a 
result of a misinterpreted radar blip or other false alert.5 The Gov-

1 See American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812- 
815, 853-854, and 871-873.

■JWcf., pp. 1239-1242.
• Ante, doc. 266.
4 Ante, doc. 259.
• Ante, doc. 255.
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erament of the United States gives categorical assurances that the 
United States has never had the need to launch nor has it in fact ever 
launched any atomic bomber flights of this type. Furthermore, if 
dependable and adequate safeguards were to be provided against sur
prise attack, then, of course, any United States flights entering, leav
ing or operating within an Arctic zone would conform to agreed con
trol measures.

The United States believes that technical discussions of measures 
to reduce the possibility of surprise attack, even though made without 
reference to particular areas, will produce a fuller realization of the 
value of an Arctic zone, and pave the way for agreement on safe
guards in this and other regions. Such technical discussions would 
also be helpful in determining whether a meeting of heads of govern
ment would provide opportunity for conducting serious discussions of 
major problems and would be an effective means of reaching agree
ment on significant subjects.

284. Communique and Report of the Conference of Ex
perts To Study the Possibility of Detecting Violations 
of a Possible Agreement on the Suspension of Nuclear 
Tests, August 21,1958 1

Com m unique

The Conference of Experts to Study the Possibility of Detecting 
Violations of a Possible Agreement on the Suspension of Nuclear 
Tests, which began its work in the Palais des Nations at Geneva 
on 1 July, concluded its work on 21 August, 1958.

The Conference expressed its appreciation of the good offices of the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, carried out through his 
personal representative, Mr. Narayanan, and of the efficient services 
rendered by the United Nations Secretariat attached to the Confer
ence.

In the course of the work of the Conference there was an exchange 
of opinions on the question of the various methods of detecting nu
clear explosions. The Conference came to the conclusion that the 
methods of detecting nuclear explosions available at the present time— 
namely, the collection of samples of radioactive debris, the recording 
of seismic, acoustic and hydro-acoustic waves, and the radio signal 
method, together with the use of on-site inspection of unidentified 
events which might be suspected of being nuclear explosions—make

1 Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 22,1958, pp. 452-462.
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it possible, within certain specific limits, to detect and identify nuclear 
explosions, and it recommends the use of these methods in a control 
system.

The Conference noted that the combined use of the various methods 
considerably facilitates detection and identification of nuclear ex
plosions.

The Conference noted that the effectiveness of the methods con
siderably increases in the course of time, with improvement of measur
ing techniques and with study of the characteristics of natural phe
nomena which cause interference when explosions are detected.

The Conference adopted an agreed conclusion regarding the tech
nical equipment of the control system necessary for the detection 
and identification of nuclear explosions. The Conference reached the 
conclusion that it is technically feasible to set up, with certain capabil
ities and limitations, a workable and effective control system for the 
detection of violations of a possible agreement on the world-wide 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests. I t was established in this con
nexion that a network of control posts equipped with all the necessary 
apparatus appropriate to the various methods of detection of nuclear 
explosions should be disposed on continents and on islands, as well as 
on a few ships in oceans.

The Conference came to the conclusion that the control system 
should be under the direction of an international control organ which 
would ensure the co-ordination of the activities of the control system 
and the functioning of the system in such a way that it would satisfy 
the necessary technical requirements.

On 21 August, 1958, the Conference of Experts adopted a final re
port for consideration by Governments. The report will be made 
public at a time to be determined by Governments.

R eport  of t h e  C o n f e r e n c e  of E xperts  To S t u d y  t h e  P o ssib il it y  of

D e t e c t in g  V io l a t io n s  of a  P ossible  A g r e e m e n t  o n  t h e  S u s p e n 
sio n  of N u c le a r  T ests

I. INTRODUCTION

A. In accordance with an agreement reached as a result of an ex
change of letters between the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, N. S. Khrushchev, and the 
President of the United States of America, Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
regarding the calling of a conference of experts to study the possi
bility of detecting violations of a possible agreement on the suspension 
of nuclear tests,1 there began on 1 July 1958, in Geneva, in the Palais 
des Nations, a conference of, on the one hand, experts from Western 
countries and, on the other hand, delegations of experts of the Union

1 Ante, docs, 260, 266, 268, 270, and 271.
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of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Polish Peopled Republic, the 
Czechoslovak Republic and the People’s Republic of Romania.

B. The Secretary-General of the United Nations was represented 
at th$ Conference by his Personal Representative* Mr* T. G. Naray
anan, Conference facilities and Secretariat services were provided 
by the United Nations. The Experts express their appreciation for 
the good offices of the Secretary-General and his Personal Represent
ative, and for the services of the Secretariat staff attached to the 
Conference.

C. The agenda for the Conference, adopted on 4 July, included the 
following main questions:

1. Exchange of opinions on the problem of the various methods for 
detecting atomic explosions and on other general problems of the 
Conference deliberations.

2. Determination of a list of basic methods of systematic observa
tions for phenomena indicative of an explosion.

3. A system for controlling the observance of an agreement on the 
cessation of nuclear tests.

4. Drawing up a report of experts to the governments of those 
countries represented at the Conference, with conclusions and sug
gestions regarding a system for controlling the observance of an 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests.

D. The conference held 30 official sessions and completed its work 
on 21 August 1958. By prior agreement the Conference held its 
sessions in private.

E. The Conference of Experts considered the phenomena accom
panying nuclear explosions set off under various conditions.

F. Some of these phenomena, namely the acoustic waves occurring 
when there are explosions in air and in water, the seismic oscillations 
that occur when there are explosions on the groiind, under the ground, 
and under water, the radio pulses that are produced when there are 
explosions in the atmosphere, and the optical and gamma radiation 
when propagated over long distances, serve to indicate explosions and 
to estimate their time and place.

G. When nuclear explosions occur in the atmosphere the radio
active debris which is formed mixes in the atmosphere, and is dis
persed over great distances. If  a nuclear explosion is set off in the 
ocean or in the earth’s crust, the radioactive debris will remain con
centrated close to the site of the explosion for a considerable time.

H. The sensitivity of modem physical, chemical and geophysical 
methods of measurement makes it possible to detect nuclear explo
sions by the indications described above at considerable distances, as 
hereafter described. Thus it is known that explosions of high yield 
which are set off on the surface of the earth and in the lower part
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of the atmosphere can be detected without difficulty at points of the 
globe which are very remote from the site of the explosion. On the 
other hand, explosions which are of low yield (a few kilotons) can 
be detected with good reliability given the present state of observa
tional techniques only if there is a specially set up control system 
such as that suggested in Section IV of this report.

I. A basic difficulty in detecting and identifying small explosions 
arises because many natural phenomena (earthquakes, thunder storms 
and others) give signals which are similar to those produced by 
explosions, or which by their presence hinder the detection of the 
signals sought.

J. The discrimination of the signals of natural events from signals 
of explosions is aided by a careful analysis of the recorded data, 
taking into account readings obtained at several points. Those re
maining unidentified events which could be suspected as being nuclear 
explosions might be resolved by inspection of the site.

K. The Conference of Experts has considered the methods of 
detecting nuclear explosions by the acoustic, hydro-acoustic and seis
mic oscillations which they produce in the air, water, or in the earth’s 
crust, and, also the detection of explosions by the electromagnetic 
oscillations which are propagated from them, and by the radioactive 
debris that the explosions cause.

L. The Conference has examined the effectiveness and limitations 
of each of these methods for the detection of nuclear explosions and 
it has agreed that the combined use of the various methods con
siderably facilitates the detection and identification of nuclear 
explosions.

M. After examining the separate methods, the Conference exam
ined the question of the technical equipment of the control system 
necessary to detect and identify nuclear explosions, and, after that, it 
passed to the question of the control system as a whole.

N. As a result of the examination of these questions the Conference 
reached the conclusion that it is technically feasible to set up, with 
the capabilities and limitations indicated in Section IV of this report,, 
a workable and effective control system for the detection of violations 
of an agreement on the worldwide cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests.

O. In the present report information is given about the various 
methods of detection and identification of nuclear explosions, about 
the technical equipment of a control system and about a control 
system as a whole. Copies of the individual documents containing 
the conclusions adopted by the Conference on each of the questions 
mentioned are attached to the present report. Verbatim records and 
working documents in the working languages of the Conference will 
follow as soon as they are available for attachment to the report.
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r t .  BASIC METHODS FOR DETECTION AND IDENTIFICATION OP NUCLEAR 
EXPLOSIONS

A. Conclusions as to the applicability of the Method of Recording 
Acoustic Waves for the Detection of Nuclea/r Explosions.

The Conference of Experts examined the process of propagation of 
the acoustic waves caused by nuclear explosions and the methods of 
recording these waves with the aim of determining the possibility of 
using them for detecting nuclear explosions.

1. When there are explosions in air, a strong air acoustic wave is 
formed which propagates over large distances. An indication of the 
amplitude of the air pressure wave is given by a formula which is 
approximately valid for a homogeneous atmosphere and according to 
which this amplitude is proportional to the cube root of the yield 
and inversely proportional to the distance. However, the amplitude 
of this acoustic wave is strongly dependent upon meteorological con
ditions and cannot be predicted accurately by a simple formula of 
such a kind. The observed amplitude in certain cases can be five times 
larger or smaller than that predicted by a formulation which includes 
only the energy release and the distance to detecting station.

2. Existing apparatus of special design can detect the air wave 
from a one kiloton explosion in the air above local background noise 
at relatively large distances.

The detection capability of a single station is strongly dependent 
upon the orientation of the propagation path to the station with re
spect to the upper winds. When the upper winds are mainly in one 
direction, a one kiloton explosion can be detected with a high degree 
of confidence downwind at a distance of 2,000 to 3,000 kilometres 
and upwind at a distance of 500 kilometres. When the upper winds 
are erratic and the average wind is small, such as frequently happens 
in the spring and fall, detection of a one kiloton explosion can be 
accomplished with a similar degree of confidence to a distance of 
approximately 1,300 kilometres independently of the direction. On 
the basis of the records from three stations, the location of the ex
plosion can be determined with an accuracy of better than 100 
kilometres.

3. The acoustic apparatus at control posts at the above distances 
from an explosion can detect explosions which occur between the 
surface and a height of 30 kilometres. A reasonable extrapolation 
of existing experience indicates that for explosions taking place up 
to an altitude of about 50 kilometres there should not be a great 
change in the detectability of the acoustic wave. Whether a substan
tial acoustic wave will be generated at higher altitudes is not well 
known from direct experiment or from any theoretical considerations
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so far discussed. Deep underground and underwater explosions do 
not produce air waves sufficiently intense for detection purposes.

An underwater explosion in the oceans generates very strong under
water sound waves (hydroacoustic), which even in the case of small 
explosions can be detected at distances of about 10,000 kilometres.

4. Acoustic waves which resemble in certain cases the acoustic sig
nals of nuclear explosions may be produced by natural events (pri
marily meteoric, volcanic or submarine disturbances). In such cases 
the identification of the event as natural or as a nuclear explosion 
must be based on a comparison of acoustic data with those obtained 
by aid of other methods.

5. I t is noted that methods of recording of pressure waves may be 
further improved to increase the precision and the sensitivity, and to 
eliminate background noise and spurious signals.

B. Conclusions as to the Applicability of the Method of TJsing 
Radioactive Debris for Detecting and Subsequently Identifying Nu
clear Explosions.

The Conference of Experts has studied the process of the dissemi
nation of radioactive debris resulting from a nuclear explosion and 
has considered the collection of samples of radioactive debris and its 
analysis as one of the methods for detecting and subsequently iden
tifying nuclear explosions.

1. When an explosion occurs a considerable quantity of radioactive 
debris is produced. If the explosion is based on a fission reaction 
then this quantity amounts to 3 x 10s curies per 1 kt TNT equivalent 
of the energy of the explosion as of one hour after the reaction. 
Thermonuclear reactions will lead to the formation of Carbon 14, 
Tritium, and other radioactive substances which result from neutron 
irradiation and which, in principle, can also be used to detect an 
explosion.

2. When nuclear explosions occur between the earth’s surface and 
a height of approximately ten kilometres the radioactive debris is 
thrown into the atmosphere where it is carried by winds to great dis
tances. The concentration of this radioactive debris is greatly influ
enced by the vertical and horizontal distribution of the wind in the 
troposphere and in the lower layers of the stratosphere. The concen
tration is also decreased as a consequence of washing out by rain and 
gravitational deposition.

3. The distribution by height of the radioactive debris carried in 
the atmosphere will depend in the first place on the energy of the ex
plosion, on the conditions in which the explosion took place (i.e., on 
the earth, under the earth, or in the air) and on the meteorological 
conditions at the moment of explosion. In the case of low energy ex
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plosions in the air up to a height of approximately ten kilometres the 
radioactive debris will initially concentrate in a small volume below 
the tropopause. This debris will gradually get disseminated both 
horizontally and vertically in the troposphere and in the course of a 
period of fm n  one to thirty days (depending on the turbulence of 
the atmosphere, the wind structure, and the dimensions of the par
ticles which carry the radioactive substances) it can be detected close 
to the earth’s surface, as also at various heights up to the tropopause.

4. The spreading of the cloud in the atmosphere is determined by 
many meteorological processes. As a result of the action of these 
processes the cloud is bound to reach a stage when it is mixed in a 
vertical direction and spread in a horizontal direction in such a way 
as to afford the most convenient conditions for taking samples.

Calculations and experimental data give ground for considering 
that this stage will be reached in the period between the fifth and 
twentieth day of the existence of the cloud. Before that period the 
cloud may be too small, both in its horizontal and its vertical extent. 
After thirty days have expired a considerable part of the radioactive 
debris will decay and a sample will constitute a lesser proportion of 
the natural or other background, thereby making more difficult the 
detection and identification of an explosion.

5. Existing radiochemical techniques make it possible to detect and' 
identify fresh decay products in a sample of radioactive debris 
containing about 10® fissions. The time of origin of this fresh debris 
can be determined within five to ten per cent of its age if the sample 
contains about 1010 fissions and is not contaminated to any consid
erable extent by old fission products.

6. The taking of samples on the surface of the earth by a network 
of control posts makes it possible to carry out continual monitoring 
of the contamination of the air at many separate points by means of 
air filtration and also by collecting radioactive fallout and fallout in 
rain. I f  control posts are disposed at distances of the order of 2,000- 
3,000 kilometres then an explosion with an energy of 1 kt set off in 
the troposphere (0-10 kilometres above the surface of the earth) will 
be detected with a high degree of reliability in the period of five to 
twenty days although the place of explosion cannot be exactly de
termined and although the time of explosion will be determined with 
some error. Calculation shows that with favourable meteorological 
conditions an explosion of even lesser energy can be detected in this 
way.

In the course of the period of time of from two to five days after 
an explosion of energy equivalent to 1 kt the collection of a sample 
of radioactive debris from the explosion which is suitable for analysis
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can be effected in the air by an aircraft if the area of the supposed 
location of the cloud is known approximately. The taking of such 
a sample will make it possible to establish approximately the point 
of the explosion by means of using meteorological data for back
tracking the trajectory of movement of the cloud.

7. Underground or underwater explosions set off at shallow depths 
and accompanied by the throwing up of earth or water can also be 
identified by the method of collecting radioactive samples although 
with lesser reliability than for explosions of the same energy in the 
troposphere.

8. The Conference of Experts considers that systematic measure
ments of radioactive substances in the air and also the collection of 
radioactive aerosols deposited on the ground and measurements of the 
radioactivity of precipitation can be successfully used for the detec
tion of nuclear explosions and also, in many cases, for assessing cer
tain parameters relating to them even in the absence of other 
indications.

The utilisation for a regular control service, as a method for 
detecting nuclear explosions, of the taking of samples of the air by 
aircraft over oceans can be used for detecting nuclear explosions* 
For this purpose use should be made of existing aircraft flights over 
the oceans which are carried out by various countries for the purposes 
of meteorological observations.

9. The Conference of Experts considers that the method of taking 
samples of radioactive debris can also be used successfully for subse
quent investigation of the fact of a nuclear explosion in those cases 
when there are the appropriate indications from other methods.

For this purpose it is possible to use the detection of radioactive 
debris remaining at the point of the supposed explosion (on the 
earth’s surface, under the earth, in the water) and also the determi
nation of the presence of a radioactive cloud in the period between 
two and five days after a supposed explosion in the atmosphere in the 
area where the cloud is calculated to be by the time of investigation.

In such a case search for the radioactive cloud can be made on an 
aircraft having equipment for the taking of a sample of radioactive 
debris. To this end use should be made chiefly of the aircraft flights 
over the oceans made for the purposes of meteorological observations.

10. In some cases use can be made of aircraft flights over the terri
tories of the USA, the USSR, the UK and other countries to collect 
air samples for the purpose of checking on data obtained by other 
methods of detection of nuclear explosions.

The Experts consider that to accomplish this task it would be quite 
sufficient to make use of the aircraft of the country being overflown



1098 DOCUMENT 284 : AUGUST 21, 1958

and that in such cases it is sufficient that flights for the purpose 
specified should be made along routes laid down in advance. Repre
sentatives of the USSR, the USA, the UK or other States participat
ing in the operation of the control system may be on board these 
aircraft in the capacity of observers.

11. The experts note that in the course of time the sensitivity and 
efficiency of the method of collecting radioactive debris will increase 
as a consequence of the atmosphere becoming cleared of the radio
active products it contains, and also as a result of the perfection of 
the techniques for collecting and analysing samples.

C. Conclusions as to the Applicability of the Method of Recording 
Seismic Waves for the Detection of Nuclear Explosions.

The Conference has considered the processes of propagation of 
seismic waves generated by nuclear explosions and the methods for 
recording these waves for the purpose of determining the possibility 
of using them for the detection of underground and underwater nu
clear explosions.

1. When nuclear explosions occur under the ground or under the 
water, longitudinal transverse and surface waves are formed and get 
propagated to great distances. The first longitudinal wave is the 
most important, both for detecting an explosion and for determining 
the place of the explosion, and also for distinguishing an earthquake 
from explosions. Transverse and surface waves also help to define 
the nature of a seismic perturbation.

2. Longitudinal seismic waves caused by underground nuclear ex
plosions set off under conditions analogous to those in which the 
Rainier1 shot occurred can be detected and the direction of first 
motion of the longitudinal wave can be determined at a distance of 
approximately 1,000 kilometres, and also at distances of approxi
mately 2,000-3,500 kilometres at sites which are considerably more 
quiet than the average for:

(a) explosions of the order of one kiloton recorded during periods 
of favourable noise conditions.

(b) explosions of the order of five kilotons recorded during periods 
of unfavourable noise conditions.

It must be noted that all seismic stations situated at thousands of 
kilometres from one another cannot have an identically high or iden
tically low level of background at one and the same time.

1 The underground nuclear explosion “Rainier” with an energy of 1.7 kilotons 
(Nevada) was set off in unfavourable conditions for transferring energy to the 
ground. However, even worse conditions of coupling are possible. [Footnote 
in original.]
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3. Conditions for detection arid identification of underwater ex
plosions set off in shallow water but at a sufficient depth, are consider
ably more favourable than conditions for detecting underground 
explosions.

4. Control posts carrying out seismic observations should be put at 
sites with a minimal level of microseismic background, such as are 
possible in internal continental regions. Such stations, when pro
vided with arrays of seismographs, can insure the obtaining of the 
data indicated above. However, at stations which are in unfavour
able regions such as coastal and island regions the noise level will be 
higher than at quiet stations inside continents. In these cases for 
detection and determination of the sign of first motion the energy of 
the explosion must increase in the ratio of the power of 3/2 with re
spect to the increase of background level. This is in part compen
sated by the fact that quiet stations inside continents will register 
more powerful explosions at distances of from 2,000 to 3,500 kilo
metres. Bursts with an energy of 5 kilotons and more will be de
tected by quiet stations placed at the distances named.

5. The majority of earthquakes can be distinguished from explo
sions with a high degree of reliability if the direction of first motion 
of the longitudinal wave is clearly registered at 5 or more seismic 
stations on various bearings from the epicentre. Thus not less than 
90 per cent of all earthquakes taking place in continents can be identi
fied. The remaining 10 per cent or less of cases will require the 
analysis of additional seismograms where this is possible; and for 
this purpose use must also be made of the data of the existing net
work of seismic stations. If required, these supplementary stations 
should be further equipped with improved apparatus. In relatively 
aseismic areas it is sufficient merely to define the position of the epi
centre. In this connection cases of detection of seismic events will 
be regarded as suspicious and will require further investigation with 
the help of other methods. For those cases which remain unidenti
fied inspection of the region will be necessary.

In regions where the regular disposition of seismic stations in quiet 
conditions is not possible, the percentage of correct identification of 
earthquakes will be less.

With modem methods and making use of the data of several sur
rounding seismic stations the area within which an epicentre is 
localized can be assessed as approximately 100-200 square kilometres^

6. It is noted that the range and accuracy of recording and identi
fying underground nuclear explosions can be improved in the future 
by means of perfecting the methods of recording seismic waves, both 
by way of perfecting apparatus and also by way of perfecting the 
methods for differentiating an earthquake from explosions.
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D. Conclusions on the Applicability of the Method of Recording 
of Radio Signals for the Detection of Nuclear Explosions.

The Conference of Experts considered the generation and propaga
tion of radio pulses originating from a nuclear explosion and the 
methods of recording these signals in order to determine the possi
bility of using them for the detection of nuclear explosions.

1. In the case of a nuclear explosion in the atmosphere, there arises 
a powerful electromagnetic radiation (radio signal), caused by the 
gamma radiation accompanying the explosion. In the case of under
ground, underwater, or specially shielded explosions radio emissions 
are not expected which can be recorded at great distances by modem 
techniques.

When the explosion is carried out on or above the surface of the 
earth (water) and without specially constructed layers to absorb 
gamma rays, the energy and spectral distribution of the radio signal 
are such that its essential components are propagated over the whole 
terrestrial globe. The strength of the radio signal depends upon cer* 
tain features of the construction of the bomb and on the altitude of 
the explosion. An explosion of 1 kiloton yield can be detected by 
means of radio signals at distances exceeding 6,000 km assuming 
that in the neighbourhood of the receiving station there is no high 
noise level from local thunderstorms or other sources.

By radio direction finding methods, it is possible to determine the 
azimuth of the signal source with an accuracy of about 2°, i.e., about 
30 km at a distance of 1,000 km. The time of production of the signal 
may be established with an accuracy of several milliseconds. The 
-attainment of such accuracy depends on the choice of sufficiently flat 
location and on the absence of electrical interference at the receiving 
site.

2. Lightning flashes emit radio signals in the same frequency range 
and act as interference for the method of detection of a nuclear ex
plosion by means of its radio signal.

Close to the source of radiation, the forms of radio signals from 
lightning and from nuclear explosions examined to date are quite 
different. However, at distances exceeding 1,000 kilometres, due to 
the distortion of the form of radio signals in the wave guide formed 
by the earth and the ionosphere, the form of radio signals from some 
individual lightning flashes is similar to the signal from nuclear ex
plosions. The number of signals from lightning flashes recorded by 
apparatus without using special techniques of signal selection depends 
on the sensitivity of the apparatus and on the locality and can amount 
to from ten to several hundred signals per second. Existing tech
niques can be applied to exclude automatically the preponderant 
majority of signals from lightning. The distinction of the remaining 
signals due to atmospherics from those due to nuclear explosions
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requires the application of special methods of discrimination, includ
ing criteria on form of signal, spectral distribution and distance to 
source of radiation.

In the present state of the technique of the discrimination of signals 
in some individual cases the record of a signal cannot be identified 
either as coming from a nuclear explosion or from lightning.

3. The Conference of Experts recommends that further research 
should be carried out in order to understand more fully the physical 
properties of atmospherics involved in differentiating signals from 
nuclear explosion^ and atmospherics, by means of the development of 
the theory of this problem, the collection and systematization of data 
about atmospherics and the development of suitable automatic in
struments. The Conference considers that there are good prospects 
for improvement of procedures of signal discrimination.

4. Theoretical considerations suggest that recording of radio sig
nals can be used to detect nuclear explosions occurring at altitudes up 
to the order of 1,000 kilometres.

E. Conclusions onthe Methods of Detection of Nuclear Explosions 
Carried out at High Altitude (More than SO to 50 Kilometres) Above 
the Earth.

The Conference of Experts has given theoretical consideration to 
the gamma radiation and neutrons resulting from a nuclear explosion 
and the conditions of recording them from earth satellites; and to 
optical phenomena and ionization of the air in the upper layers of 
the atmosphere in the case of a high altitude explosion (altitudes 
above 30-50 kilometres) and has arrived at the following conclusions:

1. A kiloton nuclear explosion produces at its source delayed 
gamma-rays from fission products, and prompt gamma-rays and neu
trons. The number of prompt gamma-rays and neutrons depends 
upon the construction of the device and upon the materials surround
ing it. The delayed gamma-rays are insignificantly affected by these 
factors. At a distance of 104 kilometres in vacuo, typical quantities 
of radiation from a one kiloton fission explosion are:

(a) Delayed gamma-rays
104 quanta/cm2 during the first second

(b) prompt gamma rays1
102 quanta/cm2

distributed over a time of about 10-7 sec.
(c) Neutrons

10* neutrons/cm2
distributed over a time of a few seconds.

1 Special shielding of the exploding device can considerably reduce the gamma- 
radiation accompanying the reaction, but cannot reduce the radiation from fission 
products. However, such shielding involves increasing by several times the- 
weight of the whole device. [Footnote in original.]
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The cosmic background at the height at which earth satellites orbit 
is under study at the present time, attention being paid to the quantity, 
nature and energy of the particles; however, on the basis of pre
liminary data, it can be considered that the detection of an explosion 
from an earth satellite is possible, by means of registering the gamma- 
rays accompanying the nuclear reaction, neglecting shielding, and 
also by means of registering the gamma rays of the fission products 
and the neutrons. If both prompt gamma rays and neutrons are 
registered, it is possible to get some idea of the distance to the explo
sion. The use of gamma-rays from a nuclear explosion will make it 
possible to detect the explosion in cosmic space at a distance of the 
order of hundreds of thousands of kilometres from the earth. Esti
mate of the maximum distance for the detection requires data con
cerning the magnitude of the cosmic radiation at the orbit of the 
earth satellite. If there is an explosion at a height of 30-50 km and 
above, and if the height at which the earth satellite orbits is some 
thousands of kilometres, one can neglect the absorption of gamma 
quanta in the upper layers of the atmosphere. The Conference of 
Experts considers that it is possible to use for the detection of nuclear 
explosions at high altitudes the registration of gamma-radiation and 
neutrons with properly instrumented earth satellites.

2. In the case of an explosion at a great height light will be emitted 
at the point of the explosion and there will be luminescence in the 
upper layers of the atmosphere under the action of X-rays and fast 
atoms from the materials in the device. Light phenomena may be 
detectable from the surface of the earth in clear weather at night with 
the help of simple apparatus; in day time with the help of more sen
sitive apparatus. In cloudy weather the detection of optical phe
nomena from stations on the earth’s surface would probably be ex
tremely difficult.

The radiation from a nuclear explosion creates in the upper layers 
of the atmosphere a region of increased ionization which is detectable 
by the absorption of cosmic radio-signals or by anomalies in the prop
agation of radio waves.

Our knowledge of the absorption of cosmic noise by ionospheric 
phenomena is not sufficient to determine the number of natural events 
similar to those resulting from a nuclear explosion.

The Conference of Experts considers that it is possible to use the 
recording of ionospheric phenomena, using appropriate radio tech
niques, and of optical phenomena for the detection of nuclear ex
plosions at high altitudes.

3. The Conference of Experts has not considered the problem of 
the detection of nuclear explosions which might be conducted in cos
mic space at distances of millions of kilometres from the earth.
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3?\ The Conference has recommended the inclusion of the first four 
*of these methods in the number of basic methods for detecting nuclear 
^explosions by means of a network of control posts, and considers it 
possible to use several methods for detection of nuclear explosions at 
ihigh altitudes as stated in IIE1 and IIE2.

m .  CONCLUSIONS ON TH E QUESTION OF TH E TECHNICAL EQUIPM ENT OF 
"THE CONTROL SYSTEM FOR TH E DETECTION AND IDENTIFICATION OF N U 
CLEAR EXPLOSIONS

The Conference of Experts has considered the questions related to 
the technical equipment of a control net intended to detect and iden
tify nuclear explosions, and has come to the following conclusions:

1. The posts of the control net situated in continents should regu
larly be equipped with apparatus for the detection of explosions by 
the acoustic and seismic methods and also by the methods of record
ing radio signals and of collecting radioactive debris.

2. Certain posts situated on islands or near the shores of oceans 
should be equipped, in addition to the methods just mentioned, with 
apparatus for hydroacoustic detection of explosions.

3. Posts located on ships stationed or drifting within specified 
ocean areas should be equipped with apparatus for the detection of 
explosions by the method of collecting radioactive debris and by the 
hydroacoustic method. The method of recording radio signals and 
the acoustic method might also be used on ships if suitable equipment 
is developed, but the effectiveness of these two methods, particularly 
the acoustic one, will be considerably less than on land.

4. The apparatus installed at posts of the control network must be 
uniform and must satisfy the following basic technical requirements:

A. Seismic apparatus
The seismic apparatus of the control post should include:
(1) Approximately 10 short-period vertical seismographs dis

persed over a distance of 1.5-3 kilometres and connected to the re
cording system by lines of cable. The seismographs should have a 
maximum magnification of the order of 106 at a frequency of 1 c.p.s. 
and a receiving band adequate to reproduce the characteristic form 
of the seismic signal;

(2) Two horizontal seismographs with the parameters indicated in 
point (1);

(3) One three-component installation of long-period seismographs 
having a broad receiving band and a constant magnification of the 
order of 103—2 X103 in the period range of 1 —10 seconds;
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(4) One three-component installation of seismographs with a nar
row receiving band and magnification of the order of 3X10* when 
T**2—2fc5 seconds;

{5) At certain poets one three-component installation of long- 
period seismographs with magnification of the order of 104—2X104 
at periods of T=25 seconds;

(6) Auxiliary equipment necessary in order to get precise records 
of the seismic signal; recording devices, chronometers, power supply 
units and apparatus for receiving automatic radio-signals giving cor
rect time.

The seismic apparatus should be installed in places with a minimal 
level of micro-seismic background, away from industrial areas, and 
on outcrops of bedrock (where possible). The seismographs should 
be installed in suitable vaults.

The area required for installing the seismic apparatus should be 
about 3x3 kilometres.

B. Acoustic apparatus
(1) The infra-acoustic equipment for a control post should include 

not less than three sets of microbarographic units each of which 
should have: a system for averaging out turbulent noise, a pressure 
sensing unit, a transmission line and appropriate electronic amplifiers 
and automatic writing instruments;

(2) The sensitivity of the microbarographic stations must ensure 
recording of acoustic signals in the period range 0.5-40 seconds, with 
an amplitude of 0.1 dynes per cm2;

(3) The pressure sensing units of the microbarographs should be 
dispersed at about 10 kilometres from one another in order to deter
mine the direction of arrival of the acoustic signal and the speed of 
propagation of the signal;

(4) The hydroacoustic apparatus for a post, which is recommended 
for use only in oceanic zones, should include several hydrophones 
placed in the main submarine sound channel.

The hydrophones should be connected with the recording station 
on the coast by cables. Recordings of the hydroacoustic signal should 
be made in several frequency sub-ranges, covering a general frequency 
range of from one cycle per second to several thousand cycles per 
second.

The infra-acoustic equipment operates best in areas of low surface 
winds and flat terrain covered with trees or shrubs.

C. Apparatus for recording a radio signal
The apparatus for recording a radio signal should consist of :
(1) A loop-shaped radio direction finder or a radio direction finder 

with vertical antennas dispersed 4-5 kilometres from one another,
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with a frequency range of 10-15 kilocycles per second which will detect 
signals as low as 2 millivolts per metre;

(2) A device for recording the form of the signal, the device to 
provide recording of the form of the radio-pulse in a frequency range 
500 c.p.s.-200 kilocycles per second when the intensity of the field is 
10 millivolts per metre and more;

(8) An automatic selecting device based on separating out the 
characteristic electromagnetic signals accompanying nuclear explo
sions by their form, by their spectral density and by their amplitude 
and a device for analysing the signal spectrum that provides display 
of the spectral density of the signal in the frequency range 6-100 
kilocycles per second. Although existing techniques exclude the pre
ponderant majority of signals from lightning, further advantage will 
be taken of information from the acoustic, seismic or other basic 
methods of detection to aid in further discrimination between sig
nals from nuclear explosions and from lightning flashes;

(4) The requisite measuring and auxiliary apparatus and also 
power-supply units and means for obtaining correct radio time signals.

The site on which the antennas and the electromagnetic recording 
apparatus are disposed should be on flat or rolling terrain with about 
300 metres clear space around the antennas, and distant from sources 
of electrical interferences, power lines and communications lines.

D. Apparatus for collecting and analysing radioactive debris
The apparatus for collecting and analysing radioactive debris 

should include:
(1) A large filtering installation with a through-put capacity of 

2X10* cubic metres of air over 10-24 hours, and which is used on a 
24-hour basis;

(2) Equipment for collecting radioactive depositions—a surface 
with about 100 square metres area should be used. During dry 
weather, the surface can be washed down to collect dry fallout;

(3) A laboratory for simple radiochemical analysis.
Apparatus should be located in open areas, preferably on high 

ground, with high precipitation frequency. Apparatus should not 
be located in cut-off valleys or near regions with high natural 
background.

E. Apparatus installed on aircraft for collecting radioactive debris 
and detection of a radioactive cloud.

(1) A filtering installation for aircraft should provide for the 
collection of the maximum quantity of the products of radioactive 
decay, the rate of filtering being about 3500 cubic metres an hour.
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(2) The aircraft utilised for the collection of radioactive debris 
should have equipment for the comparatively fast determination of 
the presence of fresh radioactive debris.

(3) Asniall radiochemical laboratory will be located at each base 
for routine aircraft sampling flights.

Aircraft flights over ocean areas should be laid out as nearly 
as possible in approximately a north-south direction, and located near 
the sides of the major continents, as well as in the centre of oceans 
remote from continents.

5. All the apparatus of the control posts should be designed for 
reliable continuous operation.

6. Improved apparatus and techniques should be actively developed 
and expeditiously incorporated into the control system for the purpose 
of continuously improving the effectiveness for the detection and 
identification of nuclear explosions.

IV. CONCLUSIONS ON A CONTROL SYSTEM FOR DETECTING VIOLATIONS 
OF A POSSIBLE AGREEMENT ON THE SUSPENSION OF NUCLEAR TESTS

The Conference of Experts, having considered a control system for 
detecting violations of a possible agreement on the suspension of 
nuclear tests, has come to the conclusion that the methods for de
tecting nuclear explosions available at the present time, viz. the 
method of collecting samples of radioactive debris, the methods of re
cording seismic, acoustic, and hydroacoustic waves, and the radio- 
signal method, along with the use of on-site inspection of unidentified 
events which could be suspected of being nuclear explosions, make it 
possible to detect and identify nuclear explosions, including low 
yield explosions (1-5 k t). The Conference has therefore come to the 
conclusion that it is technically feasible to establish with the capabili
ties and limitations indicated below, a workable and effective control 
system to detect violations of an agreement on the worldwide suspen
sion of nuclear weapons tests.

The Conference of Experts has come to the following conclusions 
regarding such a system:

1. The control system should be under the direction of an inter
national control organ which would ensure the coordination of the 
activities of the control system in such a way that the system would 
satisfy the following technical requirements and perform the func
tions involved:

(a) The development, testing, and acceptance of the measuring 
apparatus and of the equipment, and stating the criteria for the 
siting, of the control posts;

(b) Carrying out at the control posts and on aircraft, mentioned 
in items 3 and 5 of the present Conclusions, of continuous and effec-
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tive observations for the phenomena which make it possible to detect 
nuclear explosions by the use of the methods recommended by the 
Conference;

(c) Reliable communication, with the aid of existing channels 
where they are suitable for this purpose, between the international 
control organ on the one hand and, on the other hand, the control posts 
and the bases from which the regular aircraft flights are carried out; 
communications and transportation should ensure the speedy trans
mission of the results of observations, of data (including samples), 
of reports, and of necessary supplies;

(d) Means of transport of personnel of the control posts in accord
ance with their duties and, so far as necessary, for the staff of the 
international control organ;

(e) Timely analysis and processing of the data from the observa
tions of the control posts with the aim of speedily identifying events 
which could be suspected of being nuclear explosions, and in order to 
be able to report thereon in such manner as is considered by govern
ments to be appropriate;

(f) Timely inspection of unidentified events which could be sus
pected of being nuclear explosions, in accordance with item 6 of the 
present Conclusions;

(g) Staffing of the control system (the network of control posts on 
land, on ships, and on aircraft, and also the staff of the international 
control organ) with qualified personnel having appropriate fields of 
specialization;

(h) Providing assistance in putting into effect a scientific research 
program, with the aim of raising the scientific standard of the 
system.

2. A network of control posts is characterized by three main 
parameters:

(a) The minimum yield adopted for the nuclear explosion or the 
natural events giving equivalent signals;

(b) The number of control posts;
(c) The probability of correct identification of natural events, par

ticularly earthquakes.

The dependence between these parameters is such that with an in
crease in the yield of the explosion or the number of control posts the 
probability of detection and identification increases, and the number 
of unidentified events suspected of being a nuclear explosion de
creases. On the other hand, for the identification of the increased 
number of unidentified events resulting from a smaller number of 
control posts it would be necessary to increase the number of on-site 
inspections or to make greater use of information coming from sources
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not subordinate to the international control organ or1 if necessary, 
both.

The Conference considers that the problem of detecting and iden-> 
tifying underground explosions is one of the most difficult, and that, 
to a large extent, it determines the characteristics of the network of 
control posts.

3. The network of control posts would include from 160 to 170 
land-based control posts (equipped in accordance with Section I I I  
of this report) and about 10 ships. Of these 160-170 control posts 
about 100-110 would be situated in continents, 20 on large oceanic 
islands, and 40 on small oceanic islands; however, the exact number 
of control posts within the limits indicated above, can be determined 
only in the process of actually disposing them around the globe, tak
ing into account the presence of noise at the sites at which they are 
located, and other circumstances.

The spacing between the control posts in continental aseismic 
areas would be about 1700 kilometres, and in seismic areas about 1000 
kilometres. The spacing between the control posts in ocean areas 
would vary between 2000 and more than 3500 kilometres; the spacing 
between island control posts in seismic areas would be about 1000 
kilometres. This would lead to the following approximate distri
bution of control posts over the globe (with a network including 110 
continental posts): North America-24, Europe-6, Asia-37, Aus
tralia-7, South America-16, Africa-16, Antarctica-4; together with 
60 control posts on islands and about 10 ships.

4. The tasks of the personnel of the control posts would include 
the ensuring of the normal functioning of apparatus, the preliminary 
processing of data received, and the forwarding of these data to the 
international control organ and to the government of the country on 
whose territory the control post is located in such a manner as may 
be considered appropriate by governments.

In order to carry out the tasks required one might need for each 
control post about 30 persons with various qualifications and fields 
of specialization, and also some persons for the auxiliary servicing 
staff.

5. In addition to the basic network described, air sampling would 
be accomplished by aircraft carrying out regular flights along north- 
south routes over the oceans along the peripheries of the Atlantic and 
Pacific Oceans, and also over areas of the oceans which are remote 
from surface control posts.

When it is necessary to investigate whether a radioactive cloud is 
present, in the case of detection of an unidentified event which could 
be suspected of being a nuclear explosion, special aircraft flights
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would be organized in order to collect samples of radioactive debris 
in accordance with Section I IB  10.

6. When the control posts detect an event which cannot be identi
fied by the international control organ and which could be suspected 
of being a nuclear explosion, the international control organ can send 
an inspection group to the site of this event in order to determine 
whether a nuclear explosion had taken place or not. The group 
would be provided with equipment and apparatus appropriate to its 
task in each case. The inspection group would forward a report on 
the investigation it had carried out to the international control organ, 
and to the government of the country on the territory of which the 
investigation was made in such a manner as may be considered 
appropriate by governments.

7. The network of control posts disposed as described, together 
with the use of aircraft as described, would have the following effec
tiveness, subject to the qualifications discussed in items 8 and 9:

(a) Good probability of detecting and identifying nuclear ex
plosions of yields down to about 1 kiloton, taking place on the surface 
of the earth and up to 10 kilometre altitude, and good probability of 
detecting, but not always of identifying, explosions taking place at 
altitudes from 10 to 50 kilometres. In these cases the independent 
methods enumerated in Sections I I  A, II  B and II  D would be used.

(b) Good probability of detecting nuclear explosions of 1 kiloton 
yield set off deep in the open ocean. In this case use would be made 
of the independent hydroacoustic and seismic methods described in 
Sections IIA  and IIC .

The identification of underwater explosions can, in comparatively 
rare cases, be made more difficult by natural events which give similar 
hydroacoustic and seismic signals.

(c) Good probability of recording seismic signals from deep under
ground nuclear explosions in continents equivalent to 1 kiloton and 
above. In this case use would be made of the seismic method de
scribed in Section IIC .

The; problem of identifying deep underground explosions is con
sidered in item 8.

8. Along with the observation of signals of possible underground 
explosions the control posts would record at the same time a con
siderable number of similar signals from natural earthquakes. Al
though, with the present state of knowledge and techniques, the 
network of control posts would be unable to distinguish the signals 
from underground explosions from those of some earthquakes, it 
could identify as being of natural origin about 90 per cent of the 
continental earthquakes, whose signals are equivalent to 5 kiloton,
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and a small percentage of continental , earthquakes equivalent to 1 
kiloton.

It has been estimated on the basis of existing data that the number 
of earthquakes which would be undistinguishable on the basis of their 
seismic signals from deep underground nuclear explosions of about 5 
kiloton yield could be in continental areas from 20 to 100 a year. 
Those unidentified events which could be suspected of being nuclear 
explosions would be inspected as described in item 6.

The capability of the control system to identify underground nu
clear explosions of 1-5 kiloton yield depends on:

(a) The small fraction of earthquakes that can be identified on the 
basis of data obtained from the control posts alone;

(b) The fraction of earthquakes that can be identified with the 
aid of supplementary data obtained from existing seismic stations; 
and

(c) The fraction of events still left unidentified which could be 
suspected of being nuclear explosions and for which the international 
control organ carries out inspection in accordance with item 6.

Although the control system would have great difficulty in obtain
ing positive identification of a carefully concealed deep underground 
nuclear explosion, there would always be a possibility of detection of 
such a violation by inspection.

The on-site inspection carried out by the international control organ 
in accordance with item 6 would be able to identify with good proba
bility underwater nuclear explosions with a yield of 1 kiloton and 
above.

9. The Conference notes that in certain special cases the capability 
of detecting nuclear explosions would be reduced; for instance, when 
explosions are set off in those areas of the ocean where the number of 
control posts is small and the meteorological conditions are unfavor
able; in the case of shallow underground explosions; when explosions 
are set off on islands in seismic regions; and in some other cases when 
the explosion is carefully concealed. In some cases it would be im
possible to determine exactly the area in which a nuclear explosion 
that had been detected took place.

However, the Conference considers that whatever the precautionary 
measures adopted by a violator he could not be guaranteed against 
exposure, particularly if account is taken of the carrying out of in
spection at the site of the suspected explosion.

10. The system described does not include specific means to detect 
and identify nuclear explosions at high altitudes (above 30-50 kilo
metres) . The Conference has formulated its findings on the methods 
of detecting nuclear explosions set off at altitudes greater than 30-50 
kilometres and has characterized these methods in Section II  E.
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11. The Conference of Experts recommends the control system de
scribed above for consideration by governments.

The following experts participated as delegates at the Conference:
Delegations of:

TJnion of Soviet Socialist 
Republics

Ye. K. Fedorov 
N. N. Semenov 
I. Ye. Tamm 
M. A. Sadovskiy
0. I. Leypunskiy
1. P. Pasechnik 
K. Ye. Gubkin 
S. K. Tsarapkin

Polish People's Republic 
M. Miesowicz 
L. Jurkiewicz 
M. Blusztajn

Czechoslovak Republio 
0. Sim&nS 
F. BShounek 
A. Z&̂ opek 
Z. Trhlik

Peoples Republic of Romania 
H. Hulubei

285. Statement by President Eisenhower: Experts’ Report 
on Detection of Nuclear Tests, August 22,19581

The United States welcomes the successful conclusion of the Geneva 
meeting of experts who have been considering whether and how nu
clear weapons tests could be detected.2 Their conclusions indicate 
that, if there were an agreement to eliminate such tests, its effective 
supervision and enforcement would be technically possible.

This is a most important conclusion, the more so because it is con
curred in by the experts of the Soviet Union. Progress in the field 
of disarmament agreements depends upon the ability to establish 
effective international controls and the willingness of the countries 
concerned to accept those controls. The fact therefore of an agree-

1 Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 8, 1958, pp. 378-379. See also U.S. 
note of Aug. 22 (post, doc. 287).

2 Ante, doc. 284.

Western Experts

Dr. James B. Fisk 
Dr. Robert F. Bacher 
Sir John Cockcroft 
Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence 
Sir William Penney 
Prof. Yves Andr6 Rocard 
Dr. O. M. Solandt
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ment on technical possibilities of inspection and control opens up a 
prospect of progress in the vitally important field of disarmament.

The United StatesT taking account of the Geneva conclusions, is 
^prepared to proceed promptly to negotiate an agreement withjother 
j rations which have tested nuclear weapons W  ongppnginn rrTrjjĵ
■Alnnr w oq p nnQ  foofg a n d . fVia pgfahlighinpnf n-f on intern gffon  pi

.control system on the basis of the experts’ report.
I f  this is accepted in principle by the other nations which have 

tested nuclear weapons, then in order to facilitate the detailed-nego- 
tiations the UnitecT States~isTprepared, unless testing is resumed by 
the Soviet Union, to withhold further, testing fin its part of  atomic 
and hvdr^gprt wp̂ p/>np for a period of one year from the beginning 
of the negotiations.

As part of the agreement to be negotiated, and on a basis of 
reciprocity, the United States would be further prepared to suspend 
the testing of nuclear weapons on a year-by-year basis subject to a 
determination at the beginning of each year that: (A) the agreed 
inspection system is installed and working effectively; and (B) satis
factory progress is being made in reaching agreement on and imple
menting major and substantial arms control measures such as the 
United States has long sought. The agreement should also deal with 
the problem of detonations for peaceful purposes, as distinct from 
weapons tests.

Our negotiators will be instructed and ready by October 31 this year 
to open negotiations with other similarly instructed negotiators.

As the United States has frequently made clear, the suspension of 
testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons is not, in itself, a measure of 
disarmament or a limitation of armament. An agreement in this 
respect is significant if it leads to other and more substantial agree
ments relating to limitation and reduction of fissionable material for 
weapons and to other essential phases of disarmament. I t  is in this 
hope that the United States makes this proposal.

286. Statement by the British Government: Experts' Re
port on Detection of Nuclear Tests, August 22,19581

Her Majesty’s Government have learnt that the Conference of 
Scientific Experts at Geneva on the detection of nuclear weapons 
tests has reached a successful conclusion.2 This report represents a 
new and hopeful development, and Her Majesty’s Government regard

1 U.N. doc. A/3896/Rev. 1, Oct. 6,1958.
* Ante, doc. 284.
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the outcome as a clear justification of the technical approach to prob
lems of control and inspection in the field of disarmament which they 
themselves first proposed over a year ago.

2. I t is now established that effective international control over a 
suspension of nuclear weapons tests is technically possible. The 
report of the Geneva Conference provides the essential technical 
basis on which to build further progress. The next task is to find 
solutions to the important practical and political problems relating 
to the organization, installation and functioning of a control Organi
zation.

3. Her Majesty’s Government are prepared to enter into negotia
tions with other Governments which have tested nuclear weapons 
with a view to solving these problems and concluding an agreement 
for the suspension of nuclear weapons tests under effective inter
national control. Her Majesty’s Government for their part will be 
ready to begin negotiations for that purpose by 31 October 1958.

4. Her Majesty’s Government hope that such negotiations will not 
only lead to successful results in themselves but will also facilitate 
early negotiations on measures of disarmament. Her Majesty’s Gov
ernment have always made it clear that they do not regard the sus
pension of nuclear tests as itself constituting a measure of disarma
ment. If  peace and security are to be placed upon a firmer and more 
lasting foundation, early progress must be made towards real disarma
ment, both nuclear and conventional, by measures such as Her 
Majesty’s Government have themselves proposed. Any real disarma
ment must also be subject to effective international control, and Her 
Majesty’s Government hope that the precedent of expert discussion 
established by the Geneva Conference may be followed in other fields.

5. As is known, Her Majesty’s Government are now beginning a 
short series of tests. This will be completed as soon as possible. In 
view of the opportunities for agreement now opened up both on the 
controlled suspension of nuclear tests and on measures of real dis
armament, Her Majesty’s Government will from the date when nego
tiations are begun for the suspension of nuclear tests under effective 
international control refrain from further testing of nuclear weapons 
for a period of one year. They will do so on the understanding that 
the object of the negotiations has been accepted in principle by all 
the Governments which have tested nuclear weapons, and so long as 
the Soviet Government does not resume testing in this period. Her 
Majesty’s Government will be prepared to refrain from nuclear tests 
thereafter for further successive periods of one year provided that 
the Soviet Union will do the same, and that satisfactory progress 
has been made towards the installation of an effective system of 
international control over the suspension of nuclear tests and towards 
the adoption and execution of measures of real disarmament.
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287. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry: Proposed Negotiations on Suspen
sion of Nuclear Tests, August 22,1958 1

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its com
pliments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and has the honor to transmit the attached state
ment made today by President Eisenhower.2 It will be noted that 
the United States, taking account of the conclusions of the Geneva 
meeting of experts,3 is prepared to proceed promptly to negotiate an 
agreement, with other nations which have tested nuclear weapons, 
for the suspension of nuclear weapons tests and the actual establish
ment of an international control system on the basis of the experts 
report. The United States proposes that negotiations toward this 
end begin in New York on October 31, 1958, and that the progress 
and results of these negotiations be reported through the Secretary 
General to the United Nations General Assembly and Security 
Council.

288. Interview by the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) With 
a Pravda Correspondent: Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapons Tests, August 29 ,19584

Question: In the light of the statements of President Eisenhower 
and the United Kingdom Government5 published on 22 August, 
how do you assess the position of the United States and United King
dom Governments on the question of discontinuing nuclear weapons 
tests?

Reply: Unfortunately, these statements provide no evidence that 
the Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom are 
prepared to follow the Soviet Union’s example and discontinue im
mediately the testing of nuclear weapons. In essence, they are hold
ing to their old course of evading, on various pretexts, the assumption 
of an obligation to discontinue nuclear weapons tests forthwith.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 8, 1958, p. 378. For the Soviet reply, see 
post, doc. 288.

a Ante, doc. 285.
8 Ante, doc. 284.
4 U.N. doc. A/3904, Sept. 9, 1958. Transmitted to the American Embassy in the

Soviet note of Aug. 30,1958 (post, doc. 289).
8 Ante, docs. 285 and 286.
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They have been doing this for a number of years, since May 1955, 
when the Soviet Government proposed that agreement should be 
reached on the immediate discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests.1

Sharing the ardent aspiration of the peoples that test explosions 
of nuclear weapons should be stopped and prompted by the desire to 
make a practical start towards a general discontinuance of nuclear 
tests, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, on 31 March 1958, adopted 
a decree concerning the unilateral discontinuance by the Soviet Union 
of all atomic and hydrogen weapons tests.2 We took this action for 
the purpose of achieving common agreement on the general discon
tinuance of nuclear tests, even though we realized that such a step 
on our part might place the Soviet Union at a disadvantage vis-a-vis 
the NATO countries. In discontinuing the tests, the Soviet Union 
called on the United States and the United Kingdom to follow its 
example, in order that a stop might be put to atomic and hydrogen 
bomb testing everywhere and for all time.

The United States and United Kingdom Governments, however, 
refused to follow the example of the Soviet Union. They continued 
and are still continuing to carry out test explosions, thereby showing 
their true attitude in the matter of discontinuing atomic and hydro
gen weapons tests.

Can it be said that the statements of the United States and United 
Kingdom Governments of 22 August testify to any changes in their 
positions on this matter? No, it cannot. If the Governments of the 
United States of America and the United Kingdom were really striv
ing for complete discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
tests, they should have discontinued such tests immediately. TITS' 
statements of the United States and United Kingdom Governments 
show that these Governments are continuing to seek every possible 
loop-hole in order to avoid an immediate discontinuance of nuclear 
tests. This becomes especially clear if we consider the reservations 
and manifestly far-fetched conditions which the Governments of the 
Western Powers attach to their proposals.

What, exactly, is being proposed by the Governments of the United 
States of America and the United Kingdom?

First of all, instead of announcing their immediate renunciation of 
testing^ the UnitecT States and United Kingdom Governments speak 
merely of a temporary suspension of nuclear tests for a period of one 
■yean—It is obvious to everyone, however, that such a briSTsuspen
sion of tests is completely meaningless, since one year is precisely the 
lime required for preparing the next series of jtests.

1 See ante, doc. 112.
* Ante, doc. 252.
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Can this he taken as evidence of a serious approach to the question 
and of a sincere desire on the part of the Governments of the Western 
Powers to put agtop to atomic and hydrogen weapons tests ? I t  cer
tainly cannot. I t  is more like a mockery of the hopes of the peoples 
^rho are demanding that test explosions should be ended once and 
for all*
. Admittedly, the Governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom state that they will be prepared to extend this suspension of 
tests for further successive periods of one year. However, they 
attach such reservations and conditions to their consent that it be
comes obvious that they are not even thinking of refraining from 
carrying out further experimental explosions of nuclear weapons.

One of the conditions put forward is the demand for the establish
ment of an eiiectively functioning system of control over the discon
tinuance of tests. This “condition” is, of course, an artificial one, 
since it has long been known that modem science guarantees the pos
sibility of detecting any nuclear explosions and therefore control over 
the observance of an agreement on the discontinuance of tests is 
readily feasible. If any proof is needed of the utterly contrived 
nature of this condition, it is sufficient to recall the results of~the 
recently concluded conference of experts of eight countries at Geneva.1

Th6 Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom 
declare further that they will be willing to extend the one-year agree
ment to suspend nuclear tests only if “satisfactory progress” has 
been made in settling the general problem of disarmament. But 
everyone knows that it is the Governments of the Western Powers and 
those Governments alone which, by persistently adhering to a policy 
based on an armaments race and atomic blackmail, have year after 
year frustrated the achievement of agreement on matters of disarma
ment. In view of this situation, how is it possible to believe that they 
really want a discontinuance of tests when they put forward such a 
condition? Could there be any more reliable means of frustrating 
the whole matter of discontinuing nuclear weapons tests than to lay 
down conditions of this kind?

Some people in the West are ready to exult over the statements of 
the United States and United Kingdom Governments on a possible 
suspension of their nuclear tests and are praising these statements 
as a peace-loving act. I t must be stated frankly that no one who 
wants these tests really discontinued can be enthusiastic about these 
statements.

A rather peculiar situation has been created: at first, for a long 
time we were told that the question of discontinuing nuclear tests 
could be settled only as an integral part of a broad agreement on dis-

1 Ante, doc. 284.
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armament. When the incongruity of this position of the Western 
Powers became obvious to all, these Powers retreated under the pres
sure of public opinion and declared that they were prepared to con
sider the question of discontinuing tests separately, as an independent 
problem. At the same time, however, they began working hard to 
inflate the problem of controlling the discontinuance of tests, exag
gerating the difficulties of such control—contrary to the real facts 
of the situation—and going so far as to assert that control was impos
sible. Now, when it has become clear to everyone that control is 
completely practicable, Washington and London are again saying that 
the solution of the problem of discontinuing tests is possible only in 
conjunction with the settlement of other disarmament problems.

Thus, the vicious circle created by the opponents of an agreement 
on a general discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests is 
once more complete.

After all this, how is it possible to lend credence to the statements 
of the United States and United Kingdom Governments concerning 
their alleged desire to discontinue tests? Would it not be more cor
rect to assume that, once again, an effort is being made merely to lull 
the vigilance of the peoples, who are expressing legitimate concern 
over the continuing nuclear weapons tests which are being carried 
out by the United States and the United Kingdom, and, moreover, 
on an increasingly broad scale?

Question: In your opinion, what is the significance, for the settle
ment of the question of the general discontinuance of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons tests, of the results of the recently concluded con
ference at Geneva of experts from eight countries on methods of 
detecting nuclear explosions?

Reply: The significance of the Geneva conference should be con
sidered, first and foremost, to lie in the fact that it finally dispose? 
of the myth that control over compliance with an agreement for the 
discontinuance of nuclear tests was impossible^ I t is waII lrr}owrî  
that this myth was circulated by certain circles among: theJWestem 
Powers, especially in the United States of America, with the object 
of preventing a discontinuance of tests  ̂ The experts who~met-at 
Geneva, and they included experts from the Western Powers, reached 
the unanimous conclusion that any nuclear explosion could be detected 
and that effective control of a discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests was completely feasible. We note with satisfaction that the 
conclusions of the conference of experts fully confirm the correctness 
of the point of view which the Soviet Government has always main
tained on this question and demonstrate the falseness of the position 
of the Western Powers. The results of the Geneva conference com
pel the opponents of a general discontinuance of tests to acknowledge 
the utter worthlessness and anti-scientific nature of their arguments.
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The Soviet Government has carefully studied the results of the 
work of the Geneva conference of experts and deems it necessary to 
state that it agrees with all the conclusions and recommendations in 
the report of the conference concerning a system of control over a 
general discontinuance of nuclear tests.

In the light of the results of this conference, there can now be no 
excuses or justifications for rejecting an immediate ancTgeneral dis- 
contmuance of nuclear weapons tests, even on the part of those who 

.previously resorted to excuses of this kind, deceiving the credulous. ^
Question. The Soviet public is disturbed by the fact that the GoŶ  

emments of the United States and the United Kingdom, far from 
following the example of the Soviet Union, which unilaterally dis
continued all atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, have begun to carry 
out such tests even more intensively. What statement can be made 
concerning the position of the Soviet Government with regard to 
these acts of the Western Powers?

Reply. I t is true that the Governments of the United States and 
the United Kingdom have refused to follow the Soviet Union’s ex
ample and are continuing to carry out test explosions of atomic and 
hydrogen bombs at an increasing rate. Even after the unilateral dis
continuance of tests by the Soviet Union and after the Soviet Govern
ment made its proposal to the Governments of the United States and 
the United Kingdom for an immediate and general discontinuance of 
all tests, the United States began a very large series of atomic and 
hydrogen bomb tests in the Pacific. Between 28 April and 26 July 
alone they carried out over thirty nuclear explosions. The United 
Kingdom has also carried out a number of test explosions of a ther
monuclear weapon. Moreover, on 22 August, the very day that the 
Government of the United kingdom announced to the worlds thaiLit 
was ready to begin negotiations for the suspension of nuclear tests, 
it began a new series of nuclear weapons  ̂explosions. The Govern
ments of the United States and the Unlted Kingdom are using the 
discontinuance of nuclear tests by the Soviet Union to gain unilateral 
military advantages for themselves.

The Soviet Government which, for its part, has done everything 
possible to ensure a positive solution of the question of a general 
discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, of course can
not permit the interests of Soviet state security to suffer as a result 
of these acts by the Western Powers. We are guided in this matter 
by the well-known decree of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR dated
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31 March 1958, in which it was stated that if other Powers possessing 
atomic and hydrogen weapons continued tests of those weapons, the 
Government of the USSR would be free to act in the matter of the 
carrying out of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests by the Soviet 
Union, having regard to the interests of its security. Would it be 
right of us, the leaders of the Soviet State, in the face of such acts 
by the Western Powers, to ignore the vital and legitimate interests 
of our national security?

The acts of the United States and the United Kingdom, which 
are contrary to the will of the peoples, release the Soviet Union from 
the obligation it unilaterally assumed, counting on the goodwill of 
the Governments of the Western Powers in the matter of an immediate 
and general discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests.

Question. What is the Soviet Government’s attitude towards the 
proposal of the Governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom that negotiations between the three Powers for the discon
tinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests should begin on 
31 October?

Reply. The Soviet Union has more than once proposed to the 
United States and the United Kingdom the holding of negotiations 
for the immediate discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests by all 
Powers possessing such weapons. The Governmen t n-f t.hnsp. Pqwatr 
liave now stated their readiness to start negotiations on 31 October 
1958. This date is acceptable to the Soviet Government. We believe 
that the most suitable place for the negotiations would be Geneva, 
where recently the experts dealing with the question of technical 
methods for controlling the observance of an agreement on the dis
continuance of nuclear tests successfully completed their work. How
ever, we are proceeding on the assumption that the purpose of such 
negotiations should be the conclusion of an agreement on the perma
nent discontinuance of tests of all types of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons by all States. Only in that case will the negotiations meet 
the interests of the peoples and not be used as a screen for concealing 
an unwillingness to seek an agreement.

We are completely unable to accept the reservations and conditions 
which the Western Powers attach to their statement of readiness to 
participate in the negotiations, since to accept them would be to fore
doom the negotiations to failure. We also consider that, in order to 
avoid any protraction of the negotiations, it would be useful to reach 
agreement beforehand on their duration, gearm^inrmmd^the posi^
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tive results of the Geneva conference of experts, we believe that these 
negotiations could be concluded within two to three weeks:

However, lFwould of course be wrong if the preparations for such 
negotiations were to distract attention from the importance of an 
early settlement of the problem of a discontinuance of nuclear tests 
by all States. In particular, it would be a great mistake if there were 
any lessening of interest in this question on the part of the United 
Nations, and this includes the forthcoming thirteenth session of the 
General Assembly which, in our opinion, should speak with its author
itative voice on this question which is deeply agitating all mankind.

289. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the Amer
ican Embassy: Negotiations on the Suspension of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests, August 30 ,19581

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics presents its compliments to the Embassy of the United 
States of America and, with reference to the Embassy’s note dated 
22 August 1958,2 has the honour to inform the Embassy that the 
Government of the USSR is prepared to commence negotiations on 
31 October 1958 between representatives of the USSR, the United 
States of America and the United Kingdom with a view to concluding 
an agreement on the permanent discontinuance of atomic and hydro
gen weapons tests by States, with the establishment of appropriate 
controls of the observance of such an agreement. The Soviet Govern
ment believes that the most suitable place for holding such negotia
tions would be Geneva. In order to avoid any protraction of the 
negotiations, it would be desirable to agree beforehand to limit their 
duration to a definite period. For its part, the Soviet Government 
proposes that this period be fixed at two to three weeks.

This note is accompanied by the the text of a statement by Mr. 
N. S. Khrushchev,8 Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, setting forth the point of view of the Soviet Government 
on the matters referred to in President Eisenhower’s statement of 
22 August.4

1 U.N. doc. A/3904, Sept. 9, 1958. The American Embassy repUed on Sept. 10 
(post, doc. 292).

* Ante, doc. 287.
* Ante, doc. 288.
4 Ante, doc. 285.
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290. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
President Eisenhower {Extracts}, September 7, 
19581

Mr. P resident : I  am addressing myself to you on a question of great 
importance which, we are sure, is now occupying the minds of all to 
whom the cause of peace is dear.

The situation which has now arisen as a result of the actions of the 
USA in the area of the island of Taiwan and of the Taiwan Straits 
seriously disturbs the Soviet Government and the people. Indeed, I  
think, it will not be an exaggeration to say that it disturbs the whole 
world, every country, regardless of at what distance it is located from 
the Taiwan area. If  you look squarely at the truth, you must acknowl
edge that the USA is trying to assume the functions of some sort of 
world gendarme in this area too. We think that for any state, regard
less how strong and influential it is, to take such a role on itself is aik 
unworthy affair for a civilized state and quite risky.

The Government of the USA is carrying out military demonstra
tions trying to prevent the liberation of Taiwan and to keep this 
Chinese island as its military base, aimed above all against the Chinese 
People’s Republic, and also to hinder the lawful actions of the CPR

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Sept. 29, 1958, pp. 499-503. The President re
plied on Sept. 12 (post, doc. 293). Earlier, in an address of Sept 11, the Presi
dent commented as follows on the Khrushchev message:

“Last Monday I received a long letter . . . from Prime Minister Khrushchev. 
He warned the United States against helping its aUies in the Western Pacific. 
He said that we should not support the Republic of China and the Republic of 
Korea. He contended that we should desert them, return all of our naval 
forces to our home bases, and leave our friends in the Par East to face, alone, 
the combined military power of the Soviet Union and Communist China.

“Does Mr. Khrushchev think that we have so soon forgotten Korea?
“I must say to you very frankly and soberly, my friends, the United States 

cannot accept the result that the Communists seek. Neither can we show, now, 
a weakness of purpose—a timidity—which would surely lead them to move more 
aggressively against us and our friends in the Western Pacific area.

“If the Chinese Communists have decided to risk a war, it is not because 
Quemoy itself is so valuable to them. They have been getting along without 
Quemoy ever since they seized the China mainland 9 years ago.

“If they have now decided to risk a war, it can only be because they, and' 
their Soviet allies, have decided to find out whether threatening war is & 
policy from which they can make big gains.

“If that is their decision, then a Western Pacific ‘Munich’ would not bujr 
us peace or security. It would encourage the aggressors. It would dismay 
our friends and allies there. If history teaches anything, appeasement would 
make it more likely that we would have to fight a major war.” (Bulletin* 
loc. cit., pp. 482-483.)
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directed at the liberation of the offshore islands on which Chiang 
Kai-shekists have ensconced themselves.

In the area of the Taiwan Straits, there is one of the strongest naval 
units of the American Navy—the Seventh Fleet of the USA. Hasty 
measures are being taken to strengthen this fleet, and military vessels 
and aviation are being transferred to the Far East from the USA, the 
Mediterranean Sea, and other areas. More than that, it has been an
nounced that in the next few days “joint maneuvers” of the naval 
forces and marines of the USA and Chiang Kai-shek clique will be 
carriied out in the Taiwan area, and that new contingents of American 
troops are being transferred to Taiwan on this pretext. The question 
arises whether such actions in the present situation can be assessed as 
other than an open provocation. I t seems to us that with the most 
indulgent approach no other evaluation can be given to these actions.

I t  must be said that, in general, the practice of urgently transferring 
naval vessels of the USA from one place to another has become a 
frequent phenomenon recently. In truth, by the direction of move
ment of the American Naval Fleet one can now judge almost without 
error to what place will be directed the spearhead of the next black
mail and provocations.

Very recently the world was a witness to similar demonstrations of 
the American Navy in the Mediterranean Sea when the armed inter
vention of the USA into Lebanon was carried out and when the Sixth 
Fleet of the USA held the capital of Lebanon, and indeed that whole 
country, under the muzzles of its guns.1 When today attempts are 
being made to rattle the saber and threaten China, then, it seems to us, 
one should not forget that China is not small Lebanon which recently 
fell victim to foreign intervention, which has met universal condem
nation at the just concluded special session of the UN General As
sembly.2 The great 600 million Chinese people are powerful and 
unconquerable not only for their inexhaustible resources, but also for 
their solidarity in support of the government, and are confidently and 
firmly moving on the path of the further development and strengthen
ing of their country, the raising of their welfare, at which we, Soviet 
people, are truly happy and at which all those who wish the Chinese 
people well cannot but be happy. But I would want to emphasize not 
only this side of the matter, but also that China is not alone; it has 
true friends ready to go to its aid at any moment in case of aggression

1 United States farces—at the request of the Lebanese Government—were 
landed in Lebanon following the Iraqi revolt of July 14, 1958; see President 
Eisenhower’s statement of July 15 and related documents (Department of State 
Bulletin, Aug. 4, 1958, pp. 181 ff.). The Department of State announced on 
Oct. 8 that the United States forces would be withdrawn by the end of the month 
(ibid., Oct. 27, 1958, pp. 650-651).

JThe General Assembly did not condemn the American action; see General 
Assembly Official Records: Third Emergency Special Session, Supplement No. 1 
(A/3905).
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against China, since the interests of the security of People’s China are 
inseparable from the interests of the security of the Soviet Union.

In connection with the practice of transporting war fleets and air 
units from one end of the globe to another, for example, the regions 
of the Near and Middle East, the Far East, Latin America etc. in 
order to bring pressure to bear here on some, there on other states 
and to attempt to dictate one’s will on them, in general the question 
arises—isn’t it time to finish with such actions which, it goes without 
saying, can in no way ever be recognized as normal methods in inter
national relations. There arises the legitimate question—ought this 
not be discussed in the UN and a decision be adopted forbidding 
powers from employing such movement of its naval and air forces 
for purposes of blackmail and intimidation and to the effect that 
these forces would be held within the limits of their national frontiers. 
At the same time, in connection with the application of this kind of 
methods in the foreign policy of the USA, I would like to make one 
more remark. Does it not seem to you, Mr. President, that such 
transferring of military vessels now in one, now in another direction 
to a significant degree is now deprived of any sense—at least in the 
relations of states which have modern types of weapons at their 
disposal ? I  uu not know what your military advisers tell you but it 
seems to us it must also not be unknown to them that the epoch of 
the flourishing of the power of surface naval fleets is over, has gone 
into the past. In the century of nuclear and rocket weapons of 
hitherto unheard of power and speed of action, these once threatening 
naval vessels are fit, in essence, only for paying courtesy visits, giving 
salutes, and can still serve as targets for appropriate types of missiles. 
Perhaps this will wound the self-esteem of people who are closely 
connected with fleets but what can you do, it is impossible not to 
reckon with indisputable facts.

Nearly every day political and military leaders of the USA come 
out with threats addressed to People’s China. Such and only such a 
meaning have the repeated statements of USA Secretary of State 
Dulles about the activities of the USA in the region of the Taiwan 
Straits and in particular the statement which he made in your and his 
name on 4 September.1 This statement cannot but evoke the most de-

* After consulting the President at Newport, Secretary Dulles issued a state
ment on Sept 4 expressing the hope that the Chinese Communist regime would 
“not again, as in the case of Korea, defy the basic principle upon which world 
order depends, namely, that armed force should not be used to achieve territorial 
ambitions. Any such naked use of force would pose an issue far transcending 
the offshore islands and even the security of Taiwan (Formosa). It would fore
cast a widespread use of force in the Far East which would endanger vital free 
world positions and the security of the United States.” The President and the 
Secretary of State believed that the “civilized world community” would “never 
condone overt military conquest as a legitimate instrument of policy.” (Depart
ment of S tate Bulletin, Sept. 22,1958, pp. 445-446.)
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cisive condemnation. It represents an open attempt of crude and un
ceremonious trampling of the sovereign rights of other states. The 
Government of the USA having no rights for this permits itself arbi
trarily to establish some kind of boundary of its interests and the 
sphere of operations of its armed forces on the territory of China. 
Such activities it is impossible to qualify otherwise than as aggressive, 
which undoubtedly will be condemned by all peoples.

I t is impossible to evaluate differently as well the statement of the 
Government of the USA of 6 September.1

The inciting statement of Minister of Defense McElroy2 draws spe
cial attention to itself in which are contained frank threats addressed 
to the Chinese People’s Republic, and in which attempts are made to 
justify the aggressive activities of American armed forces in the Far 
East and in which the Chiang Kai-shek clique is taken under protec
tion. And the commander of American armed forces on Taiwan 
Vice-Admiral Smoot has let himself go entirely and states the inten
tion of the USA together with the Chiang Kai-shekists to inflict a 
defeat on Communist China.8

Military leaders in the USA try even, with the tacit agreement of 
the American Government, to resort to atomic blackmail in relation to 
China, acting evidently still on inertia under the impression of the 
moods governing in Washington in that short period in the course 
of which the USA had at its disposal a monopoly of the atomic 
weapons. As is known, even at that time the policy of atomic black
mail did not have and could not have any success. Is it necessary io 
say that in present conditions when the USA has long not been the 
possessor of a monopoly in the field of atomic armaments, attempts to 
intimidate other states by atomic weapons are a completely hopeless 
business.

•  • • • • • •

An attack on the Chinese People’s Republic, which is a great friend, 
ally and neighbor of our country, is an attack on the Soviet Union. 
True to its duty, our country will do everything in order together with 
People’s China to defend the security of both states, the interests of 
peace in the Far East, the interest of peace in the whole world.

Nothing would be further from the truth than an attempt to 
assess this, my message to you, as an intention to exaggerate unneces
sarily and even more to utter some kind of threats. We desire only to

1 Ibid., pp. 446—447.
2 In a statement of Sept. 3 Secretary of Defense McElroy warned the Chinese 

Communists not to force the issue and added: “Our interest is not to wage war, 
it is to deter.” (The Times (London), Sept. 4,1958.)

* Admiral Smoot had said that the United States would help the Chinese Na
tional Government overcome the attempted Communist blockade of the offshore 
islands (ibid.).
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draw your attention to the situation from which no one can escape— 
neither you nor we—if in the Far East the fire of war breaks out. We 
wish to find a common language with you with which to cease the 
present movement downward on the inclined slope, with which by the 
common efforts of the USSR, the USA, the Chinese People’s Republic 
and other countries to remove the tension arising in the Far East, with 
which it might be possible to say that through united efforts a useful 
contribution was made in the interest of peace in the whole world. 
Of course to decide to “recognize” or “not to recognize” the Chinese 
People’s Republic is an affair of the Government of the USA itself. 
In this connection it is possible only to remark that neither the very 
fact of the existence of the CPR as one of the great powers of the 
world, nor the role which this government plays in our time in inter
national relations, is changed because of that. But at the present time 
in view of the policy which the Government of the United States fol
lows in relation to China such a situation has arisen that the question 
of the relationship of the United States to China obviously extends 
beyond the framework of purely internal affairs of the United States.

•  • « • • •  •

In the Far East there can not be a stable peace until such time as 
the American Navy Fleet will be withdrawn from the Taiwan Straits* 
until American soldiers will leave the Chinese island of Taiwan and 
will go home. We are convinced that such an opinion is shared not 
only by the Soviet Union and other socialist states but also by all 
other countries for whom the cause of peace is dear in the Far East 
and in the whole world. Mr. President, concluding my present mes
sage to you, dictated by a sense of the great responsibility which 
lies upon our countries for the preservation of peace in the whole 
world, I wish with all force to emphasize that whether peace will 
reign in the Far East or whether this region will continue to remain 
a dangerous hotbed of war will depend fully on the further actions 
of the Government of the USA. I should like to hope that you with 
the necessary understanding will apprehend the present message to 
you from the side of the Soviet Government. I  permit myself to 
express also the confidence that this message will be correctly under
stood by all the American people which—we are convinced of this— 
like other peoples desire peace and do not desire war.

If the Government of the USA will take the road of respect for 
the legitimate sovereign rights of the great Chinese people then this 
doubtless will be regarded with satisfaction by all peoples as a seri
ous contribution of the people of the United States of America to 
the cause of strengthening of universal peace.

Sincerely,
N. K h r u s h c h e v
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291. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry Regarding Surprise Attack Nego
tiations, September 8 ,19581

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics and has the honor to refer to the United States note 
of July 31, 1958,2 regarding a study of the technical aspects of safe
guards against the possibility of surprise attack.

It is noted that while the Government of the U.S.S.R. has responded 
to the United States proposal for negotiations on a nuclear test sus
pension beginning October 31, it has not yet responded to the United 
States proposal for studies of the practical aspects of safeguards 
against surprise attack beginning the first week of October. The 
United States hopes that it may receive an early reply to its note of 
July 31, since it attaches great importance to the proposed study as 
an effective means of moving toward agreement on meaningful meas
ures of disarmament. Because of the delay and the necessity for care
ful preparations if the proposed technical talks are to be of greatest 
value, the United States believes that the meeting originally proposed 
for the first week of October should now be scheduled at a later date 
about two months after a reply from the Soviet Government has been 
received.

292. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry: Negotiations on the Suspension of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests, September 10,1958 *

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its com
pliments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and, referring to the Ministry’s Note of
30 August of this year,4 has the honor to state that the Government 
of the United States of America notes with gratification that the Gov
ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has agreed to the

1 Department of State Bulletin , Sept. 29, 1958, p. 504. The Soviet Foreign 
Ministry replied on Sept. 15 (post, doc. 294).

2 Ante, doc. 283.
* Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 29, 1958, p. 503. The Soviet Foreign 

Ministry replied on Oct. 1 (post, doc. 297).
* Ante, doc. 289.
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date of October 31, 1958 as proposed by the United States1 for the 
beginning of negotiations among representatives of the United King
dom, the Union of Soviet Socialist. Republics and the United States 
on the question of suspension of nuclear weapons tests and the actual 
establishment of an international control system on the basis of the 
Report of the Geneva Conference of Experts.2 The United States 
further notes that the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics suggests that these discussions be held in Geneva. The 
United States agrees to this location. The United States is informed 
by the Secretary General of the United Nations that conference 
facilities and secretariat services will be available at the Palais des 
Nations.

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics also 
proposes that a period of two to three weeks be set for the duration 
of the proposed discussions. The United States, of course, agrees 
that the negotiations should be concluded as quickly as possible, but 
believes that their importance requires the expenditure of whatever 
time may be mutually deemed necessary for their successful 
conclusion.

The Chairman of the United States Delegation to the conference 
will be Ambassador James J. Wadsworth, United States Representa
tive on Disarmament.

With regard to the other issues raised in the note and those dis
cussed by the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics in the statement attached to the note of 
the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
views of the United States Government are as set forth in the state
ment of President Eisenhower of August 22.3 The United States 
proposes that these issues be reserved for discussion at the meetings 
which will commence at Geneva on October 31.

293. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Khrushchev), September 12, 1958 *

Dear Mr. Chairman : I  have your letter of September 7.5 I  agree 
with you that a dangerous situation exists in the Taiwan area. I  
do not agree with you as to the source of danger in this situation.

1 Ante, doc. 287.
3 Ante, doc. 284.
8 Ante, doc. 285.
4 Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 29, 1958, pp. 498-199.
■* Ante, doc. 290.
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The present state of tension in the Taiwan area was created 
directly by Chinese Communist action, not by that of the Republic 
of China or by the United States. The fact is that following a long 
period of relative calm in that area, the Chinese Communists, with
out provocation, suddenly initiated a heavy artillery bombardment 
of Quemoy and began harassing the regular supply of the civilian 
and military population of the Quemoys. This intense military 
activity was begun on August 23rd—some three weeks after your visit 
to Peiping. The official Peiping radio has repeatedly been announc
ing that the purpose of these military operations is to take Taiwan 
(Formosa) as well as Quemoy and Matsu, by armed force. In virtu
ally every Peiping broadcast, Taiwan (Formosa) and the offshore is
lands are linked as the objective of what is called the “Chinese 
Peoples Liberation Army”.

The issue, then, is whether the Chinese Communists will seek to- 
achieve their ambitions through the application of force, as they did 
in Korea, or whether they will accept the vital requisite of world 
peace and order in a nuclear age and renounce the use of force as the 
means for satisfying their territorial claims. The territory concerned 
has never been under the control of Communist China. On the con
trary, the Republic of China—despite the characterizations you apply 
to it for ideological reasons—is recognized by the majority of the 
sovereign nations of the world and its government has been and is 
exercising jurisdiction over the territory concerned. United States 
military forces operate in the Taiwan area in fulfillment of treaty 
commitments to the Republic of China to assist it in the defense of 
Taiwan (Formosa) and the Penghu (Pescadores) Islands.1 They 
are there to help resist aggression—not to commit aggression. No- 
upside down presentation such as contained in your letter can change 
this fact.

The United States Government has welcomed the willingness of the 
Chinese Communists to resume the Ambassadorial talks, which were 
begun three years ago in Geneva, for the purpose of finding a means 
of easing tensions in the Taiwan area. In the past, the United States 
representative at these talks has tried by every reasonable means to* 
persuade the Chinese Communist representative to reach agreement 
on mutual renunciation of force in the Taiwan area but the latter 
insistently refused to reach such agreement. The United States hopes 
that an understanding can be achieved through the renewed talks 
which will assure that there will be no resort to the use of force in the 
endeavor to bring about a solution of the issues there.

I regret to say I do not see in your letter any effort to find that com
mon language which could indeed facilitate the removal of the danger 
existing in the current situation in the Taiwan area. On the contrary,.

1 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 945-947*
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the description of this situation contained in your letter seems designed 
to serve the ambitions of international Communism rather than to 
present the facts. I  also note that you have addressed no letter to the 
Chinese Communist leaders urging moderation upon them. If  your 
letter to me is not merely a vehicle for one-sided denunciation of 
United States actions but is indeed intended to reflect a desire to find 
a common language for peace, I  suggest you urge these leaders to 
discontinue their military operations and to turn to a policy of peace
ful settlement of the Taiwan dispute.

If  indeed, for the sake of settling the issues that tend to disturb 
the peace in the Formosa area, the Chinese Communist leaders can 
be persuaded to place their trust in negotiation and a readiness to 
practice conciliation, then I assure you the United States will, on its 
part, strive in that spirit earnestly to the same end.

Sincerely,
D w ig h t  D . E is e n h o w e r

294. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the Amer
ican Embassy Regarding Surprise Attack Negotia
tions, September 15,19581

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR presents its compli
ments to the Embassy of the USA, and referring to note number 128 
of July 31,1958,2 has the honor to state the following:

The Soviet Government notes the favorable attitude of the Gov
ernment of the USA towards the proposal set forth in the message 
of the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, N. S. 
Khrushchev, to the President of the USA, D. Eisenhower, of July 2, 
19583 that in the near future appropriate representatives, including 
representatives of military agencies of both countries, designated by 
the Governments of the USSR, USA, and also, possibly by the gov
ernments of some other states should meet for the joint study of prac
tical aspects of the problem of preventing surprise attack and should 
work out, during the course of a definite period of time limit put in 
advance, recommendations concerning measures for preventing the 
possibility of a surprise attack.

In advancing the proposal concerning the conducting of a meeting 
on the level of experts, the Soviet Government proceeded from the

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct 27, 1958, pp. 648-649. The American 
Embassy replied on Oct 10 (post, doc. 299).

1 Ante, doc. 283.
* Ante, doc. 282.
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fact that such a meeting would be fruitful if its work is directed 
toward the working out of practical recommendations concerning 
measures to prevent surprise attack in combination with definite steps 
in the field of disarmament. As the Government of the USA is 
aware, in the message of the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of 
the USSR of July 2 it is stated that the Soviet Union proposes the 
reaching of agreement on establishment of control posts at railroad 
junctions, at large ports and on principal automobile thoroughfares, 
in combination with specific steps in disarmament, and also concern
ing the carrying out of aerial photography in areas having an impor
tant significance from the point of view of the prevention of the 
danger of surprise attack.

Therefore the assertion of the Government of the US that allegedly 
the Soviet Government agrees that these discussions should not pre
determine the corresponding positions of both governments in con
nection with the time and the interdependence of the different aspects 
of disarmament has no foundation. Moreover, it is clear that the 
experts will have to give serious attention also to such technical ques
tions as means and objects of control and the results which might be 
secured by these measures.

As the Soviet Government has already stated an understanding on 
the measures of preventing surprise attack is completely possible 
given conditions of fair consideration of mutual interests and rejection 
of such actions as would lead to a sharpening of the international 
situation and the increasing of the danger of war. Of course, a 
decision on the creation of mutual principles of a system of prevent
ing the possibility of surprise attack must be adopted by the govern
ments and not by the experts who will only conduct preparatory 
work. However, the working out by the experts and practical recom
mendations on concrete ways to prevent surprise attack undoubtedly 
will necessitate fruitful examination of the question about prevention 
of surprise attack at a meeting of heads of governments.

In the note of the Embassy of the USA, the question is again raised 
about the flights of military planes of the USA in the region of the 
Arctic and about an Arctic zone of inspection. The Government of 
the US in this note gives categoric assurance that the US has never 
had the need to carry out flights of military planes with hydrogen 
and atomic bombs in the direction of the frontiers of the Soviet 
Union. It is impossible, however, not to note that statements of 
the Government of the US that allegedly American atomic bombers 
are not carrying out flights in the direction of the frontiers of the 
USSR look unconvincing in the light of the statements of its repre
sentatives in the U.N. Security Council and also the statement of 
US Secretary of State Dulles at the press conference which took
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place on 1 May.1 As is known, in this statement Mr. Dulles directly 
announced that if the Soviet Union agrees to the establishment of 
international inspection in the Arctic, then the USA “would then feel 
it safe greatly to reduce to a minimum these flights against which 
the Soviet Union protests.” Answering a question whether the US 
will cease such flights in case of establishment of inspection in the 
Arctic Mr. Dulles declared that this will depend on what information 
the US receives as a result of realization of inspection. These state
ments of Mr. Dulles clearly confirm the flights of American planes 
loaded with atomic and hydrogen bombs in the direction of the fron
tiers of the Soviet Union. As for the question about an Arctic zone 
of inspection which is broached in the note of the Embassy of the 
USA the position of the Soviet Union on this question was set forth 
earlier with exhaustive fullness.

In connection with the practical side of the convocation of a meet
ing of experts the Soviet Government has no objection to the time 
and place proposed by the US in the note of 31 July for convocation 
of a meeting of experts.2 But if the Government of the USA is 
not ready for this in the said time, on our part there is no objection 
also that the meeting be called later as is proposed in the note of the 
Embassy of the USA of 8 September.3 Proceeding from this, the 
Soviet Government proposes that a meeting of experts should begin 
in Geneva on 10 November having in mind that its work should be 
concluded in the shortest possible time, for example in the course 
of four to five weeks.

In the opinion of the Soviet Government it seems expedient that in 
the meeting of experts besides the USSR and the USA other coun
tries should also take part. Moreover, the S o v i e t  Government 
considers it necessary to proceed from the principle of equal repre
sentation of countries which are members of the Atlantic Pact4 and 
countries included in the organization of the Warsaw Treaty.5 
Taking this into account the Soviet Government proposes that in a 
meeting of experts representatives should take part from the USA, 
Great Britain, France, Belgium, USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
and Rumania.

It goes without saying, the U.N. organization will be informed 
about the course of the experts’ negotiations through the U.N. Secre
tary-General.

The Soviet Government hopes that the Government of the USA 
will carefully examine the considerations set forth in the present note 
and give a positive reply to the proposals advanced in it.

1 Ante, doc. 262.
3 Ante, doc. 283.
8 Ante, doc. 291.
4 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 

853-854, and 871-873.
*IMd, pp. 1239-1242.
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295. Soviet Memorandum on Measures in the Field of 
Disarmament, September 18,19581

The Soviet Government, steadfastly adhering to the general line of 
its foreign policy which is directed towards the peaceful coexistence 
of States, stands firmly in favour of maintaining and consolidating 
universal peace and continues, as before, to advocate a positive solu
tion of the disarmament problem. The Soviet Union has done and 
is continuing to do everything within its power to remove the danger 
of war and to establish co-operation between States irrespective of 
their social order.

The Soviet Government has dismantled the military bases which 
it possessed after World War I I  on the Territory of other States. 
In the last three years the numerical strength of Soviet armed forces 
has been reduced unilaterally by a total of 2,140,000 men.2 Further
more, the armed forces of the USSR stationed in the German Demo
cratic Republic have been reduced by 90,000 men and the Soviet 
troops stationed in the Romanian People’s Republic have been with
drawn. Military expenditure and armaments have been correspond
ingly reduced. On 31 March 1958 the Soviet Union decided uni
laterally to discontinue all tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons.8

With a view to the adoption of measures to ease international ten
sion and eliminate the “cold war”, the Soviet Government as far back 
as December 1957 proposed a high level conference of leading states
men of East and West and put forward for consideration at that con
ference certain questions, including a number of urgent disarmament 
questions, which offered real prospects of a solution.4 Unfortunately, 
this proposal came up against numerous obstacles created by the 
Western Powers and, consequently, no such conference has yet been 
•convened.

Despite the efforts of the Soviet Union and other peace-loving 
States the arms race is continuing at an unabated pace. Moreover, 
with every passing day it is assuming an ever more threatening na
ture. There is a constant increase in appropriations for the manu
facture of armaments, and first and foremost of atomic and rocket 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. Despite the uni
lateral discontinuance by the Soviet Union of tests of all types of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons, the United States and the United

1 U.N. doc. A/3929, Sept. 22, 1958. Transmitted to the President of the Gen
eral Assembly by Foreign Minister Gromyko on Sept. 18.

* See ante, docs. 126,127,164, and 165.
* Ante, doc. 252.
4 See Premier Bulganin’s letter of Dec. 10,1957 (ante, doc. 237), and President

Eisenhower’s reply of Jan. 12,1958 (ante, doc. 240).
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Kingdom are going on with such tests and are putting forward vari
ous conditions that prevent the conclusion of an agreement on the 
discontinuance of these tests. Many countries in Western Europe, 
North Africa and the Far East are being covered with a network of 
atomic and rocket bases. I t is obvious that such measures in fact 
amount to no less than the preparation for war. The same purpose 
is served by the propaganda of war, hostility, alienation and hatred 
among nations which is being carried on in certain countries.

The arms race is highly prejudicial to the peoples of the world, for 
it burdens the budgets of States, systematically lowers the standard 
of living of the population and slows down the economic develop
ment of many countries. Without a positive solution of the disarma
ment problem the peoples cannot feel that they are spared from the 
threat of war involving the use of weapons of mass destruction. The 
solution of the disarmament problems would constitute a most impor
tant factor in easing international tension, putting an end to the “cold 
war” and ensuring the peace and security of all States.

This is precisely why the peoples are ever more imperatively de
manding that immediate measures should be taken to halt the arms 
race, reduce the armed forces and armaments of States and ban atomic 
and hydrogen weapons. They cannot reconcile themselves to the sit
uation that the disarmament problem is still unsolved. There is no 
agreement among States even with regard to separate aspects of the 
disarmament question and partial measures of disarmament, let alone 
an agreement which would embrace all aspects of the problem.

The Soviet Union advocates, as always, a solution to the disarma
ment problem which would take account of the legitimate interests 
of all countries and would( not place any one State in an unequal 
position from the point of view of its security.

The Soviet Government believes that the task of consolidating peace 
calls above all for a radical solution of the disarmament problem, the 
substantial reduction of armed forces and armaments and the com
plete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, together with the 
cessation of their manufacture, their elimination from the arsenals 
of States and the destruction of all stockpiles of these weapons. As 
the USSR Government has repeatedly stated, it is prepared to con
clude such an agreement. In view of the fact, however, that the 
Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom and France 
are not prepared to agree to broad measures on disarmament, the 
Soviet Government considers that agreement must be reached on par
tial measures in the field of disarmament on the basis of the proposi
tions outlined below, so that practical measures of disarmament can 
be carried out as soon as possible.
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1. Reduction of armed f orces ' -
The Soviet Government believes that there must be a substantial 

reduction of armed forces and, taking into account the position of the 
Western Powers, it proposes that the armed forces of the USSR and 
the United States should be reduced to the level of 1.7 million men 
and those of the United Kingdom and France to the level of 650,000 
men each.

If the other great Powers agree, the Soviet Government would 
deem it desirable to establish the still lower levels for the armed forces 
of the USSR and the United States which were proposed earlier by 
the Soviet Union, namely, 1 to 1.5 million men.

In their proposals1 the Western Powers spoke of reducing armed 
forces in three stages to the following levels: in the case of the United 
States and the USSR, 2.5 million men at the first stage; 2.1 million 
men at the second stage; 1.7 million men at the third stage. It was 
proposed to reduce the armed forces of the United Kingdom and 
France to the following levels: 750,000 men at the first stage; 700,000 
men at the second stage and 650,000 men at the third stage.

The Soviet Government agreed that the reduction of the armed 
forces of the great Powers should be carried out in accordance with 
these three stages. In so doing, the Soviet Government proceeds on 
the assumption that the agreement between the Powers should pro
vide for clear-cut and definite commitments on the reduction of the 
armed forces at all three stages and that the transition from one stage 
to another should not be made contingent on the solution of various 
political issues. To make the implementation of measures to reduce 
armed forces contingent on the solution of various political issues is 
to deprive the commitments of States id reduce their armed forces 
of any real meaning.

2. Reduction of conventional armaments and military budgets
The Soviet Government advocates a considerable reduction in the 

armaments and military budgets of States. For this purpose it pro
poses as a first step the reduction of conventional armaments by 15 
per cent. The Soviet Government is ready to consider yet another 
approach to the reduction of armaments—namely the exchange of 
lists of armaments to be reduced, as suggested in the proposals sub
mitted by the Governments of the United States and other Western 
Powers.

Since the rise in military expenditures has already seriously dis
rupted the economy of a number of States and is substantially lower
ing the standards of living of the population, the question of reduc
ing military budgets acquires great urgency and an immediate

1 See ante, docs. 206 and 207.
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solution is called'for. The reduction of the military budgets and, 
consequently, the military , expenditures of States would mean that 
the funds thus released would be channelled into developing the 
peaceful branches of the economy, raising the level of employment 
and enhancing the well-being of the peoples.

The Soviet Government believes it necessary that, as the States 
possessing the most powerful armed forces, the United States, the 
USSR, the United Kingdom and France, in the first instance, should 
assume an obligation to reduce their military budgets by 10 to 15 
per cent, and should allocate a part of the savings so effected for 
broad economic assistance to the under-developed countries. The 
Soviet Government proposes that the question of such a reduction 
of military budgets by the said States should be considered as a 
separate, independent item on the agenda of the thirteenth session 
of the United Nations General Assembly.
3. Prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons

In view of the particular danger presented by atomic and hydro
gen weapons because of their tremendous destructive power, the 
Soviet Government is of the opinion that the complete prohibition 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the cessation of their manufacture, 
their elimination from the arsenals of States and the destruction of 
all stockpiles of these weapons would be in the interests of ensuring 
a lasting peace and removing the threat of atomic war. However, 
since the Western Powers are not at present ready to agree to the 
complete and unconditional prohibition of nuclear weapons the Soviet 
Government believes that, as a first step toward the prohibition of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons, States should assume a solemn obliga
tion to renounce the use of nuclear weapons of all types including 
aerial bombs, rockets of all ranges carrying atomic and hydrogen 
warheads, atomic artillery, etc.

The obligation of States to renounce the use of all types of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons should come into force simultaneously with 
the initial implementation of measures to reduce armed forces and 
conventional armaments.

The Soviet Government feels in duty bound to draw attention to the 
fact that the transfer of nuclear weapons to other States as well as 
the stationing of atomic military units, the stockpiling of nuclear 
weapons and the construction of atomic and rocket bases in foreign 
territories increases the danger of the outbreak of atomic war and 
deepens the suspicions with which international relations are be
devilled. Such actions may compel States whose security is threat
ened to retaliate. Nor can the fact be ignored that States which per
mit the stationing of atomic and rocket weapons in their territory 
are actually turning it into a springboard for atomic war with all 
the grave consequences for the peoples that this entails.
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The Soviet Government considers it essential that the States possess
ing nuclear weapons should undertake not to allow atomic military 
units or any types of nuclear weapons to be stationed outside their 
national frontiers and not to transfer these weapons to other States 
or to the High Commands of military blocs.

An important step towards removing the danger of atomic war 
and easing international tension would be the creation in central 
Europe of a zone free from atomic, hydrogen and rocket weapons in 
accordance with the proposal of the Polish People’s Republic.1 The 
objections that have so far been raised in connexion with this pro
posal are artificial and cannot be considered at all convincing.

In order to ensure the effective implementation of the proposal 
to establish an atom-free zone not only would appropriate obliga
tions have to be assumed by the States in the zone, but the Powers 
whose armies are equipped with atomic and rocket weapons would 
have, on their part, to undertake to respect the status of the atom- 
free zone and regard the territory of the States in it as excluded 
from the sphere of use of atomic, hydrogen and rocket weapons. 
Pending the conclusion of an agreement on the complete prohibition 
of nuclear weapons and their elimination from the arsenals of States, 
the Soviet Government is ready to assume such an obligation if the 
Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom and France 
do likewise.

The Soviet Government considers it necessary to achieve the com
plete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the cessation 
of their production, their elimination from the arsenals of States 
and the destruction of all stockpiles. The Government of the USSR 
has already repeatedly stated its readiness to enter into negotiations 
to this end with the Western Powers. In view of the fact that the 
Western Powers are not ready at this juncture to accept such a radical 
solution of the problem of prohibiting nuclear weapons, the Soviet 
Government proposes the implementation at this stage of those meas
ures on which agreement can be reached now and, in particular, the 
adoption of a decision on the immediate and general discontinuance 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests and the renunciation by States 
of the use of these weapons.

The carrying out of these measures would create favourable condi
tions for further steps towards the complete and unconditional pro
hibition of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Government considers it 
necessary that, together with the implementation of partial measures 
of disarmament, States should undertake to enter into negotiations 
to work out an agreement on the complete prohibition of atomic and

1 Ante, doc. 225.
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hydrogen weapons, the cessation of their production and their elimina
tion from the arsenals of States.

4. Discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests
The Soviet Government steadfastly maintains its position that an 

immediate and general discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen weap
ons tests is essential. The need for a general discontinuance of nu
clear tests is dictated by the fact that the continuation of nuclear 
test explosions creates a great hazard to the health of human beings 
and intensifies the race to produce still more terrible and effective 
weapons of mass destruction.

Desiriiig to make a practical start towards a general discontinuance 
of nuclear tests, the Soviet Union unilaterally discontinued, as from 
31 March 1958, all atomic and hydrogen weapons tests and called 
upon the United States and the United Kingdom to follow suit. In 
taking this decision, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR stated that, 
if other Powers possessing atomic and hydrogen weapons continued 
tests of those weapons, the Government of the USSR would be free 
to act in the matter of the carrying out of nuclear weapons tests 
by the Soviet Union in accordance with those circumstances, having 
regard to the interests of its security.

The results of the conference of experts at Geneva1 have confirmed 
the Soviet Government’s view that it is completely possible to estab
lish effective control over the discontinuance by all States of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons testa, Now there can be no excuse or justifi
cation for refusing the immediate and general discontinuance of 
nuclear tests. The interests of the peace and security of the peoples 
require that the Governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom also undertake immediately to discontinue tests of nuclear 
weapons and thereby ensure the discontinuance of such tests every
where and for all time.

The Soviet Government believes that the thirteenth session of the 
General Assembly should consider the question of the discontinuance 
by all States of nuclear weapons tests as an urgent, top-priority 
agenda item.
5. The banning of the use of cosmic space for military purposes, the 

elimination of foreign bases on the territories of other countries 
and international co-operation in the study of cosmic space

An agreement on the complete and unconditional prohibition of 
atolnic and hydrogen weapons, including a cut-off of the production 
of such weapons and their elimination from the armaments of States,

1 Ante, doc. 284.
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would make it possible to direct scientific and technical progress in 
rocket construction and the building of intercontinental ballistic mis
siles and artificial earth satellites into channels of peaceful use for 
the benefit of the people.

Since the position of the Western Powers bars any such agreement 
at the present time, the Soviet Government proposes that an under
standing should be sought on measures which would preclude the use 
of cosmic space for military purposes. A solution of this problem is 
possible only if the security interests of all States are taken into ac
count. This could be done by the application of such measures as the 

x prohibition of the use of cosmic space for military purposes and the 
simultaneous elimination of foreign military bases on the territories 
of other countries, particularly the countries of Europe, the Near and 
Middle East and North Africa, as provided in the relevant proposals 
of the Soviet Government of 15 March 1958.1

The application of such measures would open up the prospect of 
developing the very broadest international co-operation in the study 
and conquest of cosmic space for peaceful purposes.

Having regard to the importance of this problem, the Soviet Gov
ernment has placed it on the agenda of the thirteenth session of the 
General Assembly as a separate item.
6. International control and measures for the prevention of a surprise

attach
The implementation of disarmament measures should be placed 

under suitable international control. The Soviet Government pro
ceeds from the assumption that if the parties are guided not by con
siderations of propaganda but by the actually existing conditions, the 
functions, and scope of control directly depend on the prevailing state 
of international relations and on the character and importance of the 
disarmament measures to be carried out. This means that the func
tions and scope of control and inspection should be viewed in close 
connexion with the application of measures for the easing of tension 
in international relations and the strengthening of confidence among 
States, above all among the great Powers. As an understanding is 
gradually reached on disarmament problems, including agreement on 
a substantial reduction of armed forces and armaments and on the 
complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, including a cut-off of their 
production, their elimination from the arsenals of States and the de
struction of stockpiles of such weapons, the obstacles to an expansion 
of control and inspection will disappear. The Soviet Government, for 
its part, will be prepared to take up a positive attitude toward such 
expansion at the appropriate stage.

1 Ante, doc. 250.
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The Soviet Government attaches great importance to the achieve
ment of agreement on measures to avert the danger of a surprise at
tack by one State on another. Proceeding from a sober analysis of 
the relations now existing between States, the Soviet Government 
considers that a realistic approach is to solve the problem of the pre
vention of a surprise attack gradually, in relation to the character of 
the disarmament steps during the initial stage.

On this basis, the Soviet Government proposes that agreement 
should be sought on the establishment of control posts at railway 
junctions, large ports and main motor highways and also on the taking 
of aerial photographs in the zone where the principal armed forces 
of the two military groups are concentrated in Europe to a depth of 
800 kilometres east and west of the demarcation line between these 
forces. The Soviet Government also agrees to the establishment of a 
zone of aerial inspection, including the far-eastern part of USSR 
territory and a portion of the western territory of the United States 
of equal size.

Inasmuch as partial measures are under discussion at the present 
time, the Soviet Government proposes that control posts should be 
set up only in the western frontier regions of the Soviet Union, in 
the territory of France, the United Kingdom and other signatories 
of the North Atlantic Treaty and the Warsaw Treaty,1 and also in 
the eastern part of the United States. Control posts may also be 
established in the territories of other States situated in the zone of 
aerial photography (by agreement with the States concerned).

The Soviet Government considers that in attempting to deal with 
the question of measures to prevent a surprise attack the necessary 
approach must be one which will lead to the removal, not the deepen
ing, of suspicion between States. This will be possible if the solution 
of the problem of preventing a surprise attack is approached not with 
the idea of gaining military advantages for any country or group of 
countries, but with the object of strengthening peace and security 
throughout the world.

In the present international situation, when the armaments race 
continues, leading to increased mistrust and suspicion in relations be
tween States, the proposal for a mutual aerial inspection of all 
United States and USSR territories2 is unrealistic. I t must also be 
remembered that this proposal excludes from aerial inspection the 
territories of certain NATO countries and of a number of other coun
tries in which military bases of States belonging to military groupings 
of the Western Powers are situated. The Soviet Union, whose terri-

1 For texts of these treaties, see American Foreign Policy,1950-1955: Basic 
Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, 871-873, and 1239-1242.

2 Ante, doc. 120.
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tory it is proposed to open for aerial inspection, is thus placed on a 
footing of inequality.

The question of aerial inspection of all USSR and United States 
territories cannot be viewed in isolation from measures for the relaxa
tion of international tension and the strengthening of confidence 
among States, above all among the great Powers. The Soviet Gov
ernment considers that such a measure can be carried out only in 
the final stage of disarmament—when a settlement has been reached 
of the problem of a complete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, their elimination from -the arsenals of States, a substantial 
reduction of armed forces and the elimination of foreign military 
bases on the territories of other countries, i.e. when relations of real 
confidence between States have been established.

The proposal for the establishment of a zone of aerial inspection in 
the Arctic,1 which has been advanced as an alternative, is also unac
ceptable. I t does nothing to remove the possibility of a surprise attack 
on the Soviet Union. It relates merely to one sector of the frontiers 
of the Soviet Union and leaves aside other areas in Europe, Africa, 
etc. containing military bases of the Western Powers from which an 
attack on the USSR may be launched. It is common knowledge that 
in Europe, in North Africa, in the Near and Far East and in other 
regions of the world there are not a few such military bases. More
over, the Arctic zone of aerial inspection proposed by the United 
States, while embracing a substantial part of the territory of the So
viet Union, does not include an inch of actual United States territory.

No self-respecting State can agree to a proposal which, without re
moving the danger of surprise attack, would reduce its ability to de
fend itself from such attack and to repulse an aggressor.

Having regard to the great importance of the question of measures 
to prevent the possibility of a surprise attack by one State against 
another, the Soviet Government has proposed2 that competent repre
sentatives, including those of the military departments, appointed by 
the Governments of the USSR, the United States as well as certain 
other States should meet to study jointly the practical aspects of this 
problem and to draft recommendations on measures to prevent the 
possibility of a surprise attack. The holding of such a conference, 
however, must not deflect the attention of the United Nations from the 
question of preventing a surprise attack. The United Nations must 
make its own contribution to the positive solution of this problem 
which is of great significance for the preservation of peace throughout 
the world.

1 Ante, doc. 259.
* Ante, doc. 282.
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7. Reduction of the number of foreign troops stationed in the territory
of Germany and in other European States
The Soviet Government advocates the withdrawal of all troops 

from the territory of foreign States and proposes, as a first step, that 
an agreement should be sought on the reduction by one-third, or in 
some other proportion agreed by the parties, of the armed forces of 
the USSR, the United States, the United Kingdom, France and other 
States stationed at present in the territory of Germany, and on the 
withdrawal of the excess contingents to their own national territory.

The Soviet Government believes that an agreed reduction of the 
armed forces stationed in the territory of Germany, where the con
centration of troops and armaments of the two groups of Powers 
situated in direct proximity to each other makes the danger of armed 
conflict particularly acute, would in itself be of great significance for 
a relaxation of tension in Europe and would help to clear the inter
national atmosphere in general.

The Soviet Government is convinced that an agreement to reduce 
the armed forces of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France stationed in the territory of NATO countries and the armed 
forces of the USSR stationed in the territory of the Warsaw Treaty 
countries would be of great importance for the alleviation of inter
national tension. The extent of such reduction could be specified in 
subsequent negotiations.
8. Prohibition of war propaganda

The propaganda of war and incitement to war conducted in certain 
countries, especially agitation for the use of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons against certain States, poisons relations between States and 
helps to spread enmity and hatred among the nations. The cessation 
of war propaganda, including agitation for atomic war, would play 
an important part in improving relations between States and in 
clearing the international atmosphere.

The Soviet Government believes that war propaganda and the fo
menting of hostility among nations must be brought to an end both 
through the enactment of appropriate legislation by States, as has 
been done in the Soviet Union and some other countries, and through 
the adoption of other measures for the cessation of such propaganda.
9. The United Nations Disarmament Commission

The Soviet Government is ready to conduct negotiations on disarma
ment both at a conference at the highest level and within the United 
Nations. However, the composition of the United Nations body 
which is to draft practical disarmament measures must be representa
tive and not one-sided.
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The Soviet Government believes that the work of the Disarmament 
Commission can be successful only if it is based on mutually acceptable 
principles and if the negotiations are conducted fairly and on a footing 
of equality. This requirement would be met by the creation of a 
permanent disarmament commission to include all Members of the 
United Nations, which would allow all States, large and small, to take 
an active part in the consideration of disarmament questions vitally 
affecting their interests, or of a more narrowly constituted commission 
the composition of which would preclude a one-sided approach to 
disarmament questions. The requirements of fruitful work aimed at 
achieving a mutually acceptable agreement on disarmament would be 
met by a commission not less than one-half of whose membership would 
consist of representatives of socialist and neutral States.

* *

*

The Soviet Government expresses the hope that its proposals on 
partial disarmament measures will be duly considered by the thir
teenth session of the General Assembly and that the other Members of 
the United Nations, for their part, will contribute to the achievement 
of a mutually acceptable agreement on disarmament.

296. Statement by the Department of State Regarding 
Resumption of Nuclear Tests by the Soviet Union* 
September 30, 19581

We have learned that two nuclear explosions occurred today in 
the Soviet Union.

On March 31 the Soviet Union, having then completed an intensive 
series of atomic weapons tests, announced that it would discontinue 
further testing but reserved the right to resume if the United States 
and the United Kingdom should continue testing.2 It was known at 
the time that, in accordance with normal planning, the United States 
and the United Kingdom series of tests would shortly begin.

I t was suspected at that time that the Soviet announcement was 
primarily a propaganda exercise and that there was no real intention 
to suspend testing. This now seems to be confirmed by the event*

1 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 20,1958, pp. 617-618.
a Ante, doc. 252.
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Despite the foregoing the United States expects that negotiations 
for safeguarded nuclear test suspension will begin in Geneva on 
October 31 as scheduled. Unless the Soviet Union holds further 
tests after negotiations have begun, the United States remains 
prepared to withhold further testing of atomic and hydrogen weap
ons for a period of 1 year from the beginning of the negotiations on 
October 31.

297. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the Amer
ican Embassy Regarding Suspension of Nuclear 
Weapons Tests, October 1,1958 1

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR presents its compli
ments to the Embassy of the United States of America and, in con
nexion with the Embassy’s note No. 262 of 10 September 1958,2 has 
the honour to make the following statement on the instructions of 
the Soviet Government.

Note is taken of the United States Government’s favourable reply 
to the Soviet Government’s proposal that negotiations on the discon
tinuance of nuclear weapons tests by all the Powers possessing such 
weapons should be held at Geneva. The date on which the negotia
tions are to begin—31 October 1958—and the place where they are to 
be held may accordingly be regarded as having been agreed upon.

As regards the objectives of the forthcoming conference, the Soviet 
Government deems it necessary to reaffirm its position, set forth in 
the Ministry’s note of 30 August,3 that the purpose of such a con
ference is to conclude an agreement on the permanent discontinuance 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests by the States and to establish 
an appropriate control system for the enforcement of such an agree
ment.

Now that the conference of experts which met at Geneva has con
firmed that no atomic or hydrogen weapons tests can escape detection 
there can be nothing to prevent those Powers which possess nuclear 
weapons from concluding an agreement to discontinue the testing of 
all types of atomic and hydrogen weapons immediately and for all 
time.

1 U.N. doc. A/3940, Oct. 3, 1958. THe U.S. replied on Oct. 20 (post, doc. 308)*
a Ante, doc. 292.
8 Ante, doc. 289.
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Inasmuch as the immediate general discontinuance of nuclear weap
ons tests is an urgent problem which affects the vital interests of all 
mankind, the Soviet Government hopes that the participants in the 
conference will make every effort to ensure that an appropriate agree
ment is arrived at and signed as rapidly as possible.

Consequently, the Soviet Government believes that the conference 
should be held at the level of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the 
Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom.

The Soviet Government expresses the hope that the United States 
Government will give careful study to these proposals by the Soviet 
Government and will make a favourable reply to them.

298. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of 
Atomic and Hydrogen Weapons Tests, October 
5, 19581

The General Assembly,
Guided by the desire to safeguard mankind from the dangerous 

consequences of atomic radiation resulting from test explosions of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons,

Considering that the cessation of nuclear tests is the first important 
step towards the total prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
and would present a serious obstacle to the creation of new and ever 
more destructive types of weapons of mass destruction,

Bearing in mmd the profound concern evinced by the peoples of 
all countries of the world regarding the continuance of the testing of 
nuclear weapons,

Calls upon all States carrying out atomic and hydrogen weapons 
tests immediately to stop such tests,

Recommends that States possessing nuclear weapons should enter 
into negotiations with a view to the conclusion of an appropriate 
agreement between them,

Calls upon all States to accede to that agreement.

1 U.N. docs. A/C.1/L.203, Oct 9, 1958, and Corr. 1, Oct 21. The English 
version originally read “discontinuance” instead of “cessation” in the second 
paragraph of the preamble, and “halt” instead of “stop” in the first operative 
paragraph. The Soviet delegation supported the revised Indian resolution (post, 
doc. 305) and did not press the Soviet proposal to a vote (U.N. doc. A/3974, 
p. 10).
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299. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry Regarding Surprise Attack Nego
tiations, October 10,19581

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and has the honor to refer to note 53/OSA of 
September 15, 1958,2 regarding a meeting of technical experts to 
study the practical aspects of minimizing the possibility of surprise 
attack.

The Government of the United States believes that the primary 
purpose of the meeting should be to examine the methods and objects 
of control and to assess the results that might be obtained from the 
adoption of those methods in lessening the danger of surprise military 
attack. The study should be undertaken with a view to the prepara
tion of a technical report which could be recommended for considera
tion by governments. The report would be useful in the subsequent 
examination among governments at an appropriate level of the prob
lem of introducing measures against surprise attack. As stated in 
its note of July 31,3 the United States considers that the discussions 
should take place without prejudice to the respective positions of the 
two Governments as to the delimitation of areas within which 
measures might be established, or as to the timing or interdependence 
of various aspects of disarmament.

With this understanding, the Government of the United States 
agrees to commencement of this meeting at Geneva on November 10. 
The United States hopes that substantial progress could be made in 
a meeting of four to five weeks as suggested by the Soviet Government.

With regard to the question of participation in the proposed meet
ing, the United States believes it would be appropriate to include 
experts from countries other than the United States and the U.S.S.R. 
in order to provide the broadest possible base of technical experience 
under varying conditions. After consultation with other nations the 
United States proposes that, for the Western countries, there will be 
experts from the United States, the U.K., France, Canada, Italy and 
possibly other countries. The names of the experts who will 
participate will be communicated in due course.

The comments in the United States note of July 31, with regard 
to the question of flights of United States aircraft carrying nuclear 
weapons, with which the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics takes

1Department of S tate Bulletin, Oct 27, 1958, p. 648. The Soviet Foreign 
Ministry replied on Nov. 1 (post, doc. 313).

1 Ante, doc. 294.
* Ante, doc. 283.
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issue in its note of September 15, were directed to the charges made 
hy the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics’ representative in the 
Security Council of the United Nations in April of this year.1 At 
that time, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics’ representative 
spoke of the “practice of regular United States bomber flights armed 
with atomic and hydrogen bombs which proceed towards the borders 
of the Soviet Union upon the giving of an alarm.” The United 
States reaffirms the statement contained in its note of July 31 “that 
the United States has never had the need to launch nor has it in fact 
ever launched any atomic bomber flights of this type.”

300. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General As
sembly, October 10, 1958 2

We turn once again to the subject of disarmament, a subject in 
which the deep tensions afflicting the world are all too clearly reflected. 
It is a subject “piled high with difficulty,” but so important for 
humanity that we must not become discouraged.

In this past year of disarmament talks the world had its share of 
difficulty—perhaps more than its share. There has also been progress. 
The scientists who met at Geneva have proved the worth of technical 
talks in one field of widespread concern—the means of detecting 
nuclear explosions. This is significant. There is also ground for 
hope that technical talks will open the way for forward steps to 
lessen the possibility of surprise attack. Indeed, this approach has 
wider implications for the whole field of disarmament.

Secretary-General Hammarskjold took a commendable initiative in 
proposing this item for our agenda this year. In his memorandum 8 
he says, and we fully agree, “The attainment of balanced, worldwide 
disarmament through the United Nations must remain a primary 
objective of the organization.” His is a most useful memorandum. 
I  shall refer to it more than once in this statement.

The United States has always recognized the fundamental responsi
bility of the United Nations in the field of disarmament. We have 
cooperated wholeheartedly in every effort of this organization to solve 
the disarmament dilemma. We are glad to give to this committee, 
and to the General Assembly, an accounting of our efforts in the past 
year.

1 Ante, doc. 255.
2 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 10, 1958, pp. 747-751. Statement made at

the 945th meeting.
8 U.N. doc. A/3936, Sept. 30,1958.
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To put our present work in perspective, let me recall briefly, and 
without any recrimination, some of the events of the past year. A 
year ago, in the 12th General Assembly, our debates on disarmament 
began under a cloud. All the hopes of agreement built up during 
months of careful diplomacy in the London Subcommittee talks had 
suddenly been disappointed.

The General Assembly responded wisely to that rather frustrating 
situation. It endorsed a reasonable set of principles for a disarma
ment agreement.1 I t also enlarged the Disarmament Commission to 
its present composition of 25 members, in the well-justified expecta
tion that this would meet the Soviet view.2

However, Mr. Chairman, it must be set down as a fact that up to 
this moment the Disarmament Commission and its Subcommittee have 
been prevented by the Soviet Union from any further useful efforts.

Much as we regretted the Soviet attitude, we refused to be deterred. 
The most important thing was to keep working on the job which the 
United Nations had given us, even if this meant doing our work 
outside the formal structure of the United Nations.
Question of Nuclear 'Weapons Tests

We concentrated first on the problem of suspending nuclear weap
ons tests—the first point in the program endorsed by the General 
Assembly a year ago. One big difficulty here has always been how 
to make sure that a pledge to refrain from testing was not being 
violated in secret. On April 28 President Eisenhower proposed to 
Premier Khrushchev that technical discussions be held to see whether 
scientists from both sides could work out a practical way to detect 
nuclear explosions.3

These talks actually began in Geneva on July 1. Scientific experts 
from both sides met at the European Office of the United Nations, 
with a representative of the Secretary-General present at all the 
meetings. Three of the most eminent scientists of the United States 
attended the meetings: Dr. James B. Fisk, Dr. Robert F. Bacher, 
and the late Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence. The other participants were 
of similar standing in their countries. We are glad to say that the 
discussions from start to finish remained almost completely scientific 
and nonpolitical.

After 7 weeks the talks resulted in an agreed report. The means 
of detecting violations of a possible test suspension are set forth in 
the report which was submitted to the United Nations by United 
States and Soviet representatives and which has been circulated as 
document A/3897.4

1 Ante, doc. 233.
* Ante, doc. 235.
* Ante, doc. 260.
4 Ante, doc. 284.
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Mr. Chairman, when this technical agreement was reached on 
August 21 we lost no time in taking the next forward step. The fol
lowing day President Eisenhower proposed prompt negotiations for 
an actual agreement “for the suspension of nuclear weapons tests 
and the actual establishment of an international control system on the 
basis of the experts5 report.” 1 We are gratified that the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union have now agreed 
on the proposed negotiations, which are scheduled to begin in Geneva 
on October 31.

Making his proposal President Eisenhower announced that the 
United States was willing, “unless testing is resumed by the Soviet 
Union, to withhold further testing on its part of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons for a period of one year from the beginning of the nego
tiations.” We regret that Mr. Gromyko in his press conference the 
other day threw doubt upon his Government’s willingness to stop 
tests. We hope that what Mr. Gromyko said does not mean that 
he is looking for a way to justify continued unrestricted testing by 
the Soviet Union now that some progress has been made toward 
agreement. We hope that his Government is not trying to evade 
acceptance of the offer the United States made. This offer was made 
to facilitate these negotiations, and it would be regrettable indeed if 
the Soviet Union took steps which had the opposite effect.

When the United States made that offer, Mr. Chairman, the Soviet 
Union had not carried out any nuclear tests since March—about 5 
months. In recent weeks they have resumed testing. The question 
may therefore be asked whether the United States offer still holds. 
I  am authorized to assure the United Nations on behalf of the United 
States Government that, as President Eisenhower announced, we will 
withhold further testing for 1 year from the date the negotiations 
begin—unless, of course, the Soviet Union conducts further tests 
beyond that date.

The question of nuclear testing has been the subject of many pro
posals. We are especially glad that progress has been possible this 
year on this particular aspect of the complex armaments question. 
We are measurably closer than we were a year ago to an actual long- 
range suspension of nuclear tests. The reason for this is that both 
sides recognized the need for control. The scientists have shown 
that a technique for detection is possible. Thus the vital element has 
been supplied without which confidence is impossible and without 
which any agreement in this field must end in disillusionment: the 
element of inspection and control.

I t remains to be seen whether this technical agreement can be trans
lated into political reality. We will go into the Geneva talks deter
mined to achieve an agreement.

'Ante, doc. 285.
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It is apparent to everyone in this room that United States policy 
on the question of tests has evolved considerably in the last year. 
Perhaps I  may be forgiven for saying that it is a good thing when 
government policies do evolve and are not frozen for all time. And 
I  should add that one of the big factors in our evolution has been the 
opinions expressed here in the United Nations. We are a country 
which respects the United Nations and which heeds its expressions 
of opinion—and which takes account of minorities views expressed 
here.

Guarding Against Surprise Attack
The method of technical talks among experts gives promise of prog

ress in a second field—guarding against surprise attack. Since 1955, 
when President Eisenhower made his open-skies proposal,1 the United 
States has sought persistently to curb the danger of surprise attack 
by air and ground inspection.

Since last spring the United States has been discussing this matter 
with the Soviet Government. We now have good reason to expect 
that a meeting of experts, to explore the practical aspects of safe
guarding against surprise attack, will begin in Geneva on November
10. We will do our best to see that these technical discussions are 
as successful as those on nuclear testing. We hope that these talks, 
too, will be followed by negotiations which will in turn lead to meas
ures to minimize the dangers of surprise attack. And if that is done, 
a great step will have been taken toward the mutual confidence we 
all seek and away from the fear of global war.

Mr. Chairman, the momentum created by these developments must 
not be lost. The Secretary-General, in his memorandum of Septem
ber 30 on disarmament, has stated very well the hopeful prospects 
before us. After referring to the conference of experts on detecting 
nuclear explosions, he says:

. . .  a technical approach to such subjects as leave room for study of a non
political nature, similar to that employed in the Geneva talks, would seem to 
provide possibilities for further progress in disarmament. I believe that all 
such possibilities should be fully explored. Steps in this direction, as the work 
of the Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation and the Second 
International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy has demon
strated, might also lead to a steady and progressive exchange of information 
concerning military technologies and armaments. The lack of confidence be
tween States in this respect hitherto has been one of the major causes of fear, 
suspicion and international tension. The General Assembly might wish to 
consider the value of endorsing the principle of openness of information in the 
armaments and allied fields as one which could contribute significantly to re
duce international tension and promote progress toward disarmament.2

1 Ante, doc. 120.
1 U.N. doc. A/3936.
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We agree with those observations. The United States believes in 
the principle of openness. We agree with Mr. Hammarskjold that it 
has particular significance in the disarmament field. We are en
couraged by its success in the fields which he has mentioned. We 
would like to apply it in the future in new technical discussions on 
several different fronts in the disarmament field.
A New Approach to Disarmament

Now, encouraging and important as these developments which I 
have described are, it is only prudent to recognize that, as isolated 
steps, they do not deal with the heart of the problem of disarmament. 
But these developments illustrate the fruitfulness of the new approach 
we have taken—an approach which means that we should stop arguing 
about generalities and get down to practical and specific discussions 
on how various disarmament measures, which we all agree desirable, 
can actually be applied and enforced. We need no longer argue 
theory. Let us jointly explore the facts. I t  has been shown that such 
discussions—technical discussions—can be undertaken without prej
udice to the basic position of the various governments concerned. 
We should, therefore, make the most of these discussions.

I  should like now to set down some of the significant questions to 
which this new approach might ultimately be applied.

1. Conventional Arms and Armed Forces. This remains a vitally 
important part of disarmament. We have through the years con
fronted such questions as conventional armaments and the size of 
standing armies. All of those concerned have agreed that any sig
nificant disarmament agreement must meet the issue of controlled 
limitations on armaments and armed forces and the consequent re
ductions in military expenditures. There is agreement on figures 
for levels of armed forces. There is, of course, dispute about the 
extent to which these reductions could be put into effect without 
regard to the settlement of certain political issues which cause states 
to regard armed forces as necessary for their security. But there 
is no agreement on the measures which would be required to insure 
the faithful carrying out of any reductions on which agreement might 
be obtained. Surely an exploration of the technical aspects of con
trolling conventional armaments and armed forces would be worth 
while. If nothing else, it would bring us closer to agreement on 
what it would be feasible to do to lessen the threat of large armies 
and great stocks of modern weapons. This alone would constitute 
substantial progress in a field now devoid of it.

2. Nuclear "Weapons. Both sides have likewise agreed that the 
objective of a disarmament agreement would be to deal realistically 
with the nuclear threat. The United States, United Kingdom, 
Canada, and France have proposed that early steps be taken to insure
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the cessation of manufacture of fissionable materials for weapons 
purposes and the beginning of transfer to peaceful uses of the fission
able materials presently tied up in stocks of nuclear weapons.1 The 
U.S.S.R. has spoken of the “cessation of manufacture” of these 
weapons but has tied this action to the complete prohibition and 
liquidation of weapons stockpiles.2 This is a measure which, however 
desirable, we believe is uncontrollable. Here is another problem 
where, by technical discussions, again without prejudice to the basic 
position of either side, we might be able to find out just what it would 
be humanly possible to do and what kind of control system could be 
devised to insure the carrying out of these measures.

3. Outer Space. A year ago in this committee the United States 
asked that a beginning be made on control of the disarmament aspect 
of outer space.3 We proposed that the Soviet Union join us in study
ing the terms of an inspection system which would assure that outer 
space would not be used for military purposes. Outer-space missiles 
armed with nuclear warheads are now a reality. With particular 
emphasis, therefore, the United States reaffirms this proposal and its 
willingness to take part in technical discussions in this field.

Studies of the measures I have mentioned would only be a first, 
though indispensable, step. What counts is actually putting them 
into effect. In all these regards the United States is willing to move 
ahead on any measures which offer reasonable prospects for agree
ment. But if such negotiations are to hold promise we believe they 
should be based on a solid technical groundwork which sets forth the 
facts on what is feasible and controllable.

Mr. Chairman, these brief remarks have summed up what the 
United States regards as the most hopeful and worthwhile events 
of the past year in the disarmament field. We have sketched out 
what we think are the most promising possibilities for immediate 
progress. We have by no means mentioned all the major events of 
the year, some of which have been bitterly disappointing. In a field 
so demanding and so difficult as this we must try not to “look back 
in anger.” We must look forward to those points of light whick 
show us the way out of the forest.

The United States believes that the most light at this stage can be 
shed by the scientific and technical approach, because in that way we 
can lay a sound basis for actual disarmament measures, in that way 
we can talk the same language, and in that way we can avoid the dis
tressing recriminations of past years. We believe that the construc
tive thing for the General Assembly to do at this point is to encourage 
the forthcoming talks.

1 Ante, doc. 219.
2 Ante, doc. 220.
8 Ante, doc. 227.
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This is a time for self-restraint. I t  is a time when the General As
sembly can act most constructively not by raising for further dis
cussions various issues well known to us from past debates but by 
lending its support to the delicate and promising work which is 
already in hand or about to begin in Geneva.

Many good possibilities lie beyond that work. The important 
thing is that the next step should succeed.
Valuable Principles for Negotiations

From our 12 years’ experience in disarmament negotiations a num
ber of valuable principles have emerged.

1. Any measures undertaken must be capable of verification and 
control. We have learned through the past lessons of history that any 
agreement based on good faith and promises alone leads to an increase 
rather than a lessening of tensions. Confidence created by confirma
tion is the only sure foundation for progress toward effective arms 
limitation and control.

2. Drastic reduction of our armaments and armed forces can be 
realistically expected when the existing political situation has im
proved. We continue to believe that the partial approach adopted by 
the Assembly in 1955 is the proper one.1 We believe that high arma
ments levels are the product of international tensions and also that 
they tend to increase these tensions. Accordingly we believe that 
limited conventional arms reductions along with other measures can 
be taken now—without awaiting political settlements. Such reduc
tions would lead to a lessening of tensions. This would facilitate 
political agreements and would, in turn, allow states to accept with 
confidence more drastic cuts.

3. The relationship between conventional and nuclear armaments 
dictates the need for arms limitations in both fields to proceed con
currently. The United States believes that disarmament must be 
balanced to assure each state that its security is not impaired. We 
could not accept nor do we expect others to accept unbalanced measures 
of disarmament which call for abandonment of a nuclear deterrent 
while allowing conventional arms and manpower in unlimited quanti
ties. If  they are to be controlled, the measures for so doing should 
proceed in a manner which does not offer one side a military advantage 
over the other.

4. A complete and permanent cessation of nuclear weapons testing 
can come with progress toward lessening the nuclear threat; reducing 
the high level of nonnuclear arms; and minimizing the danger of 
surprise attack. In other words, if the United States is to give up its 
ability to improve its defensive weapons, then there must be corre-

‘ Ante, doc. 149.
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spending limitations on the ability of other states to increase their 
weapons stocks and to maintain large armed forces.

President Eisenhower in his statement of August 22, to which X 
have already referred, announcing the United States test suspension^ 
said:

As the United States has frequently made clear, the suspension of testing of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons is not, in itself, a measure of disarmament or 
a limitation of armament. An agreement in this respect is significant if it leads 
to other and more substantial agreements relating to limitation and reduction 
of fissionable material for weapons and to other essential phases of disarma
ment. It is in this hope that the United States makes this proposal.1

We sincerely hope that an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests will be reached at the coming negotiations. I t  is our 
hope that this will eventually lead to a permanent test suspension. 
Let me add that the United States has stated its willingness to nego
tiate a cessation of nuclear weapons tests in the interests of encour
aging the Soviet Union to make a comparable move forward.

The present situation, wherein states have a capability for mutual 
destruction, is fraught with danger for all the world. We must not 
allow this dangerous state of affairs to go on. Unilateral or im
balanced disarmament, or disarmament based on good faith alone* 
would but add to the danger of war. For those who cherish peace 
and justice and do not harbor aggressive purposes, other ways must 
be found. We offer a practical, positive beginning. Let us not miss 
this opportunity. Let us turn the corner toward a relaxation of the 
present tension and danger. The survival of civilization is at stake.

There exists today some real momentum toward progress in the 
disarmament effort, with all that this implies for humanity. We ask 
the Assembly to help us maintain that momentum. Thus we can hope 
to move toward the day when the nations can lay down their burden 
of armaments and their still heavier burden of fear.

301. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, Octo
ber 10, 19582

Before I  set out the position of the Soviet Union on the questions 
before us, I  should like to say just a few words in connexion with 
the statement of the representative of the United States which we 
have just heard.8 I  must say that this statement has profoundly

1 Ante, doc. 285,
a U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.945, Oct. 10,1958, pp. 21-50.
* Ante, doc. 300.
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disappointed us and, it seems to me, failed to justify the hopes which 
many representatives had nurtured after Mr. Lodge’s statement in the 
First Committee yesterday1 that the United States would shortly 
submit concrete proposals relating to the very acute question of the 
discontinuance of the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the 
question which is one of concern to the whole world.

Mr. Lodge, in his statement, spoke of many things. He spoke of 
the responsibility of the United Nations in disarmament questions, 
of the United Nations Commission, of ways and means of ensuring 
control over tests. He spoke of surprise attacks and of the principle 
of the accessibility of information on military questions. He spoke 
of certain principles which must underlie the steps we are to take in 
the field of disarmament. But when he worked his way up to the 
•question of the testing of nuclear weapons, then, unfortunately, what 
the United States Government served up to us was a formula which 
makes it clear that the United States ties the question of the cessation 
of tests in with the broad disarmament complex in general.

In point 4 of the principles, I  read that Mr. Lodge said the follow
ing:

aA complete and permanent cessation of nuclear weapons test
ing can come with progress toward lessening the nuclear threat; 
reducing the high level of non-nuclear arms; and minimizing the 
danger of surprise attack.” 2

In other words, the United States is not prepared now to negotiate 
an actual cessation of the testing of nuclear and hydrogen weapons. 
What the United States does want is talk about the lessening of the 
nuclear threat in general, the reduction of the high level of non
nuclear arms, and the minimizing of the danger of surprise attack. 
Only after an understanding has been reached on these issues—and 
this is what emerges from the statement of the representative of the 
United States—will the United States be able to approach the ques-

1 At the 944th meeting Ambassador Lodge said: “. . . the United States wants 
to move ahead on this whole subject. We are getting our hopes up about 
Geneva because it is the first sign of progress on the cessation of tests. In fact, 
it is the indispensable first step.

“Let me tell the Committee that we hope to introduce a resolution with a 
number of other co-sponsors very soon which will clearly show to all the world 
the importance which we attach to this first step.

“We think that we here in this Committee have the opportunity to do some
thing that bids fair to get some real results on this matter of cessation of 
nuclear tests, and that is the spirit which animates us.” (U.S. delegation to the 
General Assembly press release 3012, Oct. 9, 1958.) On Oct. 10 the United 
States and 16 other countries introduced a draft resolution (A/C.1/L.205), sub
stantially identical with the preamble and secs. I-IV of pt. A of the resolution 
adopted Nov. 4,1958 (post, doc. 314).

2 Ante, doc. 300.
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tion of the complete and unconditional cessation of the testing of 
nuclear and hydrogen weapons.

The whole world is clamoring for a complete and absolute cessation 
of tests as a first step, mind you, toward the lessening of the nuclear 
threat, toward lessening the threat of atomic warfare, a first step 
on the way to all other disarmament questions; whereas the United 
States makes this the last step instead of the first step. This is the 
burden of Mr. Lodge’s statement on the question which alarms us 
all. I  shall not at this point dwell on all the other matters which 
Mr. Lodge touched upon. I  shall have the opportunity of doing so 
later. But this was the basic shortcoming, if I  may use this mild 
word, in the proposal of the United States, and I  thought that it 
was incumbent on me to bring out this basic shortcoming right away.

Now we have proceeded to the consideration of the disarmament 
problem at large. This is a problem which remains at the focus of 
the attention of the peoples of the whole world, because on its solu
tion will depend the answer to the question whether the world will 
follow the path of a further continued armaments race, fraught with 
the danger of the outbreak of a new destructive war, or, whether 
the present armaments race will be stopped and the world will conse
quently enter into a phase of peaceful coexistence, progress and flower
ing. Tertivm non datur—there is no third way.

The United Nations, which was created for the maintenance and 
strengthening of international peace and security, and for the develop
ment of friendly relations between peoples, cannot remain indifferent 
as to which of these two paths will be taken by the further evolution 
of events. As early as 1946, the General Assembly came out unani
mously for the universal reduction of armaments and the prohibition 
of atomic weapons, for the elimination of these weapons from the 
arsenals of States, and for limiting the utilization of atomic energy 
to peaceful ends.1 However, despite years of talk on disarmament, 
conducted since that time both within and without the framework 
of the United Nations, no agreement on the disarmament problems 
has been forthcoming, and the armaments race, so far from coming 
to an end, is assuming dimensions that are increasingly dangerous for 
the cause of peace.

The overwhelming majority of the representatives who spoke in 
the general debate at the present session of the General Assembly 
have expressed serious concern about the fact that no genuine con
crete steps have been taken even in the most urgent aspects of dis
armament. Most of the representatives took a vigorous stand in 
favour of immediate measures designed to effectuate practical action 
in this field. At the same time, the discussion demonstrated that the

1 Ante, doc. 9.
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Governments of the United States and certain other Western coun
tries are still unwilling to heed the demands of the peoples and are 
still unwilling to foreswear the policy of the armaments race and of 
teetering on the verge of war—and Mr. Lodge’s speech today pro
vided additional evidence, if additional evidence were needed, of this 
point.

I t  is sufficient to ref er to what was said on this problem—which is 
of concern to the peoples of the world—in the general debate, at 
this session of the General Assembly, by the Secretary of State of 
the United States. In the opinion of Mr. Dulles, in the field of dis
armament, the most important thing—and I  am quoting from Mr. 
Dulles’ statement—“is arms control”.1 This is what is said literally. 
Not stopping the armaments race, no; not reducing armaments, no; 
not even, it turns out, control over disarmament, according to Mr. 
Dulles. What the United States regards as the most important thing 
is control over armaments. This is no accident. I t  is no slip of the 
tongue. The phrase “arms control” is mentioned thrice and consti
tutes the fundamental idea of this whole section in Mr. Dulles’ speech, 
which apparently, through some misunderstanding, carries the elo
quent title “Disarmament”.

But in this whole section of Mr. Dulles’ speech in the General As
sembly there is not even one practical proposal in the realm of partial 
disarmament measures. There is no question of any genuine steps by 
the Government of the United States either in the field of reduction 
of armed forces and conventional armaments or in the field of the 
cessation of the atomic armaments race, or, finally, in so urgent a ques
tion, urgent for all peoples and countries, as the cessation of the test
ing of nuclear and hydrogen weapons.

xIn his address at the 749th plenary meeting (Sept 18, 1958), Secretary 
Dulles said: “Most important is arms control, to reduce the risk of war and 
the cost of being ready for i t  Today colossal sums which could be devoted 
to human betterment go into armament

“In past months there has been a significant breakthrough on the arms con
trol front The United States has long urged that verification techniques were 
essential to any disarmament by agreement. We believe that governments must 
have a clear understanding of the practical capabilities of a verification system. 
The Soviet Union apparently has finally recognized this principle in connect 
tion with a possible arrangement to suspend the testing of nuclear weapons.

“A technical consensus as to the necessary monitoring system has been reached 
by qualified experts of different nations [ante, doc. 284]. We hope now to 
begin to negotiate at Geneva a substantive agreement. We do this in expecta
tion that further arms control arrangements will shortly come into effect

“The General Assembly may desire, by appropriate resolution, to give encour
agement to the forthcoming negotiations.

“The best hope for progress In arms control now seems to rest in taking mod
erate but concrete steps to reduce the dangers of war.” (Department of S tate  
Bulletin , Oct 6,1958, p. 527.)
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There is just one lone proposal, platonic in nature, to the effect that 
the General Assembly should express its wish, in the form of a suitable 
resolution, to encourage the forthcoming Geneva conversations, and 
Mr. Lodge addressed himself to that today too. Is this indeed a dis
armament programme for a great Power, to which the peoples of the 
whole world are looking in the expectation that it will finally renounce 
the armaments race and the preparation of atomic war, that it will 
harken to the sober voice of reason and turn its policy toward peace, 
toward preventing a catastrophic clash, that it will turn away from 
that and toward disarmament and the relaxation of international 
tension ?

To judge by the position of the United States delegation in the 
General Assembly, there is not even a sign of so reasonable a turn in 
the policy of the United States. Far from it. In his speech to the 
Assembly, Mr. Dulles told us:

“The United States, as one of the . . . great Powers, continues
to stand ready to dedicate that power to world order.” 1

Does not this statement manifestly reveal the United States Govern
ment’s unbridled claims to world domination? Is this not manifest 
evidence of the aggressive nature of the whole foreign policy course 
of the United States, which seeks to assume the role of a world gen
darme who uses his power, sometimes in Lebanon, sometimes in the 
Far East, sometimes in its military bases in various parts of the globe, 
and at the same time trying to convince us that it is the United States 
which seeks disarmament ? No, it is not disarmament that the United 
States seeks, if only we will look the facts in the face.

The statements in the General Assembly by the representatives of 
the United States, the United Kingdom and France have shown clearly 
that their Governments intend to continue the policy of the armaments 
race, that they intend to continue their old obstructionist position on 
the disarmament question with a view to preventing the adoption in 
the United Nations of decisions which would contribute to carrying 
out concrete measures in the field of disarmament. I t  is no accident, 
therefore, that the United States in this Committee insisted on the con
sideration of the disarmament problem as a whole, a position which 
was at variance with the sober and sound proposals of many other 
delegations to the effect that we should consider the concrete questions 
of disarmament, and especially the question of the cessation of the 
testing of nuclear weapons first.

The Soviet Union, being a partisan of a radical solution of the dis: 
armament problem, repeatedly proposed to the United States, the 
United Kingdom and other Western Powers that the broad range of 
disarmament measures should be tackled concurrently. We proposed

1 jw<r., p. 530.
514l5<4>3—60—vol. 2------ SO
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to carry out a substajitial reduction of armed forces, armaments and 
military budgets, completely to prohibit atomic and hydrogen weap
ons, to discontinue their production and to destroy all existing 
governmental stockpiles of atomic and hydrogen weapons, to proceed 
to the elimination of all bases on foreign territories, and a number 
of other measures which, if carried out, would bring about a cessation 
of the armaments race, eliminating the danger of atomic war.1

What answer did the Western Powers produce to these proposals 
of the Soviet Union? The Governments of the United States, the 
United Kingdom and France announced that they were not prepared 
at present to conclude a comprehensive disarmament agreement, and 
they overtly stated that they would not sign a disarmament agreement 
which would provide for the prohibition of atomic weapons.2 They 
stated that they needed the atomic weapons as a deterrent, presumably 
to intimidate other peoples. Mr. Lodge made this point clear again 
today.

Having thoroughly analysed the course of the long disarmament 
negotiations over the years and taking into account the unwillingness 
of the Western Powers to accept any broad or comprehensive dis
armament programme, the Government of the Soviet Union has 
reached the conclusion that in contemporary conditions the only 
realistic and concrete way to reach any type of agreement in the field 
of disarmament would consist of carrying out one measure after 
another, starting with the measures which could already in fact be 
carried out in the present circumstances. These measures are con
tained in the memorandum of the Soviet Union as well as in other 
documents presented by the Soviet Union to the thirteenth session 
of the General Assembly.

The Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, Mr. Andrei Gromyko, 
speaking in the general debate on 18 September, mentioned the prin
ciple of these measures.3 The proposals of the Soviet Union, in
cluding a minimum of initial disarmament measures, were formu
lated with the view in mind that they answered the interests not only 
of the Soviet Union but of all other countries as well, including the 
interests of the United States, the United Kingdom and France, pro
vided that they also genuinely seek to reduce armaments, to call a halt 
to the atomic armaments race and to reduce international tension.

These proposals contained nothing whatever which would provide 
an advantage to any country or which would be detrimental to the 
security of any other country. We have proposed, to use the words 
of Mr. Lodge, a balanced disarmament programme.

1 in /e , doc. 195.
* See ante, doc. 197.
•General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, 750th Plenary 

Meeting.
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Without touching on all the questions which are analysed in detail 
in the Soviet memorandum of 18 September 1958, document A/3929,1 
the Soviet delegation deems it essential to discuss first the Soviet 
proposals on the question of the cessation of the testing of nuclear 
weapons, inasmuch as this question has in fact been included in the 
agenda of this session of the Assembly as an independent question 
and since the solution of this question, in our opinion, is fully 
prepared.

More than three years have elapsed since the Soviet Government 
submitted to the General Assembly its proposal for the cessation of 
nuclear tests.2 Unfortunately, however, this question remains 
unsolved owing to the positions of the United States and the United 
Kingdom, even though this is a fairly simple and uncomplicated 
question as compared to some aspects of the disarmament question.

There is no need to argue at length about the urgency and necessity 
of bringing about a cessation of these tests. Much has been spoken 
on this subject in the General Assembly, in the Disarmament Com
mission and in the Sub-Committee. Much has been said on this 
subject also in the pages of the Press. However, I  do wish briefly 
to point to the following circumstances which have shifted the ques
tion of the cessation of tests to the foreground and have called for 
its immediate solution.

To begin with, the continued testing of atomic and hydrogen weap
ons accelerates the atomic armaments race inasmuch as the object 
of the tests is to devise new and even more destructive types of nuclear 
weapons and to broaden the range of the arsenal of atomic and hydro
gen bombs and other missiles which are used for arming the armies 
and navies of the world.

In this connexion, one must point to another circumstance which 
emphasizes the urgency of a positive solution of the question of the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests. The continued elaboration of 
new types of nuclear weapons becomes less complex and less expen
sive, and consequently these weapons become accessible to more coun
tries and to the industrially less developed countries. This process, 
if its course is not halted, will lead to a situation where the nuclear 
armaments race will be characterized not only by the increasing pace 
of the stockpiling of atomic and hydrogen weapons of various types, 
but also by a new aspect of the question, namely the joining of the 
race by other States.

x Ante, doc. 295.
3 See Soviet amendments of Nov. 2, 1955 (A/C.1/L.140), to the Western draft 

resolution on atomic radiation (A/C.1/L.138) ; General Assembly Official Records: 
Tenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  59, p. 5. The Soviet Union also supported 
the Indian proposal of Dec. 6,1955 (ante, doc. 146).
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I t is well known that in France now an atomic industry is beingr 
developed at full speed and the production of nuclear weapons has 
been undertaken. France is preparing to conduct a test explosion of 
its nuclear weapons in the Sahara, a fact which has brought forth 
strong protests from African States. There are serious indications 
that in western Germany intensive preparations are underway for 
the production of nuclear weapons. If we take into account the fact 
that these preparations are taking place against the background of 
the rapid development of militaristic trends in western Germany, 
which have found their expression particularly in the growth of the 
armed forces of the Federal Republic of Germany and the develop
ment of propaganda demanding a revision of existing frontiers, it 
should be clear that all of this is leading to an intensification of the 
danger of the outbreak of atomic warfare. This quite naturally can* 
not fail to alarm seriously the people of Europe who have repeatedly 
fallen victim to German militarism and aggression.

Now the nuclear weapon is being produced by only three States— 
the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union—and 
three years of negotiations, since the submission of the Soviet pro
posals in May 1955,1 have not yielded an agreement on the complete 
cessation of tests, owing to the positions taken by the two Western 
Powers, the United States and the United Kingdom.

It is evident that, as the number of States with facilities for the 
production of nuclear weapons increases, the possibilities for stopping- 
the tests will become less. This consideration alone should alarm 
the United Nations and should sharpen its feeling of responsibility 
and induce it to carry out urgent measures in this field before the 
situation becomes even more complicated.

Another point that emphasizes the urgency of a solution of the ques
tion of the cessation of tests is the rise in the level of atomic radiation 
as a result of the intensive testing of nuclear weapons which has been 
carried out in various parts of the world. If  the testing of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons is not halted, the dangers of atomic radia
tion, which today already causes a hazard to the lives and health of 
many millions of human beings, will increase even beyond levels 
already reached.

The report of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Ef
fects of Atomic Radiation2 has been submitted to the General Assem
bly and is on the agenda of the current session. This report has point
ed out the extent of the danger. The members of the Scientific Com
mittee, who are prominent scientists appointed by the Governments 
of fifteen countries, reached the conclusion that the continuance of

1 Ante, doc. 112.
a See ante, doc. 273.



DOCUMENT 301 : OCTOBER 10, 1958 1161

nuclear test explosions involved new and largely unexplored hazards 
for present and future generations.

The General Assembly must deal with this warning from the scien
tists with all the seriousness that it deserves. The urgency of a 
solution of the problem of the cessation of nuclear weapons tests is 
so manifest that there are few who would venture to take a stand 
openly in favour of the continuance of such tests. Even the sworn 
champions of the “positions of strength” 1 policy dread the wrath of 
the peoples who demand the prohibition of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons and an immediate and unconditional cessation of test ex
plosions thereof; and they have been compelled to side-step this 
matter and to engage in all sorts of strategems, seeking all sorts of 
pretexts to cover up their refusal to accept a cessation of the testing 
of nuclear weapons.

It is no accident that, with regard to the submission by the Soviet 
delegation on the question of the cessation of the testing of nuclear 
weapons at the present session of the General Assembly, some are now 
invoking the forthcoming three-Power talks in Geneva on the ques
tion of the cessation of nuclear tests. In this connection, the opinion 
is being expressed in some quarters that the General Assembly should 
confine itself to expressing its good wishes for the success of these 
negotiations. This is what we heard from Mr. Lodge this morning. 
What these people propose, in other words, is that the United Nations 
should sit back on its haunches and await the results of the Geneva 
negotiations without expressing its own opinion concerning the cessa
tion of tests.

It goes without saying that we cannot accept this type of argument. 
The question of whether the testing of nuclear weapons will be stopped 
or will continue is a matter of concern not only to the three Powers 
that produce nuclear weapons—the United States, the Soviet Union 
and the United Kingdom—but it is a matter of concern to all other 
States, large and small alike. I t is a question that concerns the 
feelings of all the peoples of the world because it directly affects the 
interests of every human being irrespective of the country or continent 
in which he happens to live. For this reason, the active campaign 
for the cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons must, in our 
opinion, be joined by the delegations of all countries.

Those who take a stand for the immediate and unconditional ces
sation of the testing of nuclear weapons cannot be opposed to a com
prehensive examination of this question in the Assembly. Only those 
who are opposed to the discontinuance of testing are, as might be 
expected, not interested in having the United Nations express its at

1 See Secretary of State Adieson’s remarks of Feb. 16,1950 (American Foreign 
Policy, 1950-1955, vol. I, p. 6).
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titude on the question of the cessation of tests. Were the Assembly 
to side-step its responsibility in this question which is so vitally 
important for the cause of peace—were it, in other words, to hearken 
to those who invoke the Geneva talks in order to prevent the adoption 
by the General Assembly of an affirmative decision on the cessation 
of the testing of nuclear weapons—this would be a serious error. 
The consideration of this question at the present session of the Gen
eral Assembly and the adoption of a recommendation in favour of a 
cessation of tests, far from impeding or harming the negotiations of 
the three Powers in Geneva, would have the contrary result. A 
statement of the demand for the cessation of tests would contribute to 
a swift solution of the question of the unconditional and comprehen
sive cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons.

The representatives here know full well that the Soviet Union has 
invariably favoured and continues to favour the unconditional pro
hibition of the testing of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union has for 
years been appealing to the United States and the United Kingdom 
to conclude an agreement on this question but, regrettably, the Soviet 
Union is to this day the only one of the States possessing nuclear 
weapons which is prepared without delay and without reservation to 
sign an agreement which would put an end to the testing of atomic 
and hydrogen bombs. In pressing for this, of course, we are fully 
aware of the fact that the cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons 
alone will not solve the whole atomic problem. Everybody fully 
understands that, as long as there is no decision to ban atomic and 
hydrogen weapons and eliminate them altogether from the armaments 
of States, to stop the production of these weapons and liquidate the 
stock-piles of them, the danger of an outbreak of atomic warfare will 
continue to hang over mankind like the sword of Damocles.

For this reason, while we now take a stand for the adoption of a 
partial measure—that is, the cessation of the testing of all types of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons—at the same time we tell the world quite 
openly that our ultimate objective is the complete and unconditional 
prohibition of such weapons. Only such a solution of the atomic 
problem would free mankind for all time from the danger of an out
break of atomic warfare and would open the door to the unlimited 
utilization of this wonderful discovery by the human genius for the 
well-being of mankind exclusively.

The Soviet Union is prepared to accept this initial solution of the 
atomic problem at any time, and it [is] up to the Western Powers to 
do likewise. , Since the position to which the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom are committed in this ques
tion has made it impossible so far to reach an agreement on the com
plete prohibition and liquidation of atomic and hydrogen weapons, 
the Soviet Government proposes that we should begin with a com
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plete and unconditional cessation of the testing of atomic and hydro
gen weapons.

The Soviet Government considers that it is essential for the cause 
of peace to separate the question of the cessation of the testing of 
nuclear weapons from the general or comprehensive problem of dis
armament, to solve it separately from all other disarmament questions 
on which at the present time agreement has not yet been reached, 
owing to the position of the Western Powers.

According to Mr. Lodge, the position of the United States is that 
it is intent upon tying in the cessation of the tests of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons with many other disarmament problems, problems 
on which the position of the United States is of such a nature as to pre
vent even the possibility of an agreement. We frequently hear it 
said that the cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons would not 
yield any results so far as disarmament itself and the cessation of the 
armaments race is concerned. We cannot agree with such assertions. 
Surely everyone realizes that the object of nuclear test explosions, as 
has been indicated before, is to produce new models and types of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons. The object is also to test in practice 
the destructive force of these weapons of mass destruction. This 
view is confirmed by the statements of official spokesmen of Govern
ments of the United States and the United Kingdom.

In this connexion, we wish to draw attention to the statement made 
by the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Mr. Macmillan, who, 
on 1 April 1957 in the House of Commons, seeking to justify the 
policy of his Government with regard to test explosions, declared that 
the discontinuance of testing would be tantamount to an abandonment 
of the weapons.1 The same point of view was expressed by another 
no less authoritative spokesman, the Defence Secretary, Mr. Duncan 
Sandy s. Speaking in the House of Commons on 10 June of this year, 
Mr. Sandys declared that the purpose of nuclear tests was to maintain 
the effectiveness of nuclear weapons and to increase the explosive 
force of a given quantity of fissionable materials.2

1 Prime Minister Macmillan asked the Opposition leader, “Will the Right Hon. 
Gentleman accept the logical consequences of abandoning the tests, which means 
abandoning the weapon.” (Hansard, Parliamentary Debates: House of Com
mons, Apr. 1, 1957, p. 45). The first British hydrogen device was exploded 
May 15, 1957.

. . our first Test on Christmas Island was to satisfy ourselves that we 
could produce a thermo-nuclear explosion. The subsequent tests had two main 
objects. The first was to reduce the size and weight of the nuclear warhead 
which, for ballistic rockets, is of decisive importance. The second object is to 
increase the explosive yield of a given quantity of fissile material. Fissile 
material is not unlimited. That, again, is of very considerable importance in 
building up any necessary stockpile of the weapons we may require. Thanks 
to the very remarkable ingenuity and skill of our scientists, we have, with very 
few tests indeed, achieved significant advances in both directions.” (Ibid., June 
10, 1958, p. 71.)
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The same point was similarly acknowledged in the United States 
of America, when the former chairman of the United States Atomic 
Energy Commission, Admiral Strauss, stated that stopping the test
ing of nuclear weapons would be risky for the United States because 
it would halt or slow down the development of nuclear weapons. This 
has been stated time and again by Admiral Strauss. Another mem
ber of the same Commission, Dr. Libby, also has acknowledged that 
“the cessation of testing would hamper the development of new 
weapons”.

That is the crux of the matter. That is what the partisans of the 
atxpnic armaments race are afraid of. In the light of these assertions, 
how can it be argued, as the Governments of the United States1 and 
the United Kingdom2 did in their statements of 22 August of this 
year, that the cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons “is not a 
measure of disarmament or of the limitation of armaments”.

All these views of official American and British circles are circu
lated because in fact the United States and the United Kingdom are 
busily working out plans not only to prevent any cessation of the 
testing of nuclear weapons but even to clothe these test explosions in 
a cloak of legitimacy by formalizing them in a special international 
agreement. This has been indicated in particular in the Press of the 
United States, including so solid and sound a journal as Foreign 
Affairs, in which it was recently proposed that the question of the 
cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons should be replaced by the 
question of the registration for two years of all nuclear tests, that 
registration to take place with the United Nations.8

Instead of taking measures to liberate mankind from the hazards 
of atomic radiation, the apologists of the atomic weapon propose that 
the States producing nuclear weapons should be given special quotas, 
within the limits of which they will be entitled to poison the atmos
phere, infect the soil, envenom the oceans and the seas and the flora 
and fauna, including human beings as well, with radioactive fall-out 
and products of legalized nuclear test explosions. The opponents of 
the cessation of test explosions have talked their way into the paradox 
that the continuance of nuclear test explosions is essential in order to 
inhibit the armaments race. For instance, the Foreign Minister of 
France, Mr. Couve de Murville, addressing a plenary meeting of the 
General Assembly on 25 September of this year, strange as it may 
seem, spoke in defence of the continued testing of nuclear weapons on 
the grounds that such testing was a boon to mankind because those 
tests drew the attention of the people to the problem of disarmament. 
Mr. Couve de Murville said, “Once the tests are stopped, silence will

1 Ante, doc. 285.
* Ante, doc. 286.
8 Foreign Affairs, Oct 1958, p. 16.
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reign”. In other words, there would be nothing to remind the people 
of the seriousness of the danger of the armaments race in the nuclear 
weapons field. Mr. Couve de Murville continued that, “no one will 
speak of disarmament any more”.1

Those are the bizarre arguments which, if continued, may lead to 
another absurd and monstrous inference, that wars themselves are use
ful to mankind because they bring such horrors in their wake that they 
are the best means of stimulating a campaign to turn public opinion 
against war and toward disarmament. They are presumably the test 
of the destructive effects of war. This verbal pretext was required 
by Mr. Couve de Murville in order to justify France’s preparations 
to carry out the testing of nuclear weapons, even while talks are to 
take place in Geneva.

In order to stop the dangerous nuclear armaments race and to 
protect mankind from the hazards and the consequences of atomic 
and hydrogen explosions, the testing of nuclear weapons should be 
stopped. Agreement on this question could be achieved straight away 
if the Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom 
would manifest their good will with regard to the attainment of such 
an agreement. The solution of this question now depends upon them, 
and upon them alone, because the Soviet Union for its part is prepared 
forthwith to sign such an agreement.

It is well known that the majority of authoritative scientists always 
considered that the establishment of control over the observance of 
an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests is entirely within the 
realm of possibility. The Soviet Union as early as 1955 proposed 
the cessation of nuclear tests and came out for the establishment of 
an international commission to control the agreement on the cessation 
of tests.2 In June 1957, in the London negotiations, the Soviet Union 
was the first to come out with the idea for the establishment of control 
posts to observe the cessation of tests.8 I t proposed that stations of

1 “. . . the world would have lost the strongest incentive to nuclear disarma
ment, which now urges it on despite all difficulties. I am referring (not to 
mention the wish of those in possession of the weapon not to increase the number 
of atomic Powers), to the Irresistible pressure of international public opinion. 
Public opinion is in fact only kept awake to the nuclear problem by the announce* 
ment of tests which periodically remind them of the gravity of the danger. 
Once the tests had ceased, there would be no more publicity, manufacture would 
continue in secret and there would be no further mention of disarmament. That 
is why the cessation of tests can only be conceived within the framework of 
effective nuclear disarmament We shall not weary of repeating this, because 
the welfare of mankind is at stake.” (General Assembly Official Records: 758th 
Plenary Meeting, Sept. 25,1958, p. 153.) Italics added. The French text of the 
italicized sentence reads as follows: “Les experiences arrGMes, le silence se fera, 
les fabrications se poursuivront dans le secret des arsenaux et nul neparlera plus 
de dGsarmement” (ibid., French edition, p. 159).

a See ante, doc. 112.
* Ante, doc. 205.
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this kind should be distributed over the territories of the Soviet 
Union, the United States, the United Kingdom and the Pacific area 
in general.

If  anyone still has any misgivings or doubts on the practicability 
of control oyer the cessation of nuclear weapons tests, then now, 
after the completion of the proceedings of the Geneva Conference 
of Experts from the West and East, one may state with confidence 
that the false and utterly unscientific myth of the impossibility for 
the establishment of control over these measures—circulated by cer
tain circles in the West which are not interested in the cessation of 
tests—has been annihilated.

The experts of eight countries who met in Geneva reached the 
unanimous conclusion that any nuclear explosion can be detected and 
that effective control over the cessation of the testing of nuclear 
weapons is entirely within the realm of possibility. The report of 
the experts says that “it is technically feasible to establish . . .  a 
workable and effective control system to detect the violations of an 
agreement on the world-wide suspension of nuclear weapons tests.”

The report also noted that “whatever the precautionary meas
ures adopted by a violator he could not be guaranteed against 
exposure . . .”.1

The report of the experts, as is well known called for the establish
ment of 160 to 170 land control posts, suitably equipped. Moreover, 
control posts should be set up on the open seas, on ten suitable ships. 
The conclusions of the Conference of Experts fully confirm the 
validity of the point of view which has been consistently advocated 
by the Soviet Union to the effect that control over the testing of 
nuclear weapons is completely possible and is not so very compli
cated after all. The Soviet Government has thoroughly examined 
the proceedings of the Conference of Experts at Geneva, and deems 
it essential to announce that it agrees with all the conclusions and 
recommendations concerning the system of control over a complete 
cessation of nuclear tests, as contained in the report of the experts. 
We agree to them. It is now up to the Western Powers and not up 
to the Soviet Union. So far as I  know, neither the United States 
or the United Kingdom has declared that they fully endorse all the 
conclusions and recommendations of the Conference of Experts.

Sharing as it does the ardent desire of the peoples of the world 
that the test explosions of nuclear weapons should be stopped, not 
in words but in deeds, the Soviet Union has bent every effort to open 
the door practically to the concurrent and simultaneous cessation of 
the testing of atomic and hydrogen bombs. Toward the end of March 
of this year the Soviet Government, as is well known, took a decision 
unilaterally to stop the testing of all types of atomic and nuclear

1 Ante, doc. 284.
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weapons.1 The Soviet Government appeals to the United States and 
the United Kingdom to follow suit so that the testing of atomic and 
hydrogen bombs should be stopped everywhere and for all time.

The wide support throughout the world for the decision of the 
Soviet Government unilaterally to stop nuclear tests explosions is 
eloquently confirmed by the fact that the Governments of States with 
an aggregate population of almost two-thirds of the population of 
the globe announced their approval of the actions of the Soviet Union. 
The initiative of the Soviet Union commanded attention and support 
from the representatives of all strata of the population from all 
corners of the globe.

How did the Governments of the Western Powers respond to this 
peace-loving step of the Soviet Government? The United States 
responded to this generous initiative of the Soviet Union by a grandi
ose series of nuclear tests in the Pacific. Within the last period the 
United States alone, carried out about two score test explosions of 
nuclear weapons. The United Kingdom likewise proceeded to a 
series of tests of nuclear weapons in the Pacific. Thus the date of 
31 October proposed by the Governments of the United States2 and 
the United Kingdom3 for the beginning of the negotiations and as 
the starting date for a one-year cessation of nuclear test explosions 
was especially chosen in order to enable the United States and the 
United Kingdom to carry out a new series of nuclear tests in the 
State of Nevada and in the Pacific Ocean. In its note of 22 August4 
the British Government stated openly that it was beginning a series 
of tests at the present time. In acting thus the United States and 
the United Kingdom have demonstrated that they prefer the continu
ation of the nuclear armaments race and seek to utilize the unilateral 
cessation of tests by the Soviet Union for their own military ad
vantage and for their own military interest.

In the circumstances the Soviet Union obviously was unable to dis
regard the urgent and legitimate interests of the security of the 
Soviet State. The Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, Nikita Sergeivitch Khrushchev, answering questions asked 
by a Pravda correspondent, stated on 30 [29] August 1958 in this 
connexion that the Soviet Union, “is of course unable to accept that 
as a result of such actions by the Western Powers, the interests of the 
security of the Soviet State should be impaired”.5

Recalling the decisions of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR of 31 
March which stated that in the event other Powers possessing atomic 
and hydrogen weapons should continue to test such weapons, and that

1 Ante, doc. 252.
3 Ante, doc. 285.
9 Ante, doc. 286.
4 Idem .
* Ante, doc. 288.
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in that event the Government of the USSR should be free to act in the 
question of carrying out of tests of nuclear and hydrogen weapons 
with the interests of the security of the Soviet Union in mind or 
with due account for this interest of the Soviet Union, Mr. Khru
shchev declared “the actions of the United States and of the United 
Kingdom which run athwart the will of the peoples, relieve the So
viet Union of the obligation which it unilaterally assumed, counting 
on the good will of the Governments of the Western Powers on the 
question of the immediate and complete cessation of the testing of 
nuclear weapons”.

That is why the Soviet Union, some days ago, resumed its tests 
in the interests of the security of the Soviet Union. I t  was com
pelled to do so by the United States and by the United Kingdom 
which continued their tests of nuclear weapons. As announced by 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Andrei 
Gromyko,1 the Soviet Union, in determining the time-limit for the 
cessation of its tests cannot fail to take into account the interests of 
its security. With this in mind and likewise from the point of view 
of parity with other countries which possess nuclear weapons, the 
Soviet Union has all grounds to stop its tests only when it will have 
carried out an equal number as were carried out by the United States 
and the United Kingdom together as allies, after cessation by the 
Soviet Union of its tests of nuclear weapons on 31 March of this year. 
I t  goes without saying that we know that before 31 March the United 
States carried out a substantially larger number of tests than the 
Soviet Union.

Today the Press published a report that the United States has car
ried out 140 nuclear tests, and the United Kingdom has carried out 
21 nuclear test explosions. In other words the United States and the 
United Kingdom together have carried out 161 nuclear test explo
sions whereas the Soviet Union, to judge by reports in the American 
Press, has carried about 60.2 Consequently, in the period preceding
31 March the Soviet Union was already in a position of inequality 
with the United States.

1 In his address of Sept. 18, 1958, Mr. Gromyko said that the continuation of 
testing by the U.S. and the U.K. after Mar. 31 “released the Soviet Union from 
Its pledge not to carry out atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, a commitment 
which it undertook in the hope that the Western Powers would follow suit 
Obviously the Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom went 
a Uttle too far, aUowing themselves to be carried away by the idea of continu
ing to devise and test new types of nuclear weapons while the Soviet Union 
would sit with folded hands watching what they were doing and would not 
draw from -the situation the appropriate conclusions in the interests of its 
own security.” (General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, 750th 
Plenary Meeting, p. 24.)

* See New York Times, Oct 10,1958, p. 9.
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Nevertheless, having in mind the Geneva conferences and if the 
United States and the United Kingdom accept an immediate cessa
tion of the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons for all time, we 
are prepared to stop our tests as well. I t goes without saying that 
the full onus of responsibility for the situation that has arisen is 
borne by the Governments of the United States and the United King
dom which have rejected the proposal of the Soviet Union for an 
immediate cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons and which 
have answered unilateral cessation of tests by the Soviet Union with 
an unprecedentedly intensive and powerful series of tests of nuclear 
weapons.

As for the situation which obtains on this question now, we must 
say that the positions of the Governments of the United States and 
the United Kingdom on the question of the cessation of the testing 
of nuclear weapons, as set out in the statements of the President of 
the United States, Mr. Eisenhower, and the statement of the British 
Government of 22 August, are in effect negative. The statements 
of these Powers hedge in the cessation of tests with conditions and 
reservations which reduce to naught their announced readiness to stop 
the tests.

Previously, the Governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom linked the question of the cessation of tests of nuclear weap
ons with an effective system of control. Now, when the positive out
come of the Geneva Conference of Experts has eliminated this 
argument, they have shifted into the foreground the condition of the 
achievement of agreement on other disarmament measures as a pre
requisite even though it is well known that it has been impossible 
to reach agreement on those questions owing precisely to the position 
of the Western Powers, which have frustrated any agreement on 
questions of disarmament. Mr. Lodge’s speech this morning1 fully 
confirms that this is in fact the position of the United States. Thus, 
for their part, the Western Powers are doing everything in their 
power in order to barricade and block the way to agreement on the 
cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons.

One might have thought that now that the experts had proved that 
effective control over the cessation of tests was entirely possible and 
practically feasible, there would be no further grounds for procrasti
nation and the United States would immediately announce the uncon
ditional cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons. But, as we see, 
the United States prefers to act and to move in the reverse direction.

There are quite a few sober and intelligent people in the United 
States who are alarmed by the attitude of the Government of the 
United States on this question. Characteristic in this respect is the

1 Ante, doc. 300.
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statement of a member of the House of Representatives of the United 
States, Mr. Holifield, who noted that

“the proposal of Mr. Eisenhower on 22 August on the cessation 
of the testing of nuclear weapons casts doubt on the sincerity of 
the intentions of the United States Government and is a tragic 
continuation of the fruitless and unsuccessful Dulles policy which 
has been incapable of demonstrating to world public opinion any 
sincerity on our part of the quest for peace.” 1
In this connexion, the negative attitude of the leaders of the United 

States and the United Kingdom here in this Committee on the ques
tion of priority for the matter of the cessation of tests is likewise 
indicative, as is the attitude of the ruling circles of the United States 
and the United Kingdom on the proposal of the Soviet Union to hold 
a conference at Geneva on a foreign ministers’ level, a proposal which 
was made in the interests of the rapid signature of an agreement on 
the cessation of tests.

Since the United States and the United Kingdom continue under 
various pretexts to sidestep an immediate and unconditional cessa
tion of the testing of nuclear weapons, it is essential and imperative 
for the General Assembly to consider this important question and 
exert its powerful impact on the Governments of the United States 
and the United Kingdom, because on them and on them alone now 
depends the cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons. If the 
General Assembly should succeed in so doing, then we suppose that 
nuclear testing can be stopped by all States and for all time.

Intent on achieving agreement on the question of the cessation of 
nuclear tests as rapidly as posssible, the Soviet Government has 
agreed to begin negotiations on this question on 31 October with the 
Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom. We 
are coming to these negotiations with a clear and forthright pro
gramme. As stated by the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of 
the USSR, Nikita Sergei Khrushchev, in answer to a question of a 
correspondent of Pravda concerning the cessation of the testing of 
these weapons,

“Negotiations must have the purpose of concluding an agreement 
for the cessation of the testing of all types of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons by all States for all time. Only in that event will the 
negotiations answer the interests of the peoples and not be used 
as a screen to cover up an unwillingness to search for and find 
agreement.” 2

1 For the text of Representative Holifield’s statement of Aug. 22, see the Coiv-
gre8sional Record, vol. 104, pt. 15, pp. 19245-19246.

3 Ante, doc. 288.
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The Soviet delegation has submitted to the First Committee a draft 
resolution for the immediate cessation of the testing of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, which has now been distributed in document 
A/C.1/L.203, as the Chairman has announced. This draft resolution:

“Calls upon all States carrying out atomic and hydrogen weapons 
tests immediately to halt such tests,

“Recommends that States possessing nuclear weapons should 
enter into negotiations with a view to the conclusion of an 
appropriate agreement between them.’51
The draft resolution would have the Assembly express its will 

clearly and forthrightly for the immediate cessation of all tests. This 
would meet the universal clamour of the peoples of all countries.

The Soviet delegation expresses the hope that this proposal, which 
is in keeping with the interests of all States, will have the approval 
and support of all States Members of the United Nations. We are 
profoundly convinced that approval by the General Assembly of the 
draft resolution on the cessation of the testing of atomic and hydro
gen weapons would have far-reaching and favourable implications 
and consequences with regard to making the whole international 
atmosphere safer and sounder and, moreover, would clear the way 
for the solution of a host of other important international problems.

As regards other items in the field of disarmament on the agenda 
of our Committee, the Soviet delegation will take the opportunity to 
speak on them in due course.

302. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General As
sembly, October 10, 19582 .

I  wish to take just a moment under the right of reply. Mr. Zorin 
has given you words about the United States position; I  should like 
to give you some facts. The United States position on suspension of 
nuclear weapons tests is not conditional on the existence of an entire 
disarmament plan. I  say it is not conditional. We will suspend for 
one year, without controls, unless the Soviet Union continues testing 
during that period. And we are ready to extend our suspension in
definitely as long as each year we know that the inspection system is 
working and we are making reasonable progress on other aspects of 
disarmament.

1 Ante, doc. 298.
2 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.945, p. 51.
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Furthermore, we are in favour of comprehensive disarmament. I t  
is the fact that the Soviet Union has always prevented an agreement 
on this which has impelled us to go ahead on test suspension as some
thing which may be possible of attainment. But we shall continue to 
work for comprehensive disarmament. In one breath, Mr. Zorin crit
icizes us for not being in favour of a comprehensive plan; in the next 
breath, he criticizes us for not being in favour of going ahead on an 
individual basis. No matter what we do, we are wrong, according to 
Mr. Zorin.

Our policy has evolved, as anyone knows who can remember last 
year. Mr. Zorin would have you believe that it has not evolved.

Future historians may be able to explain why the Soviet Union, in 
this year of 1958, thought it worthwhile to make these flagrant and 
obvious distortions of United States policy, even including the im
puting to us of unworthy motives in this Committee, which contains 
many of the most sophisticated and the most experienced men in the 
world in the field of diplomacy and of world politics. Surely he 
cannot hope to delude the members of this Committee. Maybe his 
hope is that bits and pieces of these distortions will find their way 
into the world press and will influence the public. But here, too, he 
underestimates the public and its knowledge of what the truth 
really is.

303. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Reduction of 
the Soviet, American, British, and French Mili
tary Budgets by 10 to 15 Percent and the Use of Part 
of the Savings So Effected for Assistance to the Under
developed Countries, October 10 ,19581

The General Assembly,
Considering that inflated military expenditures, reflecting the con

tinuing armaments race, are disrupting the economies of many States 
and lowering the level of living of the peoples,

XU.N. doc. A/C.1/L.204, Oct. 10, 1958. Rejected by the First Committee on 
Oct 31, by a vote of 10-39-32. The Soviet bloc and Indonesia voted in favor, 
and the following nations abstained: Afghanistan, Austria, Burma, Cambodia, 
Ceylon, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Ghana, Iceland, India, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, 
Israel, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Pakistan, 
Panama, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Sweden, Tunisia, the United Arab Republic, 
Yemen, and Yugoslavia.
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Noting that a reduction in military expenditures, while helping to' 
bring about a slackening of the armaments race and a relaxation of 
international tension, would at the same time make it possible not 
only to reduce the burden of taxation but also to allocate substantial 
sums for assistance to the under-developed countries,

1. Recommends that the Governments of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United States of America, the United King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and France should 
assume an undertaking to reduce their military budgets by not less 
than 10 to 15 per cent;

2. Calls on the aforementioned States to allocate for assistance 
to the under-developed countries a certain part of the funds released 
through the reduction of military budgets, to be used in carrying out 
the most urgent projects for the economic and industrial development 
of the under-developed countries.

304. Statement by the British Representative (Noble) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, Octo
ber 14,19581

I should like to preface my statement by referring to the remarks 
with which the representative of the Soviet Union opened his speech 
at our meeting last Friday.2 Mr. Zorin said that he had been dis
appointed by the statement of my colleague from the United States.5

His disappointment can scarcely have been as great as the disap
pointment that I  felt at listening to the statement which Mr. Zorin 
made himself. I  certainly did not find this an encouraging start to 
our debate. In considering it over the weekend, I have been reminded 
of another Soviet statement which was made by Mr. Kuznetsov al
most a year ago in this Committee.

I refer to Mr. Kuznetsov’s statement on 4 November last year- He 
complained that the proposals of the Western Powers, which formed 
the basis of the resolution adopted later in that session, were in sub
stance an ultimatum. He declared that the Soviet Government was 
willing to negotiate on disarmament, and that various forms of 
negotiation were possible. “But,” Mr. Kuznetsov went on—and I 
now quote from the verbatim record of what he said—“But, of course,

1 U.N. doc. A/C.l/PV. 948, Oct. 14,1958, pp. 21-40.
* Ante, doc. 301.
* Ante, doc. 300.
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all of this is feasible on one condition: that the proposals advanced 
are not in the form of ultimatums.” 1

Mr. Kuznetsov’s speech on that occasion was itself an ultimatum, 
because it was on that occasion that he declared the Soviet Govern
ment’s intention to boycott further discussion in the Disarmament 
Commission and its Sub-Committee if the Assembly were to endorse 
the substance of the Western proposals, as in fact the Assembly later 
did by 56 votes against 9.

Last Friday, it seems to me, the Soviet representative confronted 
us with another ultimatum. He said in effect that if the United 
Kingdom and the United States do not accept the arbitrary proce
dure demanded by the Soviet Union for dealing with the problem of 
nuclear weapons tests, then the Soviet Union is forthwith going to 
conduct another large series of nuclear tests of its own. If we are 
to reach the agreements on disarmament which the peoples of the 
world so ardently desire, it will not be by methods such as these.

I  hope I am right, however, in thinking that it is too early to take 
this as the Soviet Government’s last word on the subject.
, I  hope I  am right in taking the same view as our Secretary-General, 

when he said in his memorandum on the general disarmament item,2 
that taken as a whole, the disarmament picture is not altogether dis
couraging. I believe that sums up the present situation correctly.

On the one hand, another year has passed without any actual agree
ment to disarm; on the other hand, a new opportunity in certain 
aspects of; the disarmament problem has been developed and, as a 
result, I think we now have a better hope of some limited agreement, 
given goodwill on both sides, than at any recent session of the 
Assembly.

But for this new opportunity, the prospect would have been dis
couraging indeed. Here in the United Nations, where the main 
responsibility for disarmament is vested, it has been a year without 
progress; almost, indeed, a year without discussion.

At our last session, by a clear two-thirds majority, the Assembly 
adopted a resolution8 pointing the way for further discussion and 
negotiation within the United Nations so as to carry on the work of 
the Disarmament Sub-Committee in London.

At the same time, the membership of the Disarmament Commission 
was enlarged4 in an effort to meet the wishes of the Soviet Union and 
many other Member States. But there has been no further negotia-

1 A/C.1/PV.890, p. 6 [citation in original].
* A/3936, p. 1 [citation in original].
8 Ante, doc. 233.
4 Ante, doc. 235.
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tion or discussion in the United Nations, and the Disarmament Com
mission has been unable even to meet.

These have been the results of that earlier Soviet ultimatum to 
which I  referred just now. Mr. Kuznetsov accused us last year of 
seeking to impose a resolution on the General Assembly; but the only 
State which has in fact imposed its will on the Assembly is the Soviet 
Union, which has been able to prevent all further discussion on the 
basis of proposals endorsed by a majority of the Assembly.

It is right that these facts should be remembered, for they should 
be taken into account in making any just estimate of the respective 
positions of the great Powers. But though we should consider the 
past, it is still more important to look to the future. As Mr. Selwyn 
Lloyd said in the general debate last month: “We have to deal with 
the facts as they are, and recrimination is not a policy.551 Our policy 
is to go on trying to find agreement.

In pursuing this policy we have always recognized, as I myself 
made clear in our debate last year, that there can be no effective agree
ment without the full and free participation of the Soviet-Union*

So, when we found progress blocked for the time being within the 
United Nations, we had to look for ways of making progress outside 
the Organization. We have tried, for example, to bring about ade
quate and constructive preparation for a summit conference of the 
great Powers. Constructive preparation for such a conference has so 
far proved impossible, however, because the Soviet Government will 
only contemplate a discussion based on their own agenda proposals 
and have returned no answer to our suggestion for overcoming the 
difficulty created by the fact that we each have different sets of pro
posals.

Then when the Soviet G6vemment, on 31 March of this year, made 
their announcement2 proclaiming the suspension of Soviet nuclear 
weapons tests, my Government saw another opportunity.

1 In his address of Sept. 25, 1958, Mr. Lloyd said: “But for nearly a year the 
Soviet Union has blocked the work of the United Nations in the field of disar
mament. The Soviet Government can do this because it is relatively impervious 
to the feelings of public opinion. I do ask the Assembly to consider, however, 
what would have been the reaction throughout the world if a Western Govern
ment had behaved so obdurately and had declared such a boycott of the United 
Nations machinery, as did the Soviet Government after the twelfth session of 
the General Assembly. The fact is that no democratic Government would be 
allowed by its pubUc opinion to act in such a way.

“I feel justified in reminding the Assembly of this contrast in attitudes. But
I do not wish to dwell on i t  We have to deal with) facets as they are, and 
recrimination is not a policy. Our policy is to go on trying, trying to seek 
agreement where we can and when we can, without insisting too much on 
questions of prestige or forms of procedure.” (General Assembly Official 
Records: Thirteenth Session, 758th Plenary Meeting, p. 147.)

a Ante, doc. 252.
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With the United States Government1 we immediately renewed 
our invitation to the Soviet Government to appoint scientific experts 
to study the possibility 0f detecting violations of an agreement on the 
suspension of nuclear weapons tests. From that invitation, as my 
colleagues all know, there resulted the Geneva conference of scientists 
in July and August this year. That conference came to the conclu
sion that it is technically feasible to establish a workable and effective 
control system to detect violations of an agreement on the world-wide 
suspension of nuclear weapons tests with the capabilities and limita
tions indicated in the scientists’ report.2

Mr. Zorin, I  note, has suggested that perhaps my Government does 
not accept those conclusions. On the contrary, it was precisely be
cause we both accepted and welcomed them that Her Majesty’s Gov
ernment issued its statement on 22 August,8 the very day after the 
presentation of the scientists’ report. I  cannot understand why Mr. 
Zorin should cast doubt on our attitude, when the second paragraph 
of our statement of 22 August begins:

“It is now established that effective international control over a
suspension of nuclear weapons tests is technically possible.”

Nothing could be clearer than that.
Because we accepted this, we went on in this same statement on 

22 August to declare our readiness to enter into negotiations with 
other Governments which had tested nuclear weapons, with a view 
to concluding an agreement for the suspension of nuclear weapons 
tests under effective international control. These negotiations are 
now due to begin at Geneva on the 31st of this month.

At the same time, as an earnest of our desire to reach agreement 
at these negotiations and to facilitate their progress, we also an
nounced on 22 August that the United Kingdom would discontinue 
nuclear test explosions for a period of one year from 31 October, if 
the negotiations began on that date as proposed, and provided the 
Soviet Government would also discontinue testing in that period.

We stated furthermore that we would refrain from testing for 
further successive one-year periods, provided the Soviet Government 
would do the same, and provided satisfactory progress was being made 
towards the installation of effective international controls over the 
suspension of nuclear weapons tests and towards the adoption and 
execution of measures of real disarmament.

From these developments we now have before us an immensely 
important opportunity of making real progress.

1 Ante, doc. 260.
* Ante, doc. 284.
* Ante, doc. 286.
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Added to this, we now have the prospect that qualified persons will 
be meeting in Geneva on 10 November to discuss the technical aspects 
of measures of inspection against the possibility of surprise attack.

Thus we have had one successful technical conference and we are 
about to embark upon the political negotiations necessary to follow 
it up by practical agreement. We have a second technical conference 
pending and of course we hope that it too may be followed by political 
negotiations and practical agreement.

These developments have done much to compensate for the dead
lock in the United Nations and indeed have made the past year, on 
balance, a good deal more encouraging than its predecessors. I  be
lieve also that these results have been a notable vindication both of 
the patience and of the policy of the Western Powers.

I  would remind the Committee that it was Mr. Selwyn Lloyd who 
first proposed technical talks of this kind in the Disarmament Sub- 
Committee, well over a year ago.1 At the time, the proposal was 
rejected by Mr. Zorin almost with scorn.2 We persisted, and time has 
justified us.

As we look into the future it is, I  think, clear that the question 
of nuclear weapons tests and the prospects of the forthcoming nego
tiations on this subject are the matters uppermost in the minds of 
most delegations at this session of the Assembly. I t can hardly be 
otherwise, for this is where we are closest to some real agreement.

The Committee now has before it three draft resolutions dealing 
wholly or partly with this matter. In the light of these draft resolu
tions and after the statement of the Soviet representative last Fri
day, I think it is now possible to define what are the main points at 
issue, and I  now propose to explain these points as I  see them.

The first point is that my delegation and the other sixteen delega
tions sponsoring our draft resolution8 (document A/C.1/L.205) be
lieve that the General Assembly will best serve our common cause 
by giving its encouragement to these negotiations and by urging the 
parties, in the words of the draft resolution, to “make every effort to 
reach early agreement on the suspension of nuclear weapons tests 
under effective international control”.

The Soviet delegation, on the other hand, is urging the Assembly 
to take a decision on the subject matter of the Geneva negotiations 
before those negotiations even take place. This was pointed out 
forcefully by the representative of Brazil in his speech this morning.

1 Mr. Lloyd presented the Western proposals of July 2, 1957 (ante, doc. 209)
at the Disarmament Subcommittee meeting of that date (DC/SC.1/PV.128).

3 Ante, doc. 212.
* Substantially identical with the preamble and sections I-IV of the resolu

tion adopted Nov. 4,1958 {post, doc. 314).
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In a matter where the vital interests of national and world security 
are at stake, I  do not think enduring arrangements can be arrived at 
in this way. The solution of disarmament problems must be the 
result of agreement. Agreement, in turn, must be the result of nego
tiation and of the free meeting of minds. I t  would be unrealistic 
to try to commit the nuclear Powers to a particular course of action 
before they have had full opportunity for negotiation amongst them
selves. Likewise, the three nuclear Powers cannot commit other 
Powers in their absence.

If  the three can reach agreement, then we shall certainly hope to 
broaden that agreement by associating other States with it as quickly 
as may be practicable. I  think the Assembly will agree that the first 
need is for the three testing Powers to reach agreement amongst 
themselves. And if they do so it will be a great achievement and pro
vide the only solid foundation for further progress.

Mr. Zorin’s two statements to this Committee have given the im
pression that the Soviet Government regards the forthcoming 
conference in Geneva as little more than a formality in which no sub
stantial negotiations will be required.

Let me make it clear that Her Majesty’s Government regards the 
Geneva negotiations as extremely important and, indeed, crucial. 
They are bound to involve complex, and perhaps, in some cases, 
contentious, issues of a practical kind.

The scientists have agreed on the technical feasibility of controls, 
but agreement has yet to be reached on their practical organization 
and application. We have to lay down the political structure of a 
control organization, with all its powers, its safeguards, and its func
tions, such as will ensure that the technical aspect of its work can 
be effectively carried out.

There must be an accord on these matters if we are to reach the 
desired goal of an agreement for the suspension of nuclear weapons 
tests under effective international control.

The second point at issue is this: my Government believes that, 
if an effective control system can be agreed and established, the sus
pension of tests can continue indefinitely provided that there is also 
satisfactory progress as regards measures of real disarmament.

Our ultimate aim is of course the final cessation of all nuclear 
weapons tests, because that is part of the aim of comprehensive dis
armament, which we hold constantly before us. We want the 
cessation of tests with real disarmament, because only so will real 
security be achieved.

Now the Soviet Union objects to our desire to link the continued 
suspension, and final cessation, of tests with real disarmament. They 
want the test problem settled finally in isolation from anything else; 
they want us to agree now to renounce all nuclear weapons tests for
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ever, whether or not there is ever any real disarmament or agreement 
on a controlled organization.

In considering this difference of view I  would ask the Committee 
to remember what it is that we are really discussing here. The items 
under discussion refer to the problem of disarmament and to various 
individual aspects of that problem. That is quite correct as far as 
it goes, but, of course, the fundamental question is not simply dis
armament, but the question of peace and security and the right of all 
peoples to live in freedom without fear. Disarmament is only valu
able in so far as it contributes to that end.

Now, I  believe that most of us here recognize that the suspension 
or cessation of nuclear weapons tests is not in itself disarmament, in 
the sense of a real reduction of armaments; on the contrary, it will 
leave a number of Powers to go on amassing nuclear weapons as 
much as they please. In itself, therefore, it can do little to assure 
greater peace and security. The suspension of tests may, however, 
be valuable and may contribute to peace and security because it may 
increase confidence and may help to bring about real disarmament.

This, I believe, has always been the Soviet contention. Let me 
quote some remarks by the Soviet Foreign Minister, Mr. Gromyko, 
in our debate last year, when he said:

“The suspension”—and you will notice that he was saying “suspen
sion” and not “cessation”—“of tests of nuclear weapons is not yet 
disarmament, but agreement on this question would have a tre
mendous positive effect in many respects . . . ” 1
Mr. Gromyko went on to say in what ways he thought the sus

pension of tests would have a positive effect. First, he said it would 
relax the international political atmosphere and increase confidence 
between States. Secondly, and I quote: “. . . it would facilitate 
agreement on the other aspects of disarmament, a fact which to our 
mind is indisputable.” That is what Mr. Gromyko said last year, 
and it is really very similar to what I am saying now.

Because of the success of the scientific conference at Geneva we are 
now in a position to put suspension of tests to the trial and to see 
whether in fact disarmament can be reached in that way. If Mr. 
Gromyko meant what he said, then the Soviet Union can have nothing 
to fear from our stipulation that the suspension of tests must in the 
long run be conditional upon progress towards real disarmament. 
Nor need the Soviet Government fear that we shall not give the 
suspension of tests a fair trial.

1 A/C.1/PV.867, p. 23 [citation in original]. In reply Ambassador Zorin 
stated that Commander Noble had been misled by an incorrect translation of 
the Russian word prekraahcheniye, which means “cessation” rather than “sus
pension” (A/C.1/PV.948).
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In his speech yesterday the Foreign Minister of Sweden said that 
it was his understanding that the Western Powers are asking for 
substantial disarmament measures in accordance with the Western 
disarmament programme being accepted and carried out when the 
time came for negotiations concerning the first prolongation of the 
agreement for suspension of tests, that is, within one year.

Now that is not the position of Her Majesty’s Government. The 
words used in the United Kingdom announcement of 22 August were 
as follows:

“Her Majesty’s Government will be prepared to refrain from nu
clear tests thereafter for further successive periods of one year 
provided that the Soviet Union will do the same, and that satis
factory progress has been made towards the installation of an effec
tive system of international control over the suspension of nuclear 
tests and towards the adoption and execution of measures of real 
disarmament.” 1
I  do not wish, of course, to anticipate the United Kingdom position 

at the Geneva negotiations as regards interpreting the words “sat
isfactory progress” but I  can assure the Committee that our inter
pretation will have due regard for what is reasonably and practically 
possible, given the time factor and the difficulties of the disarmament 
problem.

In the long run the only real safeguard of peace and security will 
be true disarmament, meaning the actual reduction of both nuclear 
and conventional armaments, together with effective measures of in
spection and control. If  we fail to achieve this, we must retain the 
possibility of preserving peace and security by other means; by means, 
that is, of the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons as at present.

We cannot commit ourselves now to the final and permanent cessa
tion of nuclear weapons tests without any assurance of real disarma
ment, because we cannot be sure whether in those circumstances peace 
and security could be maintained.

The Soviet Government says that because we take this view, we do 
not want disarmament. But I  believe that the Soviet position is 
really just the same as ours. Let me quote a remark by Mr. Khru
shchev in a speech to the Czechoslovak-Soviet Friendship Meeting in 
Moscow on 12 July of this year. Mr. Khrushchev said: “We shall 
never renounce our right to ensure our security. We recognize this 
inalienable right to others.” What does this mean, but that the 
security of the Soviet Union will always be the overriding factor 
in Soviet policy? Indeed, the recent resumption of Soviet nuclear

* Ante, doc. 286.
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weapons tests has been justified by Mr. Zorin on that very principle. 
Until the security of the Soviet Union is assured by a system of real 
disarmament, we must expect the Soviet Government to reserve the 
right, in the last resort, to develop the military potential necessary 
for its own security. We cannot deny them that right. All we ask 
is that, in the words of Mr. Khrushchev, they should recognize this 
inalienable right to others. And we are honestly and openly claiming 
that right.

I  now turn to the third and final point of issue. To facilitate the 
Geneva negotiations, the United States and the United Kingdom 
Governments have offered to suspend their nuclear weapons tests for 
one year if the Soviet Government will do the same.

In draft resolution A/C.1/L.205 submitted by seventeen Powers, 
we urge the parties involved in these negotiations at least not to 
undertake further testing of nuclear weapons while the negotiations 
are in progress. But the Soviet Government is now threatening to 
go ahead with their testing unless the Western Powers here and now 
agree to the Soviet proposal. That is the ultimatum to which I  re
ferred at the beginning of my speech.

I  can only hope that the Soviet Government will reconsider its 
position and will not do anything to prevent a suspension of tests 
as from 31 October.

The Soviet Government complains that the Western Governments 
continued testing after the Soviet announcement of last 31 March. 
But it must be remembered that immediately before that announce
ment in February and March of this year the Soviet Government 
carried out a very large series of tests itself. The Soviet Government 
complains that we actually announced further United Kingdom tests 
in our statement of 22 August about the Geneva negotiations. That 
is quite true, because we were still completing our planned 1957 series, 
as the Soviet Union had done before 31 March. Surely it is better 
to have announced our tests openly and honestly rather than leave 
them to be reported in the foreign Press, which seems to be Mr. 
Zorin’s source of information about his own country’s tests.

At all events, let me make it absolutely clear that our own offer 
of an initial one-year suspension of tests still holds good, and it is 
not affected by the recent resumption of Soviet tests. Once the nego
tiations begin in Geneva as planned, if the Soviet Government does 
not continue testing after that date, then our own tests will stop any
how for one year. And if satisfactory progress is made in the matters 
we have specified, there is no reason why the suspension should not 
go on indefinitely.

If the Geneva negotiations succeed, as we hope they will, if they 
lead to an agreement for the suspension of nuclear tests under inter
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national control, and if this agreement proves to be an effective step 
towards later measures of real disarmament, then we see no reason 
why the Powers concerned should ever find it necessary to resume 
their nuclear testing. I t is now up to the Soviet Union whether this 
hope can be turned into reality and whether nuclear tests need con
tinue after 31 October.

Before I close, let me now say a few words about the draft resolu
tion which stands in the name of seventeen delegations including my 
own, and which was explained by Mr. Lodge yesterday. The oper
ative paragraphs of this draft resolution are divided into four sec
tions, A, B, C and D.

Section A concerns the forthcoming negotiations at Geneva on nu
clear weapons tests, and I have already dealt with this.

Section B deals with the proposed technical talks at Geneva on 
measures against surprise attack. This is a field where there is 
already some agreement of principle, in that all parties to the dis
armament negotiations agree that there is need for measures of inspec
tion against surprise attack.

But it is a complex and only partially explored subject. What we 
now need, and what we hope to have in Geneva next month, is a fact
finding exercise of a purely technical kind. We hope this will be 
successful and will furnish the basis for political negotiation and 
agreement later on. As with the suspension of nuclear tests, the 
measures on inspection against surprise attack are not of course dis
armament in the sense of involving actual reductions of armed forces 
and armaments. But the virtue of an effective inspection system 
would be that it could contribute immensely to reducing the fears and 
tensions which have made progress in real disarmament so difficult. 
I t  is our hope that these talks on surprise attack may be another 
important step along the path to later agreement on real disarmament.

Section C of the draft resolution looks towards this goal of real 
disarmament. We are asking the Assembly to express its determin
ation that the opportunities now offered should be used to pursue 
that aim. One such opportunity lies in the technical approach so 
successfully developed as regards nuclear tests and, we hope, surprise 
attack. It may be, as our Secretary-General suggested, that technical 
discussions on other subjects will be found practicable and desirable. 
The great value of the technical approach lies in defining and reducing 
the area of any disarmament problem which must be left for political 
negotiations, with all its attendant difficulties.

But the approach has its limitations, and I think it proper to em
phasize that it can never in fact be a substitute for political negotia-
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tion and political agreement. But we certainly hope that success at 
the forthcoming Geneva conferences may open the way to further 
technical discussions, and the draft resolution rightly points to that.

Lastly, section D of the draft resolution deals with the relationship 
of the United Nations to the conferences at Geneva. My Govern
ment has noted, and it welcomes, what the Secretary-General says 
in his memorandum on this subject.1 It is not possible to say in ad
vance what precise arrangements may be desirable for associating the 
United Nations with any control or inspection systems; we shall have 
to see how the negotiations turn out. In the meantime, we are grate
ful for the Secretary-General’s offer of assistance and we shall do our 
share in keeping the United Nations properly informed.

I must, however, reaffirm the principle, which is restated in the 
preamble of the draft resolution, that the over-all responsibility 
for disarmament still lies with us here in the United Nations. As 
soon as possible we want to see substantive discussion of disarmament 
brought back within the United Nations framework so that the 
Organization may be enabled to discharge this responsibility 
effectively.

In conclusion, let me say this. The salient fact for the United 
Nations at this session is that one great opportunity lies at hand for 
reaching an agreement of substance in the disarmament field. The 
right use of this opportunity can create other opportunities and 
open the way to real and far-reaching progress at last.

My delegation and the other sixteen sponsoring delegations have 
shown in the draft resolution how we think the Assembly should 
encourage the right use of the opportunity before us. The Soviet 
Union, it seems, would prefer to stampede the Assembly into a hasty 
and unrealistic declaration.

Stampeding may sound like progress, but in reality it is not. Keal 
progress means advancing by negotiation, which is the only sure basis 
for commitments involving the peace and security of the world.

The United Kingdom Government has shown how it thinks this 
hnay be done; in its statement of 22 August, in the statement which I  
have just made and in the draft resolution which we have sponsored. 
I  earnestly hope that the Assembly will take the same view and will 
adopt the draft resolution of the seventeen Powers.

1 U.N. doc. A/3936*
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305. Revised Indian Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: The Dis
continuance of Atomic and Hydrogen Weapons 
Tests, October 14,19581

The General Assembly
Considering that the continuance of testing of nuclear and thermo

nuclear weapons has not only increased the hazards to man and his 
environment but would tend to encourage an increasing number of 
countries to manufacture and test such weapons, thereby adding to 
the risks of the annihilation of civilization,

Noting that the Report of the United Nations Scientific Committee 
on the Effects of Atomic Radiation2 confirms the widespread appre
hension and concern regarding the effects of ionizing radiation,

Welcoming the Report of the Conference of Experts to Study the 
Possibility of Detecting Violations of a Possible Agreement on the 
Suspension of Nuclear Tests8 (A/3897) which indicates that it is 
technically and scientifically practicable to establish the arrangements 
and controls necessary to ensure the observance of an agreement on 
the discontinuance of such tests,

Welcoming further the decision of the States which are now testing 
such weapons to meet in a conference commencing 31 October 1958, 
with a view to reaching agreement on the discontinuance of such tests,

1. Calls for the immediate discontinuance of the testing of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons until agreement is reached by the States con
cerned in regard to the technical arrangements and controls considered 
necessary to ensure the observance of the discontinuance of such tests;

2. Considers that such an agreement is imperative and does not 
brook delay and therefore urges the conference at Geneva to deal 
with this matter on an urgent basis and reach speedy agreement;

3. Requests the States concerned to report to the General Assembly 
their agreement on the arrangements necessary in connexion with 
the discontinuance by them of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests in 
order that the Assembly may take steps forthwith, thereafter, to 
extend the operation of the agreement to all States;

x U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.202/Rev. 1, Oct. 14, 1958. The original Indian resolu
tion (A/L. 246) was introduced Oct. 5. The revised resolution was cosponsored 
by the following countries: Afghanistan, Burma, Cambodia, Ceylon, Ghana, 
India, Indonesia, Iraq, Morocco, Nepal, the United Arab Republic, and Yemen. 
On Nov. 4 it was rejected by the General Assembly, by a vote of 41-27-13.

* Ante, doc. 273.
9 Ante, doc. 284.
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4. Further calls upon all other States to desist from embarking 
upon the testing of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons pending the 
completion of action as set out in paragraph 3 of this resolution;

5. Requests the Secretary-General to render such assistance and 
provide such services as may be asked for and required by the Con
ference on Nuclear Tests commencing at Geneva on 31 October 1958.

306. Irish Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Further Dis
semination of Nuclear Weapons, October 17, 1958 1

The General Assembly
1. Recognizing that the aim of the United Nations in the field of dis

armament is an effective general agreement on the prohibition of 
atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruction which will 
provide for the cessation of the production of such weapons, the 
destruction of existing stocks and the progressive limitation of con
ventional armaments,

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.206, Oct. 17, 1958. Par. 2 of the resolution was approved 
by the First Committee (Oct. 31, 1958), by a vote of 37-0-44. The following 
countries voted in favor: Albania, Bulgaria, Burma, the Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, Ceylon, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Malaya, 
Finland, Ghana, Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, 
Liberia, Libya, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Pakistan, Panama, Poland, Rumania, 
Sudan, Sweden, Tunisia, Ukraine, the U.S.S.R., the United Arab Republic, 
Venezuela, and Yemen. The following countries abstained: Afghanistan, Argen
tina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Cambodia, Canada, China, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, 
France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Laos, 
Lebanon, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Thailand, 
Turkey, the Union of South Africa, the United Kingdom, the United States, 
Uruguay, and Yugoslavia. The Irish representative expressed his gratification 
that there had been no opposing votes. Since he did not wish to press any 
particular method for dealing with the contents of par. 2, he withdrew the 
resolution (A/3974, Nov. 3, 1958, p. 11).

Irish amendments (A/C.1/L.207) to the 17-power resolution (A/C.1/L.205) 
urged the parties to the Geneva negotiations not to furnish nuclear weapons to 
any other nations while the negotiations were in progress, or during any test 
suspension period which might be agreed to. The amendments also urged other 
states to refrain from trying to manufacture nuclear weapons during the same 
periods. The Irish representative withdrew the amendments on Oct. 31, 1958 
(A/3974, p. 8).
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2. Recognizing further that the danger now exists that an increase in 
the number of States possessing nuclear weapons may occur aggravat
ing international tension and the difficulty of maintaining world peace 
and thus rendering more difficult the attainment*of the general dis
armament agreement envisaged in paragraph 1,

3. Decides to establish an ad hoc Committee to study the dangers in
herent in the further dissemination of nuclear weapons, and recom
mend to the fourteenth session of the General Assembly appropriate 
measures for averting these dangers.

307. Statement by the French Representative (Moch) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, Octo
ber 20 ,19581

Mr. Chairman, I wish to congratulate you very cordially on your 
election. I should also like to congratulate the other officers of this 
Committee, your colleagues, on their elections. I know that you will 
be able to draw from this debate all that it can yield for peace.

Before setting forth the position of France, forgive me if I  begin 
with a personal word; it is important to what I  have to say. My 
presence here this year, as in the seven preceding years, is evi
dence of the continuity of French policy in matters of peace and 
disarmament.

A few hours before I  boarded my plane from Paris on 9 October, 
the head of our Government, General de Gaulle, whom I had gone 
to see with our Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Couve de Murville, 
repeatedly and very forcefully stressed the primordial nature of 
disarmament and the three-fold necessity to defend its general prin
ciples more persuasively than ever: to set forth once again, clearly 
and frankly, the immediate measures suggested by France; and 
finally, to endeavour to initiate solid achievements, in other words, a 
lessening of the risks of conflict and a lightening of the burden that 
men must bear.

During the general debate sixty-one heads of delegation devoted 
part of their addresses to disarmament. What fetter proof could 
there be of our common anguish.

But I fear—and I say so frankly,—that the evolution during these 
past years of the general plan, of which we were all dreaming, to
wards partial and limited agreements, which are thought easier of 
realization, sometimes hides from us our essential objectives: to 
reduce armaments and the risks of conflict.

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.955, Oct. 20, 1958, pp. 2^31.
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France, having accepted this method of limited studies, certainly 
does not retract its former statements. Yet these studies must be a 
step forward along the road to disarmament, not an illusion from 
which each would suffer in the end, nor the sanctioning of a status quo 
which everyone thinks unfortunate.

I am referring here especially to two points that have been debated 
at length: the halting of atomic tests and the reduction of military 
budgets.

It is easy to understand that everyone would like to see the halting 
of test explosions. However divergent may be the interpretations 
that are put on the report of the Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation,1 popular wisdom prefers that, when in doubt, we abstain. 
The halting of tests would stop radioactive fallout—the actual danger 
of which is open to discussion—would lead to a beginning of interna
tional control and would perhaps improve relations between the 
atomic Powers.

Nevertheless, we find ourselves already confronted with two oppos
ing interpretations, to which a third will soon be added. Some speak 
of the definitive cessation of tests; others of cessation for a year, con
ditionally renewable for twelve month periods—a difference difficult 
to resolve at Geneva at the end of the month.

I shall be careful not to choose between these theses. I  repeat, in 
the name of France, what I said here almost a year ago to the day, 
on 22 October 1957:

“ . . .  we too wish to end test explosions, but that is not
enough . . . We want more [than that] for peace.” 2

This was a thesis which was then common to the men of the West and 
which is still ours in 1958 as it was in 1957. It is my duty to make 
this clear today when, it seems, its defenders are becoming less 
numerous.

In itself, the halting of tests, whether temporary or definitive, does 
not constitute real progress towards peace, if the atomic Powers 
increase—or merely retain—stocks of nuclear weapons that are al
ready sufficient to destroy all life over vast stretches of the globe. 
Under one form or another, this measure furnishes a typical example 
of illusion and of the mere maintenance of the status quo: the illusion 
being the world’s hope following a decision that would by no means 
reduce the risks of war or those of a universal contamination; the 
status quo—and a detestable status quo—being the maintenance, un
changed or increased, of stocks of devastating weapons in certain 
arsenals.

1 See ante, doc. 273.
* A/C.1/PV.877, pp. 26 and 27 [citation ill original!. 1 r
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I  am thus speaking most especially to the representatives of the 
^on-atomic Powers and I  say to them will [with] all the persuasive 
force of which I  am capable: “Watch out. By accepting, out of 
weariness, a solution which stills your immediate anxiety, you are 
seriously and in fact dangerously mortgaging the future of your 
States, for the benefit of a confirmed monopoly of nuclear weapons. 
You are running the risk, perhaps a mortal one, that once the tests 
have been halted and the fear of fall-out dissipated the stockpiles will 
continue to swell and, with them, the dangers of annihilation. Thus 
you have, we have, all of us have the duty towards our peoples to de
mand more than is offered us; to put an end to the hideous threat of 
atomic war; to force the cessation of the production of fissionable 
materials for weapons purposes—I showed last year that this is fairly 
easily controllable—and also the gradual reduction of these stock
piles, by transferring those materials to peaceful ends; and this too is 
verifiable. Supplies will remain, of course, in quantities that are un
known and uncontrollable; but we will know that, each year, they will 
diminish by specified tonnages.

“If you agree to dissociate the halting, temporary or definitive, of 
tests from the cessation of production and the reduction of stockpiles, 
you will doubtless experience a fleeting sense of relief, but you will 
have sacrificed—for a long time, nay definitively—the essential to the 
incidental; you will have sacrificed real disarmament to fears that are 
perhaps exaggerated and, at the very least, by no means commensurate 
with the risks of a war. For we must not forget that the report of 
the Scientific Committee does not hold that the tests made to date 
are any more dangerous than peaceful applications of atomic energy 
or the natural effects of radioactivity.”

In all seriousness, and at the risk, for which I apologize, of offend
ing some representatives, I say this: to isolate the halting of tests is 
to seek an accord without any direct bearing on peace. It is not 
real progress but only an alibi.

Our position follows from these remarks. France ardently hopes 
never to possess a single atomic or thermonuclear bomb. The head of 
its Government told me this again on 9 October. But France places 
one condition on this renunciation: that, under international control, 
the atomic Powers of today cease to increase and begin to reduce their 
stockpiles. No other country will think of building such devices if 
the countries at present possessing them agree to reduce the reserves 
in their arsenals. Then, and only then, will a first step be made on 
the long road to nuclear disarmament.

If such an agreement should not be reached—and I am still saying 
this in all seriousness—France would not renounce a weapon which 
other countries already possessed and the number of which they
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would increase. France [,] too, would then proceed to tests, which it 
would make every effort to render harmless; methods of achieving 
this now exist.

I am fully aware how grave and even how strange this statement 
may appear in such a debate. I  intimated this last year when, on 
16 May 1957, I declared before the Sub-Committee in London:

“We regard the prohibition of production as essential. Unless 
it is decided upon, France will become the fourth atomic Power; 
other States will . . . follow its example;”.1

I then said to my colleagues :
“You will keep your lead—we agree to that—but not your 

monopoly. If you consent to end the nuclear armaments race by 
ending the production of fissionable materials for military pur
poses, we, and others after us, will abandon all plans to carry out 
tests. Peace requires that this race be brought to an end.”

Our position remains identical and I should like to explain the exact 
reasons for this.

We passionately desire disarmament. First, because during the last 
forty-four years we have suffered tragically from conflicts which 
have taken from us, or mutilated, more than one out of ten of our 
young men; further, because we can conceive of peace only in inde
pendence. Now, disarmament averts the threat which the most pow
erful armies exert on others in spite of the United Nations Charter. 
These are valid reasons for all our people and also for those united 
with it; for seventeen of the eighteen great Overseas Territories have 
just decided spontaneously, in a referendum without precedent in the 
history of the world, to adhere to a free, egalitarian and fraternal 
community.

As long as weapons are not destroyed, the security of this hundred 
million men, associated together for better or for worse, is based on 
alliances concluded between nations that have equal rights. This is 
a security that is certainly more precarious, more uneasy, than that 
of peace with disarmament, but a security that is precious in an un
certain world.

If the atomic Powers, therefore, maintain their nuclear arsenals, 
in the name of what arguments should France renounce the building 
of such an arsenal, however painful the decision may be to continue 
such a manufacture? Because two of its friends and allies already 
possess such weapons? That would be to deny the equality of rights. 
Because it would set off its first explosion a few years behind the 
other Powers? That would be to forget that period of war, of occu
pation, of martyrdom during which France not only had to interrupt

1 DO/SC.l/PV. 116, p. 6 [citation in orteinall. 
514543—60—vol. 2------32
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all nuclear research, but, in addition, gave its inventions and its best 
scientists to its allies to help them perfect that awful weapon, which 
at that time symbolized deliverance. That would be to forget the 
long years when priority had to be given to the reconstruction of 
our key industries. Because its economy would lend itself less than 
that of others to the production of these weapons? That would be 
to deny that France’s scientists—the Jean Perrins, the Francis Per
rins, the Kovarskis, the Goldschmidts and others—and its industry 
have built reactors, have extracted plutonium .from their rods, have 
attained the first elements from the isotope separation of uranium— 
in brief, that they have accumulated the materials for these weapons, 
while producing energy for peaceful ends.

I  did not intend to indulge in controversy during this address. I  
am forced, however, to challenge the opinion pronounced on 10 
October by Mr. Zorin1 on part of the statement made to the Assembly 
on 25 September, 1958 by the French Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Mr. Couve de Murville.2 The representative of the USSR accused 
him of using “dialectical acrobatics” because he discussed our nuclear 
policy frankly. Mr. Zorin, I admit—and I tell him so cordially—is 
more conversant than any of us in matters of dialectics, whether these 
are acrobatic or not. Is he not the one who has maintained, among 
other things, that control must be put fully into effect only when the 
process of disarmament is terminated, when distrust has disappeared, 
that is to say, when it has become superfluous ? Is he not the one who 
will admit only very insufficient rudiments of control at the beginning 
of the process, when this control is indispensable precisely in order 
to reduce mistrust and show to all that everyone is acting in good 
faith?

But I hasten to return to my subject.
I beg you to listen and understand us when we speak of the joy 

and relief with which we would abandon these unhealthy applications, 
but with equality for all, and with all the Powers together renouncing 
the stockpiling of such weapons.

I beg y°u to listen and understand us when we assert that the era 
of the atomic secret is over. It first belonged to a single nation; then 
to two; soon after, to three; next to four; a day later to yet others. 
In an admirable speech made on 1 September 1958 at the opening of 
the second Geneva Conference, our well-known scientist, Francis Per
rin, who was presiding over the meeting, exclaimed:

“It is useless trying to put Prometheus back in chains . . .  To 
stop science, it would be necessary to kill in man that thirst for 
knowledge and for understanding which is one of the noblest 
aspects of his nature . . .  The secret development of atomic weapons;
1 Ante, doc. 301.
2 General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, 758th Plenary Meet- 

ing, pp. 150-154.
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the dangerous illusion, which can arise at certain moments, of a 
decisive advantage being augmented by a sudden attack with the 
help of these weapons; the fear that springs from this—all these 
iactors may suddenly lead to a general and catastrophic war, 
growing out of a secondary war or even of a minor incident . . . 
The greatest service rendered to peace by these international con
ferences is that they diminish the hold of secrecy over vast fields 
of scientific activity.”
This secret—which certain countries believe they still possess—this 

secret which obstructs and slows down progress, which prevents 
science from playing its role of acting as a bond between men—we 
are in the process of proving its futility, which is added to its perma
nent harmfulness. No one has helped us in the field of nuclear 
weapons, no one has supplied us with the least little bit of technical 
information. We had to create our atomic industry, while at the 
same time rebuilding the innumerable ruins accumulated on our soil, 
at a time when those of the First World War had barely been erased.

What we have rediscovered and are doing, can we assert that others 
will not attempt after us, if stockpiles are accumulating in certain 
countries? We wish, all of us, to avoid a situation in which other 
States, one after the other, would use this secret which is no longer a 
secret. We refuse, all of us, even to think of the world, a few decades 
hence, dotted with atomic stockpiles. But do not expect that a resolu
tion banning only tests will put Prometheus back in chains. The 
other countries will agree, as will France, not to undertake such tests, 
but only if they are assured of our common return to the path of 
reason, to the path of life and hope, which is that of the halting of 
production for military purposes and the reduction of stockpiles. 
By any other course, you will only accumulate disappointments, 
failures and threats.

If  I  may be permitted—bowing respectfully before a coffin that has 
barely been closed—to borrow a thought from Pope Pius XII, I 
would say that the policy of France in the matter of nuclear disarma
ment is and remains rigorously in accordance with the’proposition 
that appeared in His Easter message on 18 April 1954 and which 
'I  now quote:

“For our part, we will tirelessly endeavour to bring about by 
means of international agreement—always in subordination to the 

r principle of legitimate self-defense—the complete proscription and 
.:1 outlawing of atomic, biological and chemical welfare [warfare?]” 1

Our position with regard to the draft resolutions introduced results 
from what I have just said. The negotiations between “Powers that
____________________ -V , 4 t . ^  (>

1 New York Times, Apr. 19,1954, p. 12.
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have carried out explosions” will continue at Geneva without our par
ticipation. We therefore do not commit ourselves on texts related 
to them: paragraph A of the draft resolution of the seventeen 
Powers,1 the entire Soviet draft resolution2 except for its last para
graph, and the first four paragraphs of the draft resolution of the 
thirteen Powers.3 Any tripartite agreement that might be signed at 
Geneva would, initially, be for us a res imter alios acta, a text drawn 
up without the participation of France and therefore not applying 
to it. As for France’s future support of such a document, if it 
actually comes into existence, such support will depend upon circum
stances which I shall not treat at greater length today.

The present debate, I repeat, is distorted in its very premises. We 
are no longer really discussing disarmament right now.

For all these reasons, we shall avoid committing ourselves on the 
texts relative to these negotiations. Speaking on a wholly pragmatic 
level, my friend the British Minister of State, Mr. Allan Noble, de
clared on 14 October that an eventual agreement at Geneva would 
not bind the Powers absent from these debates.4 We share his opin
ion and I congratulate him for having understood our position, just as 
I  understand his. Such a document, as he has recognized, would 
commit France only to the extent to which France would support it 
later, in conditions to be determined when the time comes.

In order to define our position clearly and to show our constant 
fidelity to the idea of making a start toward effective disarmament, 
I  should be rather tempted to insert identical amendments, after the 
next to the last paragraph of the Soviet draft resolution, after para
graph A -l of that of the seventeen-Power draft resolution, and after 
paragraph 2 of the thirteen-Power draft resolution. This amendment 
would read as follows:

“Considers that this agreement—that is, the agreement on the dis
continuance, definitive or provisional, of test explosions—in order 
to be accepted by all the Powers, and thus to be effective and really 
to serve the cause of peace and disarmament, must also include 
precise clauses on the cessation, under international control, of the 
production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes and on 
the gradual reconversion to peaceful ends, and likewise under 
international control, of existing stockpiles.”
On another subject, we have before us a proposal of the Soviet 

Union5 which takes up an idea developed by Mr. Edgar Faure,

1 Same as sec. I of pt. A of the resolution adopted Nov. 4, 1958 (post, doc. 314).
• Ante, doc. 298.
• Ante, doc. 305.
4 Ante, doc. 304.
• Ante, doc. 303.
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Trench President of the Council at the Big Four Conference in 
1955, relative to a reduction in military budgets and to the transfer 
•of a part of the credits thus made available to a fund for the under
developed States.1

Mr. Zorin has not recalled this seniority in age of this proposal. I 
in no way blame him for this and I  merely refer those whom the 
•question interests to the eight pages of document DC/SC.1/PV.51, 
of 29 August 1955,2 at London, which is now three years old, and the 
principles of which the Soviet representatives have just rediscovered.

But the idea, as he presented it to us on 13 October of this year,3 
is, as it were, stripped of its contents. I t is drained of its substance; 
it is transformed into an illusion. For in fact how will the Powers 
be certain of the reality of the reductions? The Soviet proposal 
•contains no particulars regarding controls. There is nothing in it 
that makes it possible to ensure that the promised reductions will be 
•carried out, or even that a lessening of military expenditures will 
not result merely in the transfer of certain items to civilian head
ings. Furthermore, Governments generally announce the credits 
established, but they do not necessarily announce the later transfers 
of credits, nor do they announce the payments actually authorized. 
What guarantee of compliance therefore is offered us? I  have so 
often discussed this subject that I  shall not dwell upon it, except to 
make a suggestion.

The separation of the technical aspect of disarmament problems 
from their political context is beyond any doubt a very happy inno
vation of this year, which has been fruitless in other respects. This 
is an idea that the French delegation has constantly proposed or 
supported. In his memorandum—on which, may I  say, I  want very 
sincerely to congratulate him—our Secretary-General, Mr. Hammar- 
skjold, has very opportunely emphasized the value of these technical 
approaches,4 just as, following Mr. Francis Perrin, he has condemned 
the superstition of secrecy.

Why then should we not alter the Soviet proposal, which is unac
ceptable in its present form, and why should we not call for a con
ference of financial experts whom we should charge with studying 
the various military budgets of the principal Powers in order to com
pare them carefully, and perhaps to develop for the future either a 
uniform presentation, or at the very least a uniform content embracing 
all the forms of military activity of States. This would include 
scientific research for defence purposes. These same experts would 
also consider the very difficult problem of comparing actual expendi-

1 Ante, doc. 116.
* Ante, doc. 128.
* U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.947.
4 U.N. doc. A/3936, Sept. 30,1958.
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tures with estimates and, let us hope, would find methods of control 
over the books of each State, thus guaranteeing that that State would 
fulfil its agreements. It seems to us that this technical research 
ought to precede any action towards reducing credits.

Incidentally, I should like to point out here the effort already 
accomplished by France in this regard for the benefit of the under
developed areas, not counting France’s various contributions through 
the United Nations. From 1954 to 1956 France invested 300 billion 
francs per year, that is to say a quarter of its average military expen
ditures, in the economic, social and cultural development of the Terri
tories for which it assumes special responsibilities. This effort was 
intensified in 1957 and will increase considerably in the next few 
years.

What Mr. Zorin now proposes to allocate to the under-developed 
regions consists of a tenth of the savings of 15 per cent to be achieved* 
that is, it comes to 1.5 per cent of the military budgets. As far as 
France is concerned, this percentage represents 20 billion francs, 
that is, roughly speaking, less than a fifteenth of what it is already 
devoting to the improvement of the lot of the underindustrialized 
populations.

Now I come to the guarantee against the possibility of a surprise 
attack, a subject upon which I hope an agreement will be reached. 
As in the nuclear field, France maintains the position defined in the 
quadripartite proposal of 29 August 1957.1

We continue to favour aerial inspection based on the sort of prem
ises we have suggested, along with ground control posts at carefully 
chosen points, and all this to be accompanied by the submission to 
the control body of inventories of fixed installations, of the numerical 
data and stationing points of military forces and certain specified 
armaments.

But in this field, as in others, technical progress on the one hand, 
and our ineffectuality during the past few years on the other, add to 
the difficulties of prevention. Toward the end of the Second World 
War, the ordinary range of artillery and rocket launchers was reck
oned at about one-hundred kilometres maximum; the speed of air
craft did not exceed the speed of sound and the radius of action of 
fighter planes was extremely short. All these facts made possible the 
delimitation of relatively narrow sensitive zones.

This problem is infinitely more complex today when the range of 
weapons has become intercontinental; when nothing seems any more 
to limit the speed and radius of action of aircraft; when even the dif
ferences between powerful bombers with large crews, pilotless planes 
and rockets are becoming blurred. These are so many modifications 
that should call for an extension of the zones under surveillance.

1 Ante, doc. 219.



DOCUMENT 307 : OCTOBER 20, 1958 1195

But we know what opposition is encountered by projects that are 
too ambitious. That is why we are ready to study again in this Organ
ization, and first of all on the military experts level, the general tech
nical conditions and, if and when that point is reached, the 
configuration of the zones to be controlled. We therefore suggest 
such a meeting of experts.

In a related field, I  shall very briefly mention the various sugges
tions towards creating, in certain sectors of the globe, zones of 
reduced armament and of reduced military density, These zones; 
could serve as pilot areas for international control. Their existence 
would certainly cut down the risks. But this idea, which in itself is 
attractive, raises such difficulties of a strategic, tactical and political 
nature that it would be impossible to study it here and now, and this 
should be submitted to experts representing the Powers most directly 
concerned with their creation. I shall therefore merely bring it to 
your attention in this review of the efforts to be pursued toward 
peace.

From the point of view of disarmament there is still one field to be 
explored, at least from the point of view as it is being explored fey 
the artificial satellites of our planet. We must establish a law for 
outer space, like the law—still overly disputed—of the high seas. We 
must also be able to limit these explorations to scientific research, 
while waiting to send up peaceful pioneers of the ether. We must 
forever banish the haunting fear that would result from the circula
tion of satellites carrying nuclear warheads, whose artillery rockets 
could alter the trajectory so as to make possible, at a chosen hour, 
the devastation of a continent.

France has already declared itself ready to participate in any 
juridical and scientific conference organized for this purpose. 
France considers that the internationalization and the neutraliza
tion of these outer spaces is imperative and can be more easily 
achieved before there is any great increase of satellites of a military 
nature. I  shall reserve our further explanations until the discussion 
of that particular point on the agenda has begun.

There still exists a procedural difficulty: the work of the Disarma
ment Commission is blocked by conditions that are well known. 
There is a stalemate posing two problems that do not appear at this 
point on the agenda, but with your permission I should like to discuss 
them because of the shortness of my stay here this year.

First of all, shall we revive this Commission, and eventually its 
Sub-Committee before the meetings of the committees of experts, 
whose creation we are suggesting? How shall its composition then 
be altered in order to permit it to function normally ?

My delegation feels that it would be better for the Commission to 
meet without delay. I t  would then summon the various committees
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of experts, as we suggested in 1957; they would receive from the Com
mission directions as to the questions to be examined; they would re
port to it instead of leading an independent and perhaps anarchic life 
outside the United Nations, should their number increase. I do not 
think that I  would be the only one to see in this work outside the 
United Nations a cause for disorder and for future difficulties. How  ̂
ever, we are placing such hope in these technical conversations that 
if a premature re-establishment of the Commission were to be a cause 
of delay in the work of the groups of experts, we would prefer to 
postpone the meeting of the Commission, rather than delay that of the 
technical committees.

As for the second difficulty, we consider it to be an artificial one 
and do not attach great importance to it. Actually, the Commission 
can reach agreement only by unanimous decision. Therefore, the 
number of representatives of the various parties is of but little im
portance since de facto if not de jure, each party exercises the right 
of veto. That is why we are prepared to make all the necessary 
concessions in order to restore harmony. We should like to add, how
ever, one comment: our interest in the proportion of representatives 
from each tendency or each “bloc” is as little as our dread is great at 
the hypertrophy of an organism devoted to continuous, detailed and 
delicate work.

Only a very limited number of drafters can put into its final form 
an agreement that is difficult to reach and then to draw up. Let us 
modify, therefore, the composition of the Commission in order to 
solve the dilemma, but let us reduce its total membership as much as 
possible, or, if that offends certain delegations, let us, then, without 
delay, decide upon the recreation of a sub-committee which, in order 
to be able to work effectively, should not, in our opinion, include many 
more members than the old one in London.

One final remark on these procedural questions. The Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of Mexico was kind enough to recall the rapid but 
useful work achieved by a committee of four members, Mr. Jessup, 
Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, Mr. Vyshinsky and myself, which met in Paris 
under his chairmanship at the end of 1951.1 We, Mr. Padilla Nervo 
and I, are the only members of that group who are present among 
you today. I  am happy to confirm the impression he has retained 
of those meetings and I say to him that, if the Assembly accepts his 
suggestion of reviving a temporary body of that sort, I  am prepared 
to work immediately with it in the name of France and to bring it 
all my devotion and my love for peace. I make the same reply to 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Ireland. To us, form is of little 
importance so long as we can make progress with regard to substance.

1 See ante, doc. 70.
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Last year, I  recalled the permanent principles that must underlie 
our action. First, we believe that any disarmament agreement must 
be unanimously supported by the States directly concerned. Who 
can hope to impose such agreements on a minority through a majority 
vote? This unanimity will be possible if the agreement increases the 
security of all the parties at each stage, and not the security of some 
to the detriment of others. This is a primary condition.

We believe, secondly, that the universal increase of security is 
conceivable only if disarmament, even if partial, extends to all fields 
simultaneously. To limit disarmament to its conventional aspect 
alone would augment the security of the atomic Powers to the detri
ment of the others. To limit it to measures of an atomic nature 
would reinforce the security of peoples who have powerful armies of 
the conventional type at their disposal, at the expense of the atomic 
Powers. I t  is therefore imperative to let the axe fall everywhere at 
once and to do so on the hypothesis of partial and limited disarma
ment, as well as on the hypothesis of a general agreement.

Thirdly, we are convinced that today—and over the last twelve 
years—mistrust has dominated international relations. I t seems to 
us futile to look for the causes, which are often shared. Let us beware 
of this harmful discussion about past responsibilities which irritates 
people’s susceptibilities. Let us make every effort to draw a veil over 
the whole past, to combat mistrust in the future, without accusing 
one another of having provoked it. Let us avoid in our initial agree
ments all assurances that are solemn but vague, all prohibitions that 
are attractive but uncontrollable, that assume a confidence that is still 
nonexistent. Let us admit frankly that each one of us, prejudging 
the others of bad faith, will not be satisfied with assurances but will 
demand tangible accomplishments, that is to say, accomplishments 
that are immediately controllable. Hence the role, which is [in] our 
opinion is essential, of controls. Not that we have ever thought of 
substituting controls for disarmament, an idea which has at times 
been wrongly attributed to us. When I  speak of controls, I  think of 
the control of disarmament, not of weapons, even though at times, in 
order to verify how much one is subtracting from a total, one must 
first of all know what that total is.

In the fourth place, we believe that the need to re-establish this 
international confidence sets the limits of disarmament that is at 
present practicable. Indeed, in accordance with the preceding prin
ciple, we are opposed to uncontrolled disarmament, which neither 
dissipates doubts, proves the good faith of others nor re-establishes 
confidence. Neither do we agree to controls without disarmament, 
which does not consolidate peace any more than the mere suspension 
of nuclear tests, but is related to the illusions of which I spoke earlier. 
We recognize, on the other hand, that in the present mood of mis
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trust, certain Powers, more easily offended than others, or less inclined 
to open wide their frontiers, refuse to submit to certain controls, 
-declaring that they will accept them only when confidence has been 
re-established. That is to say, in our opinion, when they will have 
become superfluous, as nobody would then ascribe criminal designs 
to his neighbour.

This argument seems to us to be contrary to reason. In our opinion, 
controls are most useful during times of great mistrust. But we 
have agreed, however, to make concessions on this position, however 
irrational we deem it to be. From this we deduce the necessity of 
limiting initial disarmament to measures whose control is immediately 
accepted, and we will patiently await future extensions of disarma
ment and, correspondingly, of controls, which we are convinced no 
one will be able to reject.

Thus, supported by facts, we come back to the permament thesis 
of the French delegation: no disarmament without controls; no con
trols without disarmament; but as much progressive disarmament as 
fe presently controllable.

This is our permament, lasting and reasonable objective. We sug
gest this year that we approach it by technical means, that we come 
to an agreement regarding the composition of the Disarmament Com
mission and its Sub-Committee and that we summon committees of 
technical, military, legal and financial experts in order to study the 
following questions—if possible, under the authority of the Com
mission or, failing this, on their own:

1. Composition of the military budgets of the chief Powers and 
means of controlling reductions.

2. Reduction and control of armed forces and certain specified 
armaments in accordance with the principles on which a general agree
ment, without particulars, was reached last year.

3. Control of the cessation of production of fissionable materials 
for weapons purposes and of a start toward conversion of stockpiles 
to peaceful ends, in accordance with the thesis I  have been developing.

4. Prevention of surprise attacks, and zones of inspection.
5 and 6. Control of outer space and international law relative to 

outer space. This obviously assumes the existence of two distinct 
groups of experts.

Perhaps at the end of these lengthy explanations the Committee 
will excuse me for stressing once more the constancy of our position. 
We have already suggested in previous years the formation of these 
various groups of experts. The Committee will find the general out
lines of our positions on these groups of experts in my statements 
before the Sub-Committee in London on 29 August 1955, and 16 May,
6, 21 and 29 August 1957. The verbatim records, which are available 
to members are numbered DC/SC.1/PV.51, 116, 131, 149 and 153.
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The only group of experts that has materialized—the one charged 
■with working out an effective control of the suspension of test explo
sions—has had such great technical success that I am impelled to ask 
for the general application of this method despite the reservations 
again expressed by Mr. Zorin, which I hope he will withdraw. Surely 
lie, like us, has been able to note the advantages of the technical 
approach to political problems. I hope, too, that certain delegations 
-of other countries with which we have strong ties of friendship but 
which formerly believed that it would be premature to increase the 
number of committees of experts will now share our unwavering 
belief in their usefulness.

It is true that even if we revive the Disarmament Commission and 
its Sub-Committee and if we decide to form the six groups of experts, 
we shall not have achieved any immediate progress in disarmament 
but we shall have sown the seeds for future harvests, and thus we 
shall have rectified a situation that had been compromised and, in 
part at least, responded to the hopes of the world.

308. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry: Negotiations on the Suspension of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests, October 20, 19581

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and has the honour to refer to note 58/OSA of 
1 October 1958,2 regarding arrangements for the meeting on suspen
sion of nuclear tests and establishment of an international control 
system scheduled to begin in Geneva among the United States, 
United Kingdom and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
31 October.

The United States takes note of the Soviet statement that the aim of 
the conference would be the conclusion of an agreement to cease 
tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons by all States forever, and the 
establishment of appropriate control over the implementation of such 
an agreement. It is the sincere hope of the United States that the 
conference will make sufficient progress to justify the expectation 
that the final termination of all nuclear weapons test explosions may 
in due course be achieved. The United States has always accepted 
as a most desirable objective the final termination of nuclear weapons

2U.N. doc. A/3956, Oct. 23, 1958. The Soviet Foreign Ministry replied on 
Oct. 30 {post, doc. 311).

* Ante, doc. 297.
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test explosions. However, the United States feels it necessary to 
refer once again to the terms of the statement of the President of the 
United States of 22 August 1958.1 In this statement, President 
Eisenhower declared that the United States would be prepared to 
refrain from nuclear weapons tests for further successive periods of 
one year after the initial suspension of one year, provided that the 
Soviet Union would do the same, that the agreed inspection system 
is installed and working effectively, and that satisfactory progress is 
being made in reaching agreement on and implementing major and 
substantive arms control measures. If sufficient progress can be 
made at the Geneva conference which is to open on 31 October and 
if subsequently these objectives are effectively achieved without undue 
delays, the world could then be confident that nuclear weapons testing 
would never be resumed by the parties to the agreement.

The United States considers that an agreement for the suspension 
of nuclear weapons testing under international control should be 
worked out as rapidly as possible. In view of the complexities of 
detecting and verifying violations of an agreement on suspension of 
nuclear tests which are revealed in the report of the Geneva Confer
ence of Experts, careful and detailed negotiations will be required 
for an agreement of such importance, however, and the United States 
considers that this work should be initiated on 31 October at the 
diplomatic level. If, as the discussions at the diplomatic level pro
ceed, the presence of Foreign Ministers seems necessary and desirable* 
the Secretary of State would be prepared to attend.

309. News Conference Statement by Secretary of State 
Dulles Regarding New Soviet Nuclear Tests* 
October 28, 19582

Soviet insincerity in relation to the testing of nuclear weapons has 
now been clearly exposed. For years the Soviet Union has been car
rying on an intensive propaganda designed to persuade the world 
that it was in this matter motivated by high humanitarian purposes. 
Now the Soviet Government has been brought from the realm of 
words to the realm of deeds by the United States-United Kingdom 
offer to suspend the testing of nuclear weapons for at least 1 year, 
beginning October 31.3 At this point the Soviet Union reverses 
itself and rejects our offer.

1 Ante, doc. 285.
* Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 17, 1958, p. 768. See also post, p. 1212, 

nn. 1 and 2.
8 See ante, docs. 285 and 286.
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Despite its professed concern for the effect of testing upon human 
health, the Soviet Government has been testing at an intensive rate. 
Since September 30 it has made at least 14 test explosions. Some 
7 of these were of high yield, in the megaton range. I t now 
announces that it plans to go on testing after October 31. This 
demonstrates the hollowness of these past Soviet expressions of 
concern.

There is still time for the Soviet Union to reconsider its position. 
The United States for its part stands by its offer to withhold further 
testing of nuclear weapons when the Geneva negotiations begin on 
October 31, unless evidence is received that the Soviet Union has 
actually conducted a nuclear weapons test after that date.

The United States delegation is now on its way to the Geneva 
talks. The Soviet attitude dims the chances of success. But we 
shall persevere in the effort to make a beginning in the work of 
disarmament.

310. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General As
sembly, October 29 ,19581

From the outset of this debate the United States has tried to act 
constructively and openmindedly to achieve the objectives which are 
so much desired by all members of the United Nations. In all of our 
statements, therefore, we have tried to put forward ideas for carry
ing out these objectives and to avoid criticisms and recriminations.

It is really too bad that it should again be necessary to take the 
floor because the representative of the Soviet Union has so attacked the 
United States and so distorted its position.2 But he has done it, 
and so I must set the record straight.

Mr. Zorin would have you believe that the United States is opposed 
to the cessation of nuclear tests, to disarmament generally, and to the 
cutting of military budgets. The members of this committee are far 
too experienced to be taken in by allegations which in all frankness 
can only be described as grotesque. Let me itemize.

1. Mr. Zorin’s statements run completely contrary to previous 
Soviet positions on nuclear tests. At the last General Assembly the

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Nov. 17, 1958, pp. 787-790. Statement made 
at the 967th meeting.

a See Ambassador Zorin's statement of Oct 28, 1958 (U.N. doe. A/C.l/PV. 966, 
pp. 16-47).
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Soviet Union called for a 2- or 3-year moratorium on tests with ade
quate controls—not paper promises to control—under the supervision 
of an international commission.1 But now they will not be satisfied 
with this.

Mr. Zorin said in his statement on Monday [October 27] that “the 
Soviet government proceeds from the fact that the cessation of such 
tests should not be made dependent on whether an agreement is 
reached or not” at the forthcoming conference at Geneva.2 Mr. Zo
rin’s statements now seem to mean that, although they give lip service 
to the idea of control, they really want a permanent uncontrolled ces
sation of nuclear tests. This is not a question of conditions. This is 
a question of whether you are really going to cease or whether you 
are not going to cease. The only way you can be sure it is real is if 
you have got controls in effect, not a paper promise that is adopted 
here in a resolution some afternoon. And so it happens when our 
position was modified—when we moved toward the Soviet position 
of last year—then the Soviet Union shifted its position in favor of 
something which they knew would be impossible to carry out. That 
sounds fantastic, but that is what has happened.
Soviet Test Cessation Announcement

2. Then—and please note this—the Soviet Union unilateral test 
cessation announcement3 was made well after the United States pub
licly announced that we would hold a series of tests in 1958. The 
Soviet so-called “offer” was conditioned—and I  use the word “con
ditioned” advisedly—on the United States and the United Kingdom 
ceasing their tests, which we had already announced we would hold. 
In the light of our prior public announcement on our testing program 
the Soviet Union knew perfectly well that they could not possibly be 
called upon to carry out the intention which they had so blithely 
announced.

3. Then the Soviet representative has repeatedly stated here that a 
year is required to prepare for a new series of nuclear tests. Only 6 
months after the March 31, announcement they resumed testing. If 
we accept the Soviet statement that preparations for a test series re
quire 1 year, then we could only assume that in the fall of 1957, 5 
months prior to their unilateral announcement in March 1958, they 
were planning their present resumption of tests. From the size and 
from the scale of the current Soviet series it is obvious that their test 
preparations were not in the slightest bit interrupted or slowed down.

4. The Soviet representative has misrepresented the position of the 
United States on the matter of a continuation of the test suspension

1 Ante, doc. 221.
a U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.964, pp. 2-6.
* Ante, doc. 252.
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beyond the first year. And this is a very fundamental point. He 
had implied that we have placed insurmountable obstacles in the way 
of an indefinite discontinuance of weapons tests. But this is not 
the case.

We have pointed out here that we shall suspend tests for 1 year 
beginning October 31, provided the Soviet Union does likewise. And 
the Soviet representative apparently has not understood that it is 
reasonable to expect that in effect this could mean and could amount; 
to an immediate 2-year halt. I say this for this reason: We expect 
that during the first year an agreement on a test suspension under 
effective controls can be reached. In the following year we would 
install the agreed control system. From this point on, that is, after 
an initial 2-year period, the halt could be continued indefinitely, pro  ̂
vided that a simple set of specifications can be made to work. These 
specifications are clear and precise. They are specifications which 
any nation negotiating in good faith should be willing to endorse and 
support. I t is hard to understand why the Soviet Union insists on 
taking issue with principles that it in effect has stated time and 
again in the past are necessary and desirable.

5. They claim they are ready to halt tests under an effective control 
system. But they balk at a proposal which asks that each year 
parties to the agreement be satisfied that the system is working satis
factorily. They claim they are always ready to achieve agreements 
on disarmament measures, but they balk at a proposal which asks that 
each year parties to the agreement be satisfied that reasonable prog- 
ress is being made on these vital measures. Now those are very 
striking contradictions, and no reason for these contradictory atti
tudes has been given by the Soviet representative.

A Play on Words
6. Mr. Zorin attempted to suggest to this body that the United 

States and the United Kingdom were intriguing against the Soviet 
Union. He based this innuendo on what can only be regarded as a 
play on words—on the fact that the United States has called for 
progress on “arms control measures” 1 while the United Kingdom has 
asked for progress on “real disarmament.” 2 Because the United 
States wants to control armaments, it is, according to Mr. Zorin, 
promoting an arms race. It is just like saying that because a doctor 
deals with illness he is in favor of disease. It is just exactly the same 
logic. If quibbles like this are what really bother Mr. Zorin, the 
United States is ready to assure him that for us the United Kingdom’s 
phrase “real disarmament” has no different meaning than “arms conr

1 Ante, doc. 285.
2 Ante, doc. 286.
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trol measures” in statements of the United States Government, if that 
is what Mr. Zorin is prepared to accept. So much for that.

7. Mr. Zorin says that the United States has remained silent on’ 
the Soviet resolution concerning the reduction of military budgets 
from 10 to 15 percent.1 This is the one charge of his which I  shall not 
deny. I have remained silent because the Soviet resolution on this 
matter was so transparent and so specious that I did not consider that 
it deserved serious comment. But there are facts I can cite now 
which will show exactly what I  mean and exactly what the true posi
tion of the United States is. From the largest military budget and 
greatest armed forces in history at the end of World War II, the 
United States reduced its defense expenditures consistently and dras
tically until the Communist aggression in Korea. Now that is a 
great big fact. Compare this with the Soviet Union, whose expendi
tures for military purposes have meant and mean today that the 
Soviet people have been denied and are being denied the decent stand
ard of living which their land, their great land, with all its natural 
wealth, could provide them. We are eager to see military expendi
tures reduced, and we will agree to reductions to the fullest extent 
possible as a result of disarmament. President Eisenhower made this 
clear soon after his inauguration in April 1953 when he proposed that 
the savings from disarmament be put into a fund to help the under
developed countries.2 I  believe the amendment to the 17-power reso
lution introduced by Bolivia, Costa Rica, Cuba, the Dominican Re
public, Guatemala, Haiti, and Uruguay [U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.209] * 
offers a satisfactory and sensible approach to this question, and we 
support it.

Mr. Chairman, despite these recent discouraging Soviet statements 
the United States delegation is now on its way to the October 31 
Geneva meeting. The delegation’s instructions are to make every 
effort to conclude an agreement for the suspension of nuclear weapons 
tests and the establishment of an international control system on the 
basis of the Geneva experts’ report. We hope sincerely that the Soviet 
delegation will also have similar instructions.

Record of Soviet Rejections
Now, Mr. President, before I relinquish the floor let me just try to 

put this situation for a minute into a broader background. It is often 
said that most people have short memories, but we who give up all 
of our time to these great questions of peace and security for the 
world cannot forget some of the things that have happened in the past 
10 years.

1 Ante, doc. 303.
2 Ante, doc. 86.
* Same as sea V of p t A of the resolution adopted Nov. 4, 1958 (post, doc. 314).
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Yesterday Senator Hickenlooper,1 who sat in this seat, recalled the 
offer which Bernard Baruch made when he was representing the 
United States and at a time when the United States had the sole 
monopoly of the atomic bomb.2 We offered to give up this advantage 
of ours and turn everything over to an international agency.

But this idea was wrecked, wrecked by the Soviet Union.
When I  was in the Senate just after the war, the United States 

created the Marshall plan to rebuild Europe after the devastation of 
World War II. The Soviet Union was invited to help in this great 
international humanitarian effort.

But this too was rejected by the Soviet Union.
In 1955 President Eisenhower suggested the open-skies plan, 

whereby the danger of surprise attack would be virtually eliminated 
by both countries agreeing to a system of aerial and ground 
inspection.3

But this plan was rejected by the Soviet Union.
Last winter the Soviet Union complained about flights over the 

Arctic.4 We made a proposal in the Security Council5 which was 
supported by all the members of the Security Council—except one— 
the Soviet Union, which cast its veto and destroyed this most promis
ing beginning toward lessening international tension and overcoming 
the fear of surprise attack.

And now, Mr. President, we have put forward a proposal for the 
discontinuance of nuclear tests.6 There is nothing wrong with our 
proposal. I t is honest; it is clear. I t  has been lying right here on 
the table for 3 weeks, and every member has had a chance to scrutinize 
it and to turn it upside down and look at it and see what makes it 
tick. It is a good-faith proposal. I t is the indispensable first step. 
And yet, if we take Mr. Zorin’s words as final, the Soviet Union is 
rejecting this too.

Now, Mr. Chairman, how can one account for this successsion of 
Soviet actions to prevent the world from advancing toward peace?

Is it because they run their affairs in accordance with some old book 
written more than a century ago by Karl Marx—a book7 which has 
always been inapplicable to the United States and is also obsolete as 
far as the rest of the world is concerned ?

Is it because they foolishly think of the United States as a capital
istic country which stands in the way of Soviet progress ? The United

1 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 17,1958, pp. 783-787.
* Ante, doc. 4.
* Ante, doc. 120.
4 Ante, doc. 255.
B Ante, doc. 261.
flU.N. doc. A/C.1/L.205 (substantially identical with preamble and secs. I-IV 

of pt. A of the resolution adopted Nov. 4,1958; post, doc. 314).
7 Communist Manifesto (1848).
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States is not a capitalistic country. As the great French philosopher 
Jacques Maritain has said, the United States is a country of economic 
humanism.1 The United States wants nothing but health and 
happiness for the people in the Soviet Union.

The Soviet representative often complains because they get defeated 
in the United Nations. The reason that they get defeated is not 
because there is any automatic majority against them. Except for 
the Soviet bloc, there are no satellites. There is no automatic voting 
in the United Nations. The Soviet Union could very easily be on the 
winning side here at the United Nations—if they would simply 
change their policy. It is just as simple as that, and we would like 
to see them on the winning side on that basis.

If they just give up this philosophy that “everybody is out of step 
but me,” they would be happier, they would be more prosperous, they 
would be stronger, and the world would advance toward peace.

There is still time to take this turn. The meeting is opening at 
Geneva on October 31. We hope that you will be there from the 
Soviet Union, that you will give up these antiquated ideas, and that 
you will move forward with the rest of us.

311. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the Amer
ican Embassy: Negotiations on Suspension of Nu
clear Weapons Tests, October 30, 1958 2

In connexion with the United States Embassy’s note No. 392 of 
20 October3 concerning the talks between the United States, the 
USSR and the United Kingdom at Geneva on the question of the 
cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the USSR has the honour to make the following 
statement:

The Embassy’s note, like earlier notes from the United States Gov
ernment concerning the Geneva talks, intimates that the talks should 
be devoted to the question of the suspension, not the cessation, of 
nuclear weapons tests. In this note, the United States Government 
again makes agreement on the universal cessation of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons tests dependent on the preliminary fulfilment of 
a number of conditions. Moreover, the note lays great stress on the 
difficulties of carrying out agreements on control over the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests. In this connexion, it should be borne in mind

1 Reflections on America (New York, 1958), p. 113.
2 U.N. doc. A/3973, Nov. 3,1958.
8 Ante, doc. 308.
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that the Geneva meeting of experts from eight States not only 
reached the unanimous conclusion that the creation of a workable and 
effective system of control over the observance of an agreement for 
the cessation of nuclear tests was perfectly feasible, but made con
crete recommendations for the establishment of such a system. It 
is obvious that, in these circumstances, attempts to make the cessation 
of nuclear weapons tests dependent on the fulfilment of preliminary 
conditions, to make reservations and to stress the complications and 
difficulties of effecting control show a desire to continue to set up 
artificial obstacles to early agreement on the universal cessation once 
and for all of nuclear weapons.

In this connexion, the Ministry feels obliged to confirm the Soviet 
Government’s position, set forth, inter alia,, in its notes of 30 August1 
and 1 October,2 to the effect that the purpose of the forthcoming con
ference between the USSR, the United States and the United King
dom at Geneva should be to conclude an agreement concerning the 
cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests once and for all and 
to establish the appropriate controls for the fulfilment of such an 
agreement.

The immediate and universal cessation of nuclear weapons tests 
is an urgent problem, which affects the vital interests of all mankind, 
and the Soviet Government ventures to hope that the talks scheduled 
to begin at Geneva on 31 October will result in the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests by all States once and for all. The Soviet Government, 
for its part, will do everything in its power to achieve this goal. It 
is firmly convinced that if the other participants in the talks, the 
United States and the United Kingdom, adopt the same approach to 
the solution of this problem, agreement on the cessation of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons tests of any kind will definitely be reached at 
the Conference. The Soviet Government regrets that its proposal to 
hold a meeting at the Foreign Minister level3 at Geneva was not 
supported by the United States Government.4 The Soviet Govern
ment still considers that holding a conference at the ministerial level 
would create the most favourable opportunities for reaching agreement 
on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests within the shortest possible 
time. Nevertheless, bearing in mind the fact that, according to the 
Embassy’s note, the United States Government is willing in principle 
to send the Secretary of State of the United States to Geneva at a 
given stage of the talks, the Soviet Government proposes that the 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, the United States and the

1 Ante, doc. 289.
2 Ante, doc. 297.
8 See ante, doc. 297.
4 See ante, doc. 308.
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United Kingdom should participate in the work of the Conference at 
a later stage, since that would undoubtedly help to reach the neces
sary agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests within the 
shortest possible time.

312. Statement by the Soviet Government on the Ques
tion of the Cessation of Nuclear Weapons Tests, 
October 30, 1958 1

A meeting of representatives of the USSR, the United States and 
the United Kingdom Governments, called for the purpose of solving 
the question of terminating atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, is 
to start at Geneva on 31 October.

Encouraged by the positive results of the recently concluded Geneva 
meeting of experts, which has worked out recommendations on 
methods to detect nuclear tests, the peoples pin great hopes on the 
forthcoming three-Power meeting, expect it to insure the practical 
solution of one of the most pressing and vital problems of our time, 
and expect the experimental explosions of atomic and hydrogen bombs 
to be finally ended throughout the world once and for all.

I t  may be said without exaggeration that this problem directly 
affects the vital interests of the people of the world. Let alone the 
hazards of nuclear explosions for human health, the continuing tests 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons whip up the race for the creation 
of ever more destructive means of wholesale annihilation and increase 
the danger of a rocket-nuclear war. In sending its representatives to 
the Geneva conference, the Soviet Government proceeds from the 
premise that this meeting of three nuclear Powers has every oppor
tunity to solve positively the historic problem of terminating for ever 
the tests of the most destructive and lethal types of weapons ever 
created by man.

The Soviet Union demands the immediate and general termination 
of nuclear weapons tests once and for all. As experience shows, fur
ther delay in the solution of the question relating to the ending 
of nuclear tests creates ever new difficulties to the achievement of the 
necessary agreement on this score among the Powers concerned.

Expressing the will of the Soviet people and sharing the ardent 
desire of all the peoples of the world to put an end to the experimental 
explosions of nuclear weapons, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and

1 U.N. doc. A/3973, Nov. 3, 1958. Transmitted to the U.N. Secretary-General 
by Ambassador Sobolev on Oct. 31.
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the USSR Government, desirous of making a practical beginning for 
the general termination of nuclear tests, adopted on 31 March 1958, 
a decision to end unilaterally all atomic and hydrogen weapons tests 
in the USSR.1 The Soviet Union voluntarily gave up its nuclear 
weapons tests and waited for a long time for the Governments of the 
United States and United Kingdom to follow suit. The Soviet Union 
has taken this step, unprecedented in the history of international rela
tions, despite the fact that it had then set off fewer experimental ex
plosions of nuclear weapons than the United States and the United 
Kingdom. The Governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom had only to follow this noble example of the Soviet Union 
and the explosions of hydrogen and atomic bombs would have ceased 
shaking the Pacific and the Arctic, while mankind would have been 
spared the injurious consequences of nuclear tests. However, the 
United States and the United Kingdom did not wish to follow the 
Soviet Government’s initiative. Moreover, the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom replied with an unprecedented 
number of nuclear bomb explosions to the Soviet Union’s suspension 
of tests.

Since 31 March, the date when the Soviet Union suspended all 
nuclear weapons tests, the United States alone detonated some fifty 
atomic and hydrogen bombs. The matter went to such lengths that 
nuclear explosions began to roar twice or even thrice a day on United 
States test grounds. The United Kingdom Government also stepped 
up its nuclear tests. That is how the United States and United 
Kingdom Governments are preparing for talks to end tests! If  addi
tional proof was needed that the United States and the United King
dom only speak of their readiness to end tests and that they are 
actually striving for quite the opposite—for an unbridled nuclear 
weapons race—these actions of the United States and the United 
Kingdom Governments supply this proof.

For a long time, the Governments of the United States and the 
United Kingdom alleged that it was altogether impossible to establish 
control over the execution of an international agreement on the termi
nation of tests. The Soviet Government has always believed that the 
scientific and technical means possessed by the nations are fully ade
quate to establish a reliable control over the execution of the agreement 
to end nuclear tests, and that the references of the Western Powers to 
alleged difficulties or even the impossibility of such a control were 
nothing but an attempt to mislead the peoples and to cover up their 
unwillingness to end nuclear tests.

The recent meeting of experts at Geneva, which was attended also 
by the representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom, 
fully confirmed this view of the Soviet Government. The meeting

1 Ante, doc. 252.
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of experts arrived at the conclusion that control over the general 
termination of nuclear tests was a;bsolutely possible and that the estab
lishment of a control system was practicable.1 The Soviet Govern
ment is known to have agreed to all the conclusions and recommenda
tions of the Geneva meeting of experts and to be ready, for its part, 
to promote their implementation.

Actually, it has been true for a long time that not a single nuclear 
explosion remains undetected and unregistered by other countries. 
The Soviet Union, for instance, is just as aware of the nuclear weap
ons tests held by the United States and the United Kingdom as the 
United States and the United Kingdom are of the nuclear tests held 
by the Soviet Union. Hence, the real obstacle resides by no means 
in control over the enforcement of a test-ending agreement but in the 
unwillingness of the Governments of the United States and the 
United Kingdom to accept such an agreement and thereby put an end 
to the dangerous experiments with atomic and hydrogen bombs.

After the Geneva experts’ conference, which made impossible any 
references to the difficulties of establishing control, the Governments 
of the United States and the United Kingdom resorted to fresh 
manoeuvres. They declared on 22 August that they were willing to 
negotiate only a “suspension” of the testing of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons rather than the ending of these tests once and for all.2 More 
than that, in their statements President Eisenhower and Prime Min
ister Macmillan mentioned a suspension of tests for one year, that is, 
just the time needed for analysing the results of the preceding tests 
and preparing for another series of nuclear explosions.

I t is true that the Governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom grant the possibility of this temporary suspension of tests 
being prolonged for subsequent yearly periods, but they are hedging 
this possibility in with a whole series of conditions including the 
achievement of agreement on the “basic and essential measures” in 
the field of disarmament. The attempt is thus again being made to 
attach to the disarmament problem as a whole the simple and long 
overdue solution of the problem of ending the tests of atomic and 
hydrogen bombs, which does not, properly speaking, require any
thing more than the goodwill of the Governments of the United 
States and the United Kingdom. The Powers have, however, dis
cussed the disarmament problem for thirteen years, without having 
reached any tangible progress in solving it and without so much as 
having brought their positions noticeably closer, in spite of all the 
efforts of the Soviet Union.

Why have the United States and the United Kingdom had to lay 
down conditions of this kind and to predicate the stopping of nuclear

1 Ante, doc. 284.
* Ante, docs. 285 and 286.
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tests on the solution of far more complex issues ? Apparently, they 
have done so for the sole purpose of preventing the achievement of 
agreement on ending nuclear tests forever and to have a free hand for 
resuming such tests whenever they choose. To accept the proposal 
of the United States and the United Kingdom would mean to join 
in deceiving the peoples who want the Governments to put an end to 
the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

It is for this reason that the Soviet Government regards as utterly 
unacceptable the proposal of the Governments of the United States 
and the United Kingdom for a one-year suspension of nuclear tests 
and emphatically rejects it.

By proposing a one-year suspension of tests, after a hasty series 
of tests, the most intense yet held, the United States and the United 
Kingdom are obviously seeking to achieve unilateral military supe
riority over the Soviet Union. The Soviet Government cannot, nat
urally, overlook this.

The position of the Western Powers, which do not agree to an im
mediate unconditional termination of nuclear weapons tests and are 
carrying out atomic and hydrogen bomb explosions on an ever-increas
ing scale, has already compelled the Soviet Union to resume nuclear 
testing to ensure its security. The action of the Western Powers gives 
the Soviet Union a full right to continue test explosions in a one- 
to-one ratio to the number of explosions carried out by the United 
States and the United Kingdom together, until the number of explo
sions set off in the Soviet Union since the resumption of testing equals 
that of nuclear test explosions staged by these Powers since 31 March 
1958. This is just the line of action the Soviet Government will pursue, 
in its concern for the security of the Soviet people, so long as the 
Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom will per
sist in wrecking agreement and raising repeated obstacles to an agree
ment on the immediate stopping of the tests of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons for all time. The Governments of the above-mentioned two 
Powers should not have any illusions that they can decide when, under 
these conditions, the Soviet Union should hold nuclear tests and when 
it should not. The position of the Governments of the United States 
and the United Kingdom on the cessation of nuclear tests leaves the 
Soviet Union with no alternative but to conclude an agreement on the 
universal stopping of nuclear tests for all time or, as stated above, 
to continue with these tests.

Should the Governments of the United States and the United King
dom be willing to conclude the agreement in question, the Soviet Union, 
having signed it now, will, in common with them, stop tests forthwith, 
even in spite of the fact that it set off fewer test explosions than the 
United States and the United Kingdom.
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Attempts were made in the United States and the United Kingdom 
in the last days before the opening of the Geneva talks, to misrepresent 
the Soviet Union’s stand on the ending of nuclear tests. An assertion 
gained currency that the USSR has “reversed” its position on the 
matter and has all but refused to end test explosions. This was the 
tenor of the statement made by United States Secretary of State 
Dulles on 28 October.1 I t was, in the main, an attempt by misrepre
senting the Soviet position on the stopping of nuclear tests, to divert 
public attention from the stubborn refusal of the United States Gov
ernment to accept an agreement on a permanent ending of atomic 
and hydrogen test explosions sought by the Soviet Union.

In an effort to justify the position of the United States Govern
ment on the ending of tests which runs counter to the demands of 
the peoples, the United States Secretary of State produced the story 
that at the Geneva experts’ talks the Soviet Union had come to 
the conclusion that the Western Powers had outstripped it in nu
clear research and that for that reason it had “lost interest in the 
suspension of tests”.2 That this assertion is absurd is obvious to anyone 
who does not deliberately shut his eyes to the consistent campaign for 
the stopping of nuclear tests which the Soviet Government has con
ducted all along, not to speak of the fact that if anyone fancies the 
Soviet Union to be “lagging behind” in nuclear research this is nothing 
but wishful thinking.

As regards the Geneva experts’ talks, it may be recalled that the 
level of scientific achievement of nations in the development of nuclear 
weapons was not touched upon at all at those talks, as United States 
Government leaders are perfectly aware.

Particularly significant is the fact that, with the three-Power con
ference on the ending of tests about to open, the Government of the 
United States saw fit to make pessimistic forecasts of the possible 
outcome of this conference. One may well ask in this connexion:

1 At his news conference of Oct. 28, Secretary of State Dulles said: “. . . 
certainly the Russians have acted, particularly in the last 30 days or since the 
conclusion of the experts* talks, in a manner which is a considerable reversal of 
the way they acted and the way they talked prior to that time. While this action 
dims the prospect of success, as I said, one should never be confident of his 
ability to read the minds of the Communists in respect to matters like this.” 
(Department of S tate Bulletin, Nov. 17,1958, p. 772.)

1 “There is speculation, which is entitled to some credibility, to the effect that 
the talks of the experts at Geneva on the control matters opened the eyes of the 
Soviet Union to the fact that our own knowledge was considerably greater than 
theirs about nuclear weapons and the uses of nuclear power for weapon purposes; 
that they realized that they were considerably behind in this matter, and there
fore they lost interest in the suspension, so that their primary purpose now is 
to extricate themselves from the suspension of testing without excessive damage 
to their propaganda position. I would think that that is perhaps more likely than 
that they are maneuvering for a 2-year moratorium.” (I M d p. 771.)
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with what intentions is the United States Government going to the 
Geneva conference ?

As regards the Soviet Union, it will continue to press for the imme
diate and universal stopping of nuclear tests for all time. This is the 
purpose which its representatives at the Geneva conference will seek 
to achieve. If  the United States and the United Kingdom adopt a 
similar approach, the problem of stopping the tests of nuclear weap
ons will be solved finally and completely on the very day these Gov
ernments announce their consent to ending nuclear tests forever.

313. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the Amer
ican Embassy Regarding Surprise Attack Negotia
tions, November 1, 1958 1

No. 76/OS A

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. in connection with 
the note of the Embassy of the U.S.A. number 372 of 10 October 
1958 2 has the honor to state the following:

The Soviet Government notes the agreement of the Government of 
the U.S.A. with the proposal set forth in the note of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. of 15 September this year3 in regard 
to having a conference of experts on the question of prevention of 
surprise attack beginning at Geneva on 10 November 1958. Thus, the 
question of the time and place of convening the conference can be con
sidered agreed.

The Soviet Government takes cognizance of the report contained 
in the note of the Embassy of the U.S.A. of 10 October above and the 
fact that, on the part of the Western powers, besides representatives of 
the U.S.A., representatives of Great Britain, France, Canada, and 
Italy, and perhaps, other countries, will take part in the said confer
ence. Considering that the principle of equal representation has been 
set as a basis for carrying out the conference, the Soviet Government 
reports that representatives of the U.S.S.R., Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Rumania, Albania, and perhaps, other countries, will take part in the 
conference.

As far as the talks of this conference are concerned, the Soviet 
Government confirms its position on this question set forth in the

1 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 24, 1958, p. 816. The American Embassy 
repUed on Nov. 7 (post, doc. 316).

* Ante, doc. 299.
* Ante, doc. 294.
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note of 15 September and considers that the work of the forthcoming 
conference of experts should be directed to working out practical rec
ommendations on measures for prevention of surprise attack in con
junction with definite steps in the field of disarmament.

314. General Assembly Resolution 1252 (XIII): Question 
of Disarmament; the Discontinuance of Atomic and 
Hydrogen Weapons Tests; the Reduction of the Mili
tary Budgets of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, the United States of America, the United King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and 
France by 10 to 15 Percent and the Use of the Sav
ings So Effected for Assistance to the Underdeveloped 
Countries, November 4,1958 1

A

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming the continuing interest and responsibility of the United 

Nations in the field of disarmament, which have found expression in 
the Charter of the United Nations and in previous resolutions of the 
General Assembly,

Welcoming the agreement which has been achieved in the Confer
ence of Experts to Study the Possibility of Detecting Violations of a 
Possible Agreement on the Suspension of Nuclear Tests,

Noting that negotiations on the suspension of nuclear weapons tests 
and on the actual establishment of an international control system on 
the basis of the report of the Conference of Experts2 began on 31 Oc
tober 1958,

Noting further that qualified persons are expected to meet soon to 
study the technical aspects of measures against the possibility of 
surprise attack,

Recognizing that these developments are encouraging steps in the 
direction of progressive openness of information concerning tech-

1 General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Supplement No. 18 
(A/4090), pp. 3-4. The several parts of the resolution were voted on indi
vidually: pt. (A), 49-9-23, the Soviet bloc opposing; pt. (B), 55-9-12, the Soviet 
bloc opposing; pt. (C), 75-0-2; and pt (D ), 75-0-2.

2 Ante, doc. 284.



DOQUMENT 314 : NOVEMBER 4, 1958 1215

nologies and armaments, which may assist in promoting the funda
mental aims of the United Nations in the field of disarmament,

I
1. Urges that in the negotiations between States that have tested 

nuclear weapons the parties make every effort to reach early agree
ment on the suspension of nuclear weapons tests under effective in
ternational control;

2. Urges the parties involved in these negotiations not to undertake 
further testing of nuclear weapons while these negotiations are in 
progress;

II
3. Galls attention to the importance and urgency of achieving the 

widest possible measure of agreement in the forthcoming study of the 
technical aspects of measures against the possibility of surprise attack;

I I I
4. Expresses determination that the trend of the recent encouraging 

initiatives, including the technical approach, should continue with a 
view to contributing to a balanced and effectively controlled world
wide system of disarmament;

IV
5. Invites the conferences on nuclear weapons tests and on surprise 

attack to avail themselves of the assistance and services of the Secre
tary-General and requests them to keep the United Nations informed;

6. Invites the Secretary-General, in consultation with the Govern
ments concerned, to render whatever advice and assistance may seem 
appropriate to facilitate current developments or any further initia
tives related to problems of disarmament;

7. Requests that the records of the meetings of the First Commit
tee at which various aspects of disarmament were discussed be trans
mitted by the Secretary-General to the participants in the conferences 
on nuclear weapons tests and on surprise attack;

y
8. Reiterates to the States concerned the invitation, made in Gen

eral Assembly resolution 1148 (XII) of 14 November 1957,1 to devote, 
out of the funds made available as a result of disarmament, as and 
when sufficient progress is made, additional resources to the improve
ment of living conditions throughout the world and especially in the 
less developed countries.

1 Ante, doc. 233.
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B

The General Assembly,
Welcoming the report of the Conference of Experts to Study the 

Possibility of Detecting Violations of a Possible Agreement on the 
Suspension of Nuclear Tests,

Welcoming fwrther the decision of the States which have tested 
nuclear weapons to meet in a conference at Geneva, commencing 
31 October 1958, concerning the question of nuclear weapons tests,

1. Expresses the hope that the conference will be successful and lead 
to an agreement acceptable to all;

2. Requests the parties concerned to report to the General Assembly 
the agreement that may be the result of their negotiations;

3. Requests the Secretary-General to render such assistance and 
provide such services as may be asked for by the conference com
mencing at Geneva on 31 October 1958.

C

The General Assembly,
Noting the agreement among certain States to meet to study the 

technical aspects of measures against the possibility of surprise attack,
1. Expresses the hope that the widest possible measure of agreement 

will be achieved in the forthcoming study;
2. Requests the Secretary-General to render such assistance and 

provide such services as may be asked for and required by this 
conference;

3. Requests the States participating in the study to inform the 
United Nations of the progress achieved.

D

The General Assembly,
Having regard to the universal desire for the establishment of gen

uinely peaceful conditions in the world and therefore for taking 
steps to avoid the destruction that would result from a major armed 
conflict,

Reaffirming the responsibility of the United Nations for seeking a 
solution of the disarmament problem,

Expressing its determination that all Members of the United 
Nations should be in a position to contribute to a solution of this 
problem on a continuing basis,

1. Decides that the Disarmament Commission shall, for 1959 and 
on an ad hoc basis, be composed of all the Members of the United 
Nations;
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2. Transmits to the Disarmament Commission all the documents, 
proposals and records of discussions relating to disarmament at the 
thirteenth session of the General Assembly;

3. Requests the Disarmament Commission to convene as appropri
ate and to submit to the Security Council and to the General Assem
bly, at a special session if necessary, constructive proposals and 
recommendations in the field of disarmament;

4. Decides that the first meeting of the Disarmament Commission 
shall be convened by the Secretary-General after consultation with 
the Member States and that the Commission, having begun its activi
ties under rule 162 of the rules of procedure of the General Assembly 
and taking that rule into account, shall adopt its own rules of 
procedure.

315. News Conference Remarks by the Polish Foreign 
Minister (Rapacki) Regarding an Atom-Free Zone 
in Central Europe (Extracts), November 4, 1958 1

During the past months, we have repeatedly stressed that the Gov
ernment of the Polish People’s Republic does not consider the dis
cussions on its proposal concerning the setting up in Central Europe 
of a denuclearized zone2 as terminated and that we are fully main
taining this proposal. This attitude of ours stems from the deep 
conviction toward the decreasing of tension and toward disarmament 
and the strengthening of security in Europe.

This necessity has been confirmed during the entire discussion on 
our initiative and in the positive attitude toward this initiative on the 
part of broad and varied circles of world public opinion, especially 
in Europe.

We have given repeated proof that we can take into consideration 
matter-of-fact arguments, even opinions differing from ours as well 
as the subjective difficulties of those or other interested circles.

I  should like to recall here our memorandum of February 14,1958,3 
in which we have taken into account several such elements. In this 
memorandum, we have also developed the principles of a broad control 
system of the implementation of the obligations proposed by us.

Recently we have considered other arguments and misgivings 
voiced in the course of discussion. We are ready, in agreement with 
our allies, to make a new, in our opinion the maximum step possible

1 Department of State files.
* Ante, doc. 225.
• Ant e, doc. 244.
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toward taking into account the main comments and reservations put 
forward in connection with our proposal.

We are ready to consider the implementation of our plan in two 
stagesTln the first stage a ban would be introduced on the production 
of nudear weapons on the territories of Poland. CzechoslovakiaTthe 
Ijferman dem ocratic Republic and the German Federal "Republic.

An obligation would also be undertaken within the proposed zone 
to renounce the equipping with nuclear weapons of the armies which 
do not yet possess them as well as the building of relevant installations 
for them. At the same time, appropriate measures of control would 
be introduced. This would amount therefore, one may say, to the 
freezing of nuclear armaments in the proposed zone 

Thft impifvmp.ntar/ion of the second stage wouldHSe precedecLby 
talks on jh e  appropriate reduction of conventional forces. Such^a 
rednctionTwould be efl'ec^ ^ _ s i rn iilT ^ r>m iisly  w i t h  r.hp> p .o T ^ l6 t iT 3 e n u >  

clearization of the zone. Again it would be accompanied by the 
introduction of appropriate control measures. . . .

Such a modification, however, would meet the suggestions and con
clusions resulting from the attitude of many Western politicians, who 
expressed their opinions in connection with our initiative. It should 
also eliminate major misgivings which have been voiced in the dis
cussion and which were meant above all to serve as a justification for 
a negative attitude on the part of certain circles and governments 
toward the Polish proposal.

This concerns the fears, without considering here whether they 
are well founded or not, of “upsetting the existing military equi
librium” between the two groups in Europe, and weakening the 
defenses of the West, fears about the withdrawal of American forces 
from Europe, and so forth.

Attempts have been made to justify all these reservations with one 
key argument: “The implementation of the ban on the production 
and possession of nuclear weapons in Central Europe would deprive 
the NATO troops of the so-called shield in the face of the superiority 
of the Warsaw pact forces in the field of conventional arms.”

We could not agree with such an argument, if only because of our 
basic attitude toward weapons of mass destruction. We were never 
against discussion on the reduction of conventional armament in 
Central Europe. On the contrary, we were always partisans of such 
discussion and of such a reduction. If, in the past year we have 
limited ourselves to an initiative of a narrower scope, to the proposal 
of the denuclearization of Centeral Europe, it was only because the 
discussion on the limitation of all arguments [armaments?] in this 
region ran into serious difficulties. Besides, we have considered the
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implementation of our proposal as a first step toward further disarma
ment measures in this zone.

Therefore, since many and serious voices have been raised asking 
for the linking of the denuCTearization~ with reduction of~3ther~arma
ments in Central Europe, we are ready to consider such voices favor
ably, but under one condition: That the discussions on the two joint" 
subjects will not be protracted endlessly while nuclear armaments 
come to be included in the arsenals of new armies.

These are the premises of such modifications in the ways of imple
menting the denuclearized zone, which we are ready to consider.

316. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry Regarding Surprise Attack Nego
tiations, November 7,1958 1

The Embassy of the United States presents its compliments to 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and has the honor to refer to note 76/OS A of November
1, 1958 2 regarding the conference of experts on the question of re
ducing the possibility of surprise attack beginning November 10 in 
Geneva.

The United States is gratified that the question of the time and place 
of the convening of the conference is agreed.

With regard to the question of participation in the conference, the 
United States recalls that it stated in its note of October 103 that 
“it would be appropriate to include experts from countries other than 
the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in order 
to provide the broadest possible base of technical experience under 
varying conditions”. In accordance with this principle the note 
further declared that “For the Western countries, there will be experts 
from the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Canada, Italy 
and possibly other countries”.

In this connection, the Embassy transmits herewith the names of 
the experts presently designated and referred to in paragraph four 
of its note number 372 of October 10:

1 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 24, 1958, pp. 815-816. The Soviet For
eign Ministry replied on Nov. 10,1958 {post, doc. 318).

2 Ante, doc. 313.
8 Ante, doc. 299.
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From the United States:
Mr. William 0. Foster 
Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky 
General Otto P. Weyland

From the United Kingdom:
General Sir Robert Mansergh 
Air Vice Marshal W. C. Sheen 
Mr. E. C. Williams

From France:
Mr. Pierre de Leusse 
General Pierre Genevey 
Mr. Michel LeGendre

From Canada:
Mr. L. Dana Wilgress
Mr. J. A. McCordick
Air Commodore Wilfred W. Bean

From Italy:
Mr. Paolo Emilio Tavianl 
L t General Sergio Lalatta 
Mr. Luca Dainelli

The United States wishes to emphasize that the participation in 
the proposed conference should be arranged on the basis of ability to 
contribute to the successful achievement of the objectives of the con
ference, and not on the basis of “equal representation”, which the 
United States considers to be neither a “principle” nor a relevant 
basis of organization of the conference. With this understanding, 
the United States notes that representatives of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Albania, and 
perhaps other countries will also take part in the conference.

With respect to the Soviet statement that the work of the confer
ence of experts “should be directed to working out practical recom
mendations on measures for prevention of surprise attack in con
junction with definite steps in the field of disarmament”, the United 
States assumes that decisions as to measures of disarmament Which 
might accompany measures designed to reduce the possibility of sur
prise attack are political in nature and would, accordingly, be outside 
of the scope of the present conference, which would be held without 
prejudice to the respective positions of the Governments concerned as 
to the timing and interdependence of such measures.1

1C£. President Eisenhower’s letter of Apr. 28, 1958 (ante, doc. 260).
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317. Statement by President Eisenhower Regarding 
Recent Soviet Nuclear Tests, November 7 ,1 9 5 8 1

The Atomic Energy Commission has announced that the Soviet 
Union is continuing the testing of nuclear weapons. This continued 
testing by the Soviet Union has occurred despite the fact that negotia
tions for the suspension of testing of nuclear weapons have since 
October 31 been under way at Geneva.

On August 22, 1958, I  announced that, “in order to facilitate the 
detailed negotiations the United States is prepared, unless testing is 
resumed by the Soviet Union, to withhold further testing on its part 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons for a period of one year from the 
beginning of the negotiations.” 2

In conformity with this declaration the United States suspended on 
October 31, 1958, its testing of nuclear weapons, although the series 
then under way had not been completed. The United Kingdom also 
has suspended testing. The Soviet Union, which had been testing 
intensively at its Arctic proving ground from the latter part of Sep
tember to the end of October, has, however, continued to test at 
another location.

The Soviet Union is continuing its nuclear testing in the face of a 
resolution voted by the United Nations General Assembly urging the 
parties in the Geneva negotiations not to undertake further testing 
of nuclear weapons while these negotiations are in progress.3

This action by the Soviet Union relieves the United States from any 
obligation under its offer to suspend nuclear weapons tests. How
ever, we shall continue suspension of such tests for the time being, 
and we understand that the United Kingdom will do likewise. We 
hope that the Soviet Union will also do so.

If  there is not shortly a corresponding renunciation by the Soviet 
Union, the United States will be obliged to reconsider its position.

The United States will, of course, persevere in the negotiations at 
Geneva to reach sound agreement for controlled suspension of nuclear 
testing.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, Nov. 24, 1958, p. 810. See also Secretary of 
State Dulles’ news conference of Nov. 7 (%bid.t pp. 809 ff.).

* Ante, doc. 285.
* Ante, doc. 314.
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318. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the Amer
ican Embassy: Surprise Attack Negotiations, No
vember 10, 19581

The USSR Foreign Ministry presents its respects to the U.S. 
Embassy, and referring to the note of the Embassy No. 447 of Nov.
7, 1958,2 has the honor to state the following:

The Ministry takes into consideration the statement contained in 
the note on the composition of the delegation of the United States, 
Great Britain, France, Canada, and Italy to the Geneva conference 
of experts on the problem concerning the prevention of a sudden 
attack opening on Nov. 10.

In accordance with the principles of equal representation of mem
ber countries of the Atlantic pact3 and member countries of the War
saw treaty, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs reports that the countries 
of the Warsaw treaty 4 will be represented at the conference on behalf 
of the Soviet Union by V. Kuznetsov, Col. Gen. A. Gryzlov, I. G. 
Usachev, Maj. Gen. A. V. Pisarev, and Maj. Gen. S. D. Romanov;

On behalf of Poland, by M. Naszkowski, M. Blusztajn, Brig. Gen. 
J. Drzewiecki, and Brig. Gen. T. Piuro;

On behalf of Czechoslovakia, by J. Hajek, Maj. Gen. V. Hlavaty 
and Col. M. Broz;

On behalf of Rumania, N. Gonda, Maj. Gen. K. Sandru and 
Maj. N. Calin;

On behalf of Albania, Nesti Nase, Gen. Arif Hasko, Col. Diljaver 
Poci and Llambi Pecini.

Regarding the main problem of the conference, the Soviet Govern
ment, as has already been pointed out in the message of the Chairman 
of the Council of Ministers, N. S. Khrushchev, to U.S. President 
Dwight Eisenhower of July 2,5 and in the notes of the ministry of 
Sept. 15 6 and Nov. 1, 1958,7 proceeds from the fact that this problem 
should consist in that practical recommendations should be worked 
out on the measures concerning the prevention of a sudden attack com
bined with certain steps in the sphere of disarmament without the 
implementation of which the consideration of the problem on the 
prevention of a sudden attack is useless.

1 Department of State files.
2 Ante, doc. 316.
s American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 

853-854, and 871-873.
* Ibid ., pp. 1239-1242.
8 Ante, doc. 282.
6 Ante, doc. 294.
7 Ante, doc. 313.
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319. Proposed Plan of Work Submitted by the Western 
Experts at the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference, 
November 11, 1958 1

The Conference should proceed through successive discussion of the 
following sections in order that an objective basis may be established 
in each phase for the discussion in the subsequent phases.
I. Identification of the objects of control: The instruments of surprise 

attack.
A. Missiles
B. Long-range aircraft
C. Tactical aircraft
D. Ground forces
E. Missile-launching submarines
F. Other naval forces
G. Other possible instruments of surprise attack

II. Means of control: The technology of observation and inspection. 
In this phase of discussion the purely technical aspects of various

means of observation and inspection might be examined. Their 
capabilities and their inherent limitations would be assessed. Among 
the important topics would be:

1. Aerial inspection
2. Ground inspection, including technological aids
3. Sea surveillance techniques
4. Long-range radar capability
5. Other instruments of long-range detection
6. Satellite inspection
7. Other possible means of observation and inspection

III. The application of inspection and observation techniques to the 
problem of surprise attack and the evaluation of the results of 
such application.

IV. General technical characteristics of systems to reduce the threat 
of surprise attack.

[V. Report to governments.]

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/1, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 1. The bracketed paragraph was added Nov. 17 (GEN/SA/ 
1/Rev. 2 and Corr. 1).
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320. Draft Agenda Proposed by the Soviet Bloc Dele
gations at the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference, 
November 11, 19581

1. Exchange of opinions on practical steps that can be taken now 
with a view to preventing the danger of a surprise attack and on par
tial disarmament measures to be carried out in conjunction with these 
steps.

2. Consideration of the tasks of ground control posts and aerial 
photography.

3. Preparation of the experts’ report to the governments of the 
countries represented at the conference, containing conclusions and 
recommendations on measures for prevention of a surprise attack in 
conjunction with certain steps regarding disarmament.

321. Tass Statement on Nuclear Weapons Tests, Novem
ber 14, 1958 2

As a result of improper manoeuvring in the General Assembly by 
the Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom, the 
United Nations was unable to adopt a resolution paving the way for 
the general cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests for all 
time.3 The Governments of these two Western Powers, which are 
bent on pursuing the arms race, including the race to manufacture 
atomic and hydrogen weapons, prevented the United Nations from 
doing its duty.

Although the overwhelming majority of States spoke out clearly 
in favour of the immediate cessation of these weapons tests for once 
and for all, when it came to the vote blatant pressure and blackmail 
by the United States compelled a number of States dependent on that 
country to vote for the United States and United Kingdom proposal,4 
which was designed to hamstring any agreement on the cessation of 
atomic weapons tests and to secure the continuance of these tests.

Conference doc. GEN/S A/2, as reproduced In U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 2. Submitted by the delegations of the Soviet Union, Al
bania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Rumania.

a U.N. doc. A/4015, Dec. 1,1958.
* Ante, doc. 305.
* Ante, doc. 314, pt. A.
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In its statement on 31 [30~\ October the Soviet Government indi
cated that, although the Soviet Union had carried out many fewer test 
explosions of atomic weapons than the United States and the United 
Kingdom, it was still ready to discontinue the testing of those 
weapons for all time, if the United States and the United Kingdom 
•did likewise.1

The Government of the USSR also stated that if the United States 
and the United Kingdom continued to hamstring any agreement on 
the general discontinuance of atomic weapons tests for all time, the 
Soviet Government would be compelled, in view of the actions of the 
United States and the United Kingdom, to resume test explosions of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons and would continue those tests in the 
proportion of one to one until the number of tests carried out by the 
Soviet Union after the resumption of testing equalled the total num
ber of test explosions undertaken by both the United States and the 
United Kingdom after 31 March, i.e. after the date of the unilateral 
cessation by the Soviet Union of nuclear weapons tests.2

Judging from the statements by President Eisenhower and Secre
tary of State Dulles, and also from the statement on 7 November by 
Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of the 
United Kingdom, the United States and United Kingdom Govern
ments intend to continue to put obstacles in the way of an agreement 
on the cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests.

They are still making the cessation of nuclear weapons tests con
tingent upon demands which render meaningless their statements 
that they are ready to discontinue such tests. This is apparent be
cause, firstly, they propose only to suspend these tests for one year, 
that is to say, for the time necessary to prepare for the next series of 
tests; secondly, they make the suspension of tests contingent upon 
the solution of other disarmament problems, although they them
selves are making it impossible to solve a single disarmament prob
lem; thirdly, as they have recently held the most intensive series of 
nuclear tests, they are trying to obtain a decision which would restrain 
the Soviet Union from conducting nuclear tests and thereby attempt
ing to gain a one-sided advantage for themselves to the detriment of 
the legitimate security interests of the Soviet Union.

In an attempt to justify their policy in this respect, leading per
sonalities in the United States and the United Kingdom are feigning 
surprise at the fact that the Soviet Union is continuing nuclear 
weapons tests. They did not express surprise, however, when the

1 Ante, doc. 312.
1 Ante, doc. 252.



1226 DOCUMENT 321 : NOVEMBER 14, 1958

United States and the United Kingdom carried out test explosions of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons almost every day, and often even 
several times a day, for many months. They considered this normal 
and they even gave the widest publicity to these activities of theirs 
during the whole of the period from 31 March in which the Soviet 
Union did not undertake a single nuclear weapons test.

Notwithstanding the ruses to which United States leaders resort 
in connexion with the cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapons tests, 
they will be as unsuccessful in the future as they have been in the 
past in concealing the truth. And the truth is that the Governments 
of these two Powers are disregarding the will of the peoples who call 
for an end to atomic and hydrogen weapons tests and the immediate 
cessation of these tests for all time. If  the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom were really ready to agree 
to the cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons, then the Soviet 
Government would be ready, as before, to sign an immediate agree
ment with them. In that case, however, the United States and United 
Kingdom Governments would have to stop resorting to clumsy 
manoeuvres and state their readiness to take this step.

Control over the cessation of tests is entirely feasible, as was con
firmed, despite statements to the contrary by the United States and 
United Kingdom Governments, at the recently concluded conference 
of experts at Geneva.1 But recognition of the possibility of control 
must be followed up by practical measures, namely, an agreement on 
the cessation of nuclear tests, and it is clear that the United States and 
the United Kingdom do not want this, judging from the statements 
by their leaders referred to above and the position taken by their 
representatives at the Geneva Conference at present in progress.

I t is not long since the representatives of the United States and the 
United Kingdom stated at the Geneva conference of experts that they 
were not empowered to discuss the major question, that is to say, 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests, and that such an 
agreement must be the subject of separate talks at a later date.

However, now that a separate conference has been convened to 
consider this major question—the conclusion of an agreement—it is 
again being asserted in the Palais des Nations at Geneva that this 
time, too, the purpose of the meeting is to consider questions of con
trol rather than to conclude an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
explosions.

This fact alone indicated the gulf separating the misleading state
ments of United States and United Kingdom leaders about their

1 Ante, doc. 284.
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readiness to agree to the cessation of nuclear weapons tests and the 
true position of those countries.

As for the Soviet Union, it has insisted and it will continue to insist 
on the need to put an end immediately to all nuclear weapons testing 
for all time, as it is deeply convinced that this demand is in keeping 
with the aspirations of mankind and that it will serve to reduce in
ternational tension and eliminate the threat of an atomic war.

322. Soviet Proposal at the Geneva Surprise Attack 
Conference: Draft Recommendation Regarding the 
Undertaking by States of an Obligation Not To 
Carry Out Flights of Their Aircraft With Atomic 
and Hydrogen Weapons Over the Territories of 
Other States and Over the Open Seas, November 
17, 1958 1

The Conference of Experts has come to the conclusion that flights 
of aircraft with atomic and hydrogen weapons on board over the 
territories of foreign States and over the open seas constitute a serious 
threat to world peace and that such flights can be used for the pur
pose of concentrating military planes carrying atomic and hydrogen 
weapons near the borders of another State, thus increasing the dan
ger of surprise attack. Moreover, such flights can become the cause 
of a military conflict as a result of miscalculation, wrong interpreta
tion of the other side’s intentions and even of a technical error.

The Conference recognizes that an essential condition for the imple
mentation of effective measures for preventing a surprise attack is 
to prohibit flights of aircraft with atomic and hydrogen weapons 
over the territories of foreign States and over the open seas.

Hence, the Conference recommends that the Governments whose 
experts participate in the Conference, undertake not to carry out 
flights of aircraft with atomic and hydrogen weapons over the terri
tories of foreign States and over the open seas.

1 Conference doc. GEN/S A/3, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5,1959, Annex 4.
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323. Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: The Establishment 
of an International Committee for Cooperation in the 
Study of Cosmic Space for Peaceful Purposes, No
vember 18,19581

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the great importance of international co-operation in 

the study and exploitation of cosmic space for peaceful purposes,
Considering that such co-operation will promote mutual under

standing and the strengthening of friendly relations among peoples,
Recalling in this connexion the successful beginning of such co

operation within the framework of the International Geophysical 
Year,

1U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.219/Rev.l, Nov. 18, 1958. The operative paragraphs of 
the Soviet draft of Nov. 7, 1958 (A/C.1/L.219), repeated the provisions in 
the numbered paragraphs of the Soviet proposal of Mar. 15, 1958 (ante, doc. 
250), and did not specify the countries to serve on the international committee.

On Nov. 13, 1958, the United States and 19 other countries introduced a draft 
resolution (A/C.1/L.220) which did not specify the membership of the interna
tional committee. On the same date Ambassador Lodge told the First Committee 
that the composition of the proposed outer space committee “should reflect two 
criteria: first, that its members should be chosen from states who have already 
demonstrated capabilities or an active interest in the peaceful uses of outer space; 
second, that its composition should also be representative of the General As
sembly” (Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 15, 1958, p. 977). Following un
successful private talks between the U.S. and Soviet delegations, the 20 powers 
(Nov. 21) submitted a revised draft resolution (A/C.l/L.220/Rev.l), incorporat
ing certain features of the revised Soviet proposal and specifying the membership 
of the committee; the revised 20-power proposal was identical with the resolution 
approved by the General Assembly on Dec. 13, 1958 (post, doc. 333).

The question was debated at the 994th and 995th meetings of the First Com
mittee (morning and afternoon, Nov. 24, 1958). At the 994th meeting Ambassa
dor Lodge said that the private talks had broken down because Ambassador 
Zorin “continued to advocate the principle proposed in the Soviet draft resolu
tion : that is, a slate composed of 4 countries of the Soviet group, 4 countries 
which he considered to be ‘Western/ and 3 which he considered to be ‘neutral/
. . . His maximum concession was to say he would permit the addition of 

one Latin American country, while reserving the right to accept or reject the 
specific country.” (Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 5, 1959, p. 25.)

At the 995th meeting Mr. Zorin stated that during the private discussions he 
had offered to enlarge the Soviet list to include Mexico. He declared that the 
18 nations listed in the revised 20-power resolution included 12 members of the 
U.S. “military blocs” and only 3 “socialist” and 3 “neutral” countries 
(A/C.1/SR.995, pp. 2-4). Mr. Lodge replied that “. . . Mr. Zorin himself 
said that there was no purpose in discussing the terms of the resolution if
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1. Recommends the establishment within the framework of the 
United Nations of an international committee for co-operation in the 
study of cosmic space for peaceful purposes;

2. Recommends the establishment of a preparatory group consist
ing of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States of 
America, the United Kingdom, France, India, Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
Romania, the United Arab Republic, Sweden and Argentina, to draft 
the programme and rules of the proposed international committee;

3. Recommends that the preparatory group, in its work of pre
paring the programme and rules, should proceed on the basis that the 
international committee for co-operation in the study of cosmic space 
should have the following functions:

to continue on a permanent basis the cosmic-space research now 
being carried on within the framework of the International Geophys
ical Year;

there were not agreement on the composition of the ad hoc committee. Then Mr. 
Zorin refused to agree to any composition which did not include four members 
of what we caU here the Soviet bloc. He also insisted on a veto, or insisted 
that he be given the chance to express his approval or disapproval over other 
countries suggested for the committee. . . . And I thought it was recognized 
by him, as well as by me, that our efforts to arrive at agreement had come to 
an end.” Mr. Lodge said that the Soviet Union still opposed having Australia 
and Belgium on the committee, or any Latin American country with which it 
did not have diplomatic relations, and that it still insisted on 4 Communist 
countries (Bulletin,, loc. c it,  pp. 26-27).

At the same meeting the First Committee rejected, by a vote of 25-14-42, a 
resolution submitted by Burma, India, and the United Arab Republic 
(A/C.l/L.224/Rev.l) requesting the Soviet Union and the United States to 
consider the urgent need to take positive and constructive steps in the field of 
the peaceful uses of outer space and to report to the First Committee on an 
urgent basis regarding an agreed and practical approach to the problem 
(A/4009, pp. 4-5). Mr. Zorin thereupon announced that he would not seek a 
vote on the Soviet proposal (ibid., p. 5). The 20-power resolution was then 
adopted by a vote of 54-9-18 (ibid., p. 6). Mr. Zorin declared that the resolu
tion’s provisions for membership in the committee made cooperation impossible 
and stated that the Soviet Union would not participate in the committee’s work 
(A/C.1/SR.995, p. 15).

Private talks between the Soviet and United ^States delegations were renewed 
in December. At the 792d plenary meeting (Dec. 13), Mr. Lodge said that the 
Soviet Union had requested the elimination from the committee of Italy, Bel
gium, Japan, Brazil, and Austria and had refused to agree to the 20-power 
proposal even when the sponsors offered to add Rumania and Austria (Bulletin, 
loc. cit., p. 32). Ambassador Sobolev said that the Soviet Union had offered 
to add Canada and Ceylon; these two countries, together with Mexico and the
11 nations named in the Soviet proposal, would have made up a committee of 
14 nations (General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, 792nd 
Plenary Meeting, pp. 618-619).
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to organize the mutual exchange and dissemination of information 
on cosmic-space research;

to co-ordinate national research programmes for the study of cos- 
mic-space and render all possible assistance and help in their 
realization;

4. Requests the preparatory group to report the results of its work 
to the General Assembly at its fourteenth session;

5. Recommends that this international committee, after it has been 
established, should decide on an appropriate form of agreement pro
viding for close relationships with the United Nations.

324. Explanatory Document of the First Point of the 
Proposed Plan of Work Submitted by the Western 
Experts at the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference: 
A Survey of the Relevant Technical Aspects of 
Possible Instruments of Surprise Attack as a Pre
requisite for Examining Means of Detection and 
Systems of Inspection and Control, November 18, 
19581

1. This survey is presented for convenience in tabular form.
2. Column 2 shows the categories of the principal instruments of 

surprise attack that the Western Experts suggest should be consid
ered by this Conference. We are ready to discuss any other cate
gories which the Eastern Experts may wish to add.

3. Column 3 shows the definitions which we suggest for the various 
categories.

4. Column 4 gives some characteristics of the instruments of sur
prise attack which in our opinion are pertinent to the problem of sur
veillance and observation.

5. Column 5 associates with the various instruments of surprise 
attack some of the evidence that might indicate their imminent em
ployment in surprise attack. We are prepared to discuss any addi
tional types of evidence which may have occurred to the experts on 
the Eastern side.

1 Conference doc. GEN/S A/4, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 5. For the plan of work proposed by the Western experts, 
see ante, doc. 319.
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325. Explanatory Document of the Second Point of the 
Proposed Plan of Work Submitted by the Western 
Experts at the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference: 
A Survey of Techniques Which Would Be Effec
tive in the Observation and Inspection of the In
struments of Surprise Attack, November 19, 1958 1

1. This document contains a general survey of some of the tech
niques which the Western Experts believe would be effective in the 
observation and inspection of the instruments of surprise attacks.

2. I t  is in three p arts :
Part / ,  which outlines techniques that may be used in aerial 

and satellite inspection. This corresponds with Items
I I . l  and II.6 of the programme of work proposed by 
the Western Experts.

P art I I , which outlines techniques that may be useful in sur
veillance from the ground. This corresponds with 
Items II.2 and II.4.

P art I I I , which deals with such techniques of sea surveillance 
(Item II.3) as are not dealt with in previous parts.

3. Other instruments of long-range detection (Item II.5) are dealt 
with as they may arise in the various parts.

4. The Western Experts would be glad to discuss any other tech
niques raised by the Eastern Experts.

P art I
AERIAL AND SATELLITE TECHNIQUES 

D escription of T echniques

I. Photographic Technique
1. The photographic technique may be used in aircraft and space 

vehicles to detect instruments of surprise attack described in Agenda 
Item I. Climate and light conditions impose limitations on the photo
graphic technique. The adverse effect of these conditions is greatly 
reduced, however, by complete freedom in selection of time, place and 
altitude.

2. General
(a) In  general the ability to detect and identify objects on the 

ground will depend upon their size and background contrast, as well

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/5, as reproduced in U.N. doc A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 6. For the plan of work proposed by the Western experts,, 
see ante, doc. 319.
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as the ability of the interpreter to recognize them in the context of the 
picture.

(b) The photographic parameters of scale and film resolution can 
be directly related to ground resolution at a particular contrast. The 
photographic scale is determined by the flight altitude, camera de
pression angle, and focal length of the camera lens.

(c) For purpose of discussion, three categories of ground resolution 
within technical capabilities will be considered which permit identifi
cation of objects of different sizes.

(d) Examples of operational conditions for vertical photography at 
•a film resolution of 15 to 25 optical lines/mm which would yield pic
tures corresponding to these categories a re :

(e) Object Category I  (75 to 100 ft) should yield detection of mis
sile launch pads under certain conditions, as well as the location and 
gross characteristics of all major airfields. Most communication lines 
•can be traced and many areas of activity will be found which require 
examination at higher resolution in order to identify. I t  will be pos
sible to detect large moving ships at sea due to their conspicuous 
wakes.

(f) Object Category I I  (5 to 10 ft) should be adequate for the 
identification of most of the weapon systems which could be used as 
instruments of surprise attack. These weapon systems will usually 
be recognized by the identification of several of their essential com
ponents, however, sometimes it will be necessary to get larger scale 
pictures to eliminate doubts in the mind of the photo interpreter. To 
be more specific, a well camouflaged underground inter-continental 
missile base might be difficult to identify at this scale. However, the 
required supporting activities could appear very conspicuous and 
lead to a requirement for further investigation. An inter-continental 
missile system would be recognized by identification of some of its 
components, such as the logistic support vehicles, missiles, propellant 
storage vehicles, launch devices, guidance and communication vans, 
warhead storage, engine test, etc. The short-range missile and cruise 
missile systems will be more difficult to find than the inter-continental 
since the identification keys are in general smaller and hence easier to 
-hide. A t this resolution level airfields can be analyzed to distinguish

I  75 to 100 f t (satellite altitude)
I I  5 to 10 ft (high altitude aircraft) 

I I I  1 to 2 ft (low altitude aircraft)

Category Altitude 
150 miles 
50,000 ft 
5,000 ft

Camera lens focal length 
36 inch 
36 inch 
18 inch

I
I I

I I I
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civilian from military fields, logistic activity can be discerned, weapon 
storage areas can be located, and aircraft identified by type. Ground 
force installations and elements will be found by observation of troop 
and weapon dispositions, munition storage, vehicles. The study of 
ports and their facilities would permit identification of naval ships 
and to some extent the status of those undergoing repairs. Deploy
ment of warships, carriers, and surfaced submarines, as well as their 
armaments may be determined.

(g) Object Category I I I  (1 to 2 ft) may be used for the coverage of 
select areas to resolve questions which have been raised by the examina
tion of smaller scale photography. This verification will be necessary 
in many cases: in conjunction with this, it may be desirable to obtain 
even higher quality pictures.

3. Limitations
(a) Cloud coverage limits the areas which may be photographed at 

any one time and haze will usually limit the useful angular coverage. 
This haze has the effect of decreasing the available ground contrast so 
that the resolution suffers. Seldom is the atmosphere sufficiently 
transparent and free of haze to obtain useful pictures near the horizon.

(b) On occasion, it may be necessary to accomplish photography at 
night. For this purpose illuminants carried in the aircraft, such as 
mercury arc lights or flash units can be used.

(c) Camouflage and deception can be successfully employed against 
poor quality photography. Usually the best method to avoid decep
tion lies in using pictures of much better quality than that required 
merely for identification. This is one reason for requiring high 
quality verification photography. Occasionally, infra-red sensitive 
film is useful in detecting certain types of camouflage due to the 
differences in the infra-red reflective characteristics of chlorophyll 
and the dyes used to simulate vegetation.

(d) There is an inherent delay in converting photographic data to 
useful information. The delay varies with conditions and generally 
renders the information obtained strategic in nature.

4. Conclusions
Photography will provide information to :
(a) Determine installation inventory.
(b) W arn of localized surface attack.
(c) Verify the validity of “force data” exchange.
(d) Provide strategic warning through force disposition and 

buildup.
(e) Provide data required for planning for ground inspection 

systems.
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II . Radar Techniques
5. Radar techniques may be used in aircraft to detect certain instru

ments of surprise attack. This technique can be useful in day or night 
and with some exceptions in bad weather.

6. General
(a) Eadai’s operated from satellite altitudes (150 miles) would 

yield information of very limited value.
(b) Radars operating from high altitude aircraft (50,000 ft.) can 

locate and yield the gross characteristics of all major airfields up to a 
range of 25 miles of the flight line. Runways of 5,000' length can 
be detected at range of 15 miles. Sod runways have been detected at 
10 mile range. Capability against packed snow or smoothed ice air
strips is about the same as for sod unless ridges of snow or ice are left 
along the edge of the strip. Launching pads 100' x 100' or larger as 
well as erecting cranes and missiles of inter-continental dimensions 
standing vertically can be detected at 10 mile range from 35,000' alti
tude. Major fleet units including carriers and cruisers will be detected 
and located, in fact, vessels exceeding 100' in length can usually be 
detected.

(c) Medium jet bombardment type aircraft parked on airfields can 
be detected as individual aircraft at ranges of 10 miles if the radar is 
operating below about 9,000' altitude. From 1,500' altitude and 3 
mile range rough outlines of heavy bombardment type aircraft can be 
discerned. Fighter type aircraft, large missiles, and ground vehicles 
of a similar size, such as tanks, can be detected at about a 10 mile range 
but not identified. Identification will have to be made by inference 
or by the use of other techniques.

7. Limitations
(a) Climatic. The capabilities listed above for conventional radars 

operating at 35,000 mcs will be obtained through most weather condi
tions. Heavy cloud cover will decrease the contrast or dynamic range 
of return at this frequency. Clouds from which light rain is falling 
or about to fall will shadow the radars completely. Radars at about 
10,000 mcs are only affected by clouds from which medium to heavy 
rain is falling. Snow cover changes the appearance of terrain to the 
radar, but does not affect detection of man-made objects that protrude 
above the level of snow cover. Man-made objects that are outlined by 
ridges of snow as a result of snow removal are more easily detected 
than when no snow cover existed.

(b) Camouflage. In  certain instances and under certain conditions, 
radar detection can be neutralized by techniques similar to those that 
may affect the photographic technique.
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(c) Operational. Eadars can be made to function at any practical 
altitude. In  general, the lower the altitude and shorter the range the 
greater the resolution obtained.

(d) Timeliness. As a generalization processing time, upon com
pletion of flight, requires about one hour for each hour of flight. Due 
to this delay information obtained by this technique will usually be 
of the strategic type.

8. Conclusions
(a) Deployment. An approximate estimate of deployment may be 

obtained wherein trucks, tanks, fighter aircraft and the like, may be 
counted.

(b) Force inventory. An approximate estimate of force inventory, 
whether vehicles or aircraft, can be obtained and medium type bombers 
can be counted.

(c) Installation inventory. Radar can provide installation inven
tory, on large size installations. Airfields, certain missile sites, tank 
farms, power lines, etc. can be detected; identification will often re
quire additional information.

(d) Warning. In  conjunction with other techniques, radar may 
contribute to warning.

I I I .  Electronic Techniques
9. Electronic reconnaissance collects data on electromagnetic radia

tions using airborne receivers, direction finders, recorders and/or ana
lyzers. Airborne and electronic reconnaissance has a capability to 
detect, analyze and locate electromagnetic radiation for many surprise 
attack weapons under all weather conditions. In  conjunction with 
other techniques, the data derived from this technique may provide 
strategic warning, installation inventory, and in some cases tactical 
warning.

10. General
(a) Electronic reconnaissance can serve as an adjunct to photog

raphy and other detection techniques. I t  will be possible to detect, 
locate, and record data on electromagnetic radiation from many of the 
instruments of surprise attack under all weather conditions, such as 
air bases, submarine and naval bases, etc. I t  would contribute to 
strategic warning by providing data in the installation inventory 
category, as well as an indication of a departure from the norm ; this 
could then initiate a critical evaluation of all other sources of informa
tion. Briefly, electronic reconnaissance can serve as an alerting 
mechanism as a basis for more detailed evaluation of other in
formation.
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11. Limitations
The contribution of electronic reconnaissance could be neutralized 

when radiating devices within range could be closed down. Another 
means of neutralizing the contribution of electronic reconnaissance 
would be by overloading or saturation.

12. Conclusions
Information derived from electronic reconnaissance alone may not 

provide warning of imminent attack. However, when evaluated with 
other information, it would probably provide warning that an attack 
may be imminent or that it has been initiated. Its greatest usefulness 
would be in the area of strategic warning.
IV. Infra-Red Techniques

13. Infra-red techniques may be used in aircraft and space vehicles 
to detect instruments of surprise attack. These techniques are pas
sive and can be used day or night; however, they will not be effective 
through cloud layers. They will provide a valuable adjunct to photo
graphic and radar coverage by helping to interpret the nature and 
character of objects through display of temperature differential. 
Since there is a large dynamic range between thermal mapping of 
terrain which is normally cool and prominent hot spots, such as power 
plants, it will be necessary to determine in advance which type of 
information it is desired to be emphasized.

14. General
(a) The characteristics of the thermal map depend upon the spec

tral sensitivity and the time constants of the photo conductor or the 
thermistor bolometer, as well as the efficiency of the sensor and the 
characteristics of the scanning optical system.

(b) The capabilities of this type of equipment are such that it 
would be of little value if operated from satellite altitude (150 miles).

(c) When operated from high altitude aircraft (50,000 ft) , this 
equipment, under some conditions, would be capable of detecting 
large missile launch pads, as well as locating and identifying all major 
airfields. Many hot areas will be detected on the infra-red map; 
however, usually other techniques must be used to permit 
identification.

(d) Low altitude (5,000 ft) , mapping will be very useful. Two 
types of data will be obtained concurrently, namely thermal mapping 
and the detection of hot spots. Coverage will include roads, rivers* 
bridges, buildings, landing strips, vehicles, tanks, ships, trucks, power 
plants, and factories. I t  should be possible to detect and locate large 
underground installations; and it may be possible to detect tunnels* 
projections of surface installations underground, as well as to pene
trate normal camouflage.
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15. Limitations
(a) Climate. Rain or snow will wash out small temperature dif

ferentials of terrain. Even so, heated quonset huts, etc. should stand 
out prominently against a snow background. Clouds will obscure 
the ground when they lie under the aircraft.

(b) Camouflage. I t  will be very difficult to provide counter 
measures on a large scale for large establishments although it 
will certainly be possible to simulate small tactical types of targets, 
such as tanks and vehicles.

(c) Timeliness. There is considerable delay in the conversion of 
infra-red data into useful information. Therefore, this will con
tribute to strategic warning only.

16. Conclusions
Infra-red is :
(1) Capable of providing information on deployment of forces.
(2) Capable of providing information on installation inventory.
(3) Useful as an indicator for the utilization of other techniques.
(4) A check on the activity of known installations when condi

tions prevent photographic coverage.

P art I I

GROUND TECHNIQUES

1. Assessment of ground inspection techniques involves considera
tion of both the possible objects of surveillance efforts and the tech
niques of surveillance potentially useful in detecting these objects. 
To illustrate, acoustical devices may effectively detect a distant deto
nation and yet be insensitive to the passage of manned aircraft at a 
similar distance.

I. Objects of Surveillance:

2. The following instruments of surprise attack which have already 
been described in the document “A Survey of the Relevant [Tech
nical] Aspects of Possible Instruments of Surprise Attack as a Pre
requisite for Examining Means of Detection and Systems of Inspec
tion and Control,” November 18, 1958,1 together with their relevant 
aspects, might be kept under surveillance:

3. Surface-to-Surface Missiles: The location of their storage points 
and the number in open storage; their movement into storage and 
from storage to all launching sites; the location and capabilities of 
each launching site, together with preparations for launching and

1 Ante, doc. 324.
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the numbers of missiles launched; general logistical movements to 
launching sites.

4. Manned A ircraft: The location of their airfields and airbases; 
the number of aircraft arrivals and departures; the approximate 
number of aircraft on the ground; the movement of bombs or other 
warhead delivery devices to airfields and airbases; general logistical 
movements to airfields and air bases.

5. Missile-Launching Submarines: The locations of ports and 
anchorages capable of berthing them; the submarines berthed; sub
marine arrivals and departures; the movement of missiles and other 
warhead delivery devices to ports; general logistical support to and 
within ports and anchorages.

6. Other Naval Forces: The locations of ports and anchorages 
capable of berthing naval combat vessels; the naval combat vessels 
berthed; arrivals and departures of naval combat vessels; the move
ment of missiles and other warhead delivery devices to ports; general 
logistical support to and within ports or anchorages.

7. Ground Forces: The locations of divisions (and, in the case of 
some countries, brigade groups) and larger formations and their 
supporting arms units and logistical installations; their movements 
and manoeuvres; the movement of missiles or other warhead delivery 
devices to units; general logistical movements to ground force units 
and their supporting logistical installations.

II . Techniques of Ground Inspection:

8. Those techniques potentially useful in detecting or keeping the 
foregoing objects (paragraphs 3-7) under surveillance include ob
servers and various technological aids for observers, such as optical, 
photographic, radar and infra-red devices. Summaries of technical- 
military assessments of these techniques are contained below.

III . Technical-Military Assessment of Ground Inspection Measures:

9. Ground Observers: Ground Observers may be employed in ve
hicles, small craft or low performance aircraft, and at designated 
locations to detect the presence and activities of instruments of attack 
and their supporting elements. Detection may be by vision or hear
ing; or the observer may be augmented by optical, photographic, 
radar and infra-red devices. Observers can be effective in keeping 
under surveillance all objects listed in paragraphs 3-7 above. Ground 
observers can be the most effective means of ground inspection aimed 
at reducing the danger of surprise attack. However, their effective
ness is a function of their freedom of movement within or over the 
area under observation, of the adequacy of their means of transporta
tion and communication, and of their rights and privileges. The 
use of technological aids can extend the sensory capabilities of ob
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servers and thus increase their effectiveness. They would be used 
only when specific advantages accrue. These aids are discussed in 
the following paragraphs.

IV. Photographic and Optical Devices:
10. I t  is assumed that portable photographic and optical devices 

would form part of the normal equipment of all observer teams and 
are of use in most of their work. These devices are not assessed; the 
terms are intended to refer to binoculars, cameras and similar simple 
devices for extending the observer’s sensory range.

V. Ground-Based Radar: (Including radar in low performance air
craft)
11. General:
(a) Capabilities.

1. Radar has the capability of detecting objects within and be
yond the range of vision of a human observer. I t  may be
used in any of four situations:
a. Where surveillance is in areas not readily accessible to 

observers.
b. Where darkness or weather prevents visual contact.
c. Where observers could be used, but a saving in manpower 

sufficient to offset the maintenance of a radar is realized.
, d. Where the area under surveillance is too large to man with 

observers.
£. Radars can be used to detect the following objects:

a. Missiles in flight.
b. A ircraft in flight.
c. Ships in and around ports and anchorages.
d. Objects on the ground; e.g. aircraft, tanks, other vehicles.

(b) Limitations.
Long-range radars are expensive and require extensive logistic 

support and maintenance. All radars are usually inferior to observers 
in ability to identify what they have seen. Radars can be spoofed 
(made to “see” things that are not there), or jammed.

12. Specific Applications of Radar:
(a) Missiles in flight: Radars have the capability of detecting 

missiles in flight at long ranges if within line-of-sight. Early warning 
approximately equal to missile flight time can be obtained thereby. 
Jamming is possible.

(b) A ircraft in flight: Radars can be used to monitor the arrivals 
and departures of aircraft in the vicinity of air bases, and by 
inference, the number of aircraft airborne. A more extensive radar
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installation can provide a warning line capable of detecting aircraft 
crossing that line. A still more complex network of radars can moni
tor aircraft movements anywhere within a specified area. Spoofing 
and jamming are possible.

(c) Ships in and around ports and anchorages: Radars on the 
ground or in low-performance aircraft can give positive indications o f 
the presence and movements of vessels on the surface. Radar can*, 
under ideal conditions, identify certain types of vessels. Submerged 
submarines would, of course, not be detected. The radar can be 
spoofed or jammed.

(d) Objects on the ground: Information about personnel, vehicles, 
aircraft, etc., can be obtained by the use of ground-based radar or radar 
installed in low performance aircraft. Detection is enhanced if the 
object is moving. In  the case of fixed objects, considerable data analy
sis is necessary because of the ground return. Radars can be spoofed,, 
objects can be camouflaged. High resolution radars are often affected 
by bad weather.

VI. Infra-Red Devices:
13. Capabilities, limitations and applications.
(a) Infra-red devices may be usefully employed on the ground:

1. To extend the sensory range of a ground observer, and
2. To serve as a detector of missile firings.

(b) In  the first role, active infra-red may be used to enhance the 
ground observer’s capability to see under blackout conditions. I t  is. 
not considered that such application will normally be sufficiently use
ful to justify the logistical problem of providing, maintaining and 
supplying the equipment.

(c) Also, in the first role, simple, relatively small and inexpensive 
passive infra-red devices may be placed by agreement on or near run
ways of an airfield. These may serve to detect the take-off of air
planes and will provide a measure of thrust, thus of the approximate 
size of airplane (for jet aircraft). This application could effect a net 
saving in total observer force.

(d) In  the second role, that of detecting missile firing, infra-red 
devices can detect the motor flame of rockets to distances of 200 to 300' 
miles under favorable atmospheric conditions. This range is reduced 
by fog, haze, rain, clouds, etc. The device may be located on moun
tain tops, where available, to minimize the unfavorable conditions to  
which it would be subjected.

14. Conclusions:
(a) Active infra-red devices are not sufficiently useful to j u s t i f y  

their employment.
514543— 60— vol. 2------ 36



1254 DOCUMENT 325 : NOVEMBER 19, 1958

(b) Passive infra-red devices could be used for surveillance of run
ways of major airfields to supplement ground observers.

(c) Specialized infra-red devices could be used to determine missile 
firings from previously known firing locations.

15. Summary of P art I I :
(a) Observers with precisely and adequately defined and respected 

rights and privileges are the fundamental means of surface inspection.
(b) Observer effectiveness can be increased through the use on the 

ground or in vehicles, small craft,1 or low-performance a irc raft2 of 
appropriate sensory and/or recording devices.

(c) Surveillance of the following items after having been located 
by whatever means, including where appropriate, their supporting 
organizations, is within the technical capabilities of ground surveil
lance means: Missile launching sites; ground forces; airfields and air 
bases; sea port, naval bases and some anchorages; rail, land and inland 
water transportation networks and centers; storage points for missiles 
or other warhead delivery devices and general supplies or material.

P art I I I
UNDERWATER TECHNIQUES

16. These techniques may be used to extend the sensory range of 
ground observers in the inspection of ports and of coastal waterways.

17. Capabilities and Applications
(a) Acoustic

Sound is readily propagated in water. Passive listening de
vices could detect and to some extent help to identify ships at 
the short distances involved. Active sonar might be used for 
detection but not for classification.

(b) Magnetic
Even when the residual magnetic field of a steel hull has been 
arbitrarily reduced, it will still produce a distortion of the 
earth’s field which may be detected to a distance of 1,000 feet or 
so. A variety of suitable detectors are available, ranging from

*For the purposes of this paper, small craft are defined as shallowdraught 
surface craft capable of operating in ports, harbors and inland waters as a 
means of transportation and as a platform for observers to facilitate the perform
ance of their surveillance mission. These are in addition to vessels which might 
be used in sea surveillance. [Footnote in original.]

2 For the purposes of this paper, “Low performance aircraft” are defined as 
sub-sonic aircraft capable of operating from unimproved airfields as a means of 
transportation and as a platform to facilitate the performance of their surveil
lance mission. These are in addition to aircraft which might be used in aerial 
surveillance. [Footnote in original.]



DOCUMENT 326 : NOVEMBER 24, 1958 1255

loops of wire to the recently developed sodium vapor magne
tometer.

(c) Pressure
A moving vessel produces pressure waves in the water which are 
measurable. This effect has been used to activate underwater 
mines.

18. Conclusions of P art I I I
None of these devices alone will distinguish a submerged vessel from 

a ship afloat, under all circumstances. Pressure detectors may give 
indications in response to natural phenomena and to man made dis
turbances. The response of both acoustic and magnetic detectors 
depends on many factors including the noise output and speed of the 
ship under observation. Both devices may be made to give spurious 
results. Hence, if any such instrumentation were to be considered, it 
might be some combination of surface and sub-surface detection 
devices.

326. Explanatory Document of the Third Point of the 
Proposed Plan of Work Submitted by the Western 
Experts at the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference: 
An Illustrative Outline of Possible Systems for Ob
servation and Inspection of Long-Range Aircraft, 
November 24, 19581

This paper is intended to illustrate a method of work. I t  must not 
be taken as a substantive proposal or as a specific proposal. Nor does 
this paper discuss the actual implementation of a practical system. 
Any actual system which might arise from international discussion 
could clearly be implemented gradually, if so desired, by gradual in
stallation and increase of inspection effort.

1. The Western Experts have proposed a method of work for this 
Conference. The present paper is intended to be an illustration of 
the method carried through Stage I I I  of the proposed program of 
work—“the application of inspection and observation techniques to 
the problem of surprise attack and the evaluation of the results of 
such application.”

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/6, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 7. For the plan of work proposed by the Western experts, 
see ante, doc. 319.
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2. The instrument of surprise attack chosen for this illustration 
is LONG-RANGE AIRCRAFT. This particular instrument ap
pears to interest the Eastern Experts considerably, and is chosen for 
that reason. But it must be clearly understood that the choice has 
been made for the purposes of illustration only. The Western Ex
perts believe that all the principal instruments of surprise attack 
need to be studied by this Conference.

3. I t  will be remembered that there was a description of LONG- 
RANGE A IRCRAFT on Page 4 of the document GEN/SA/4, dated 
18 November 1958 (and entitled “Explanatory document of the first 
point of the proposed plan of work submitted by the Western experts: 
a survey of the relevant technical aspects of possible instruments o f  
surprise attack as a prerequisite for examining means of detection and 
systems of inspection and control”) *

4. Characteristics pertinent to the problem of surveillance and ob
servation were stated in Column 4 of Page 4 of that document. 
Some of the types of evidence which might be used for indicating the 
imminence of surprise attack were stated in Column 5 of Page 4 of 
the same document.

5. A second document, G EN/SA/5, dated 19 November 1958, is: 
entitled: “Explanatory document of the second point of the proposed 
plan of work submitted by the Western experts: a survey of tech
niques which would be effective in the observation and inspection o f  
the instruments of surprise a ttackP 2

6. In  this present paper, we consider the application of the particu
lar techniques described in G EN /SA /5 to the particular instrument 
of surprise attack, which we have chosen to illustrate our method— 
LONG-RANGE AIRCRAFT—and we derive an illustration of a  
possible system for observation and inspection.

7. Such a system we call a “particular” system because it deals only 
with a particular instrument of surprise attack. To proceed further,, 
to study what we call an “integrated” system, we would have to study 
other instruments of attack and the particular systems which might 
be used to observe and inspect them. Collating the particular sys
tems into one system which might observe and inspect all instruments, 
which had been considered worthy of study, we might arrive at 
“integrated” systems. This is what we mean by our Item IV  of th& 
proposed program of work, “general technical characteristics of sys
tems to reduce the threat of surprise attack.”

8. The paper is in three parts:
P art I

The application of the techniques in G EN /SA/5 to the particular 
case of long-range aircraft.

1 Ante, doc. 324.
* Ante, doc. 325.
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P art I I
A description of a possible system based upon techniques chosen 

irom  P art I  for the purposes of illustration.

P art I I I
A method of evaluation of the usefulness of a particular illustrative 

system.
P art I

THE APPLICATION OF THE TECHNIQUES OF OBSERVATION AND 
INSPECTION TO LONG-RANGE AIRCRAFT FORCES

1. In  this part of the paper the techniques described in GEN/SA/5 
sire considered in relation to their application to the particular prob
lem of long-range aircraft.

Aerial and Satellite Techniques
Photographic

2. Many of the installations on major airfields are large enough to 
put them into ground resolution category I  (objects with dimensions 
o f 75 to 100 feet). When photography from satellites becomes prac
tical, this technique could be used to detect major airfields (See 
'GEN/SA/5, P art I ,  para. I.2.C., d. and e.). Until then, it would be 
possible to use high altitude photographic aircraft.

3. A t resolution level I I  (objects with dimensions of 5 to 10 feet) 
it is possible to distinguish civilian from military fields, and aircraft 
-can be identified by type. This level of identification is also possible 
with high altitude aircraft flights (See GEN/SA/5, P art I, para
I.2.f.).

4. The low altitude coverage of selected areas may be necessary in 
order to resolve questions which have been raised by the examination 
of smaller scale photography (See GEN/SA/5, P art I, para I.2.g.).

5. Aerial photography is greatly reduced in effectiveness at night 
and in bad weather. However, in these circumstances, radar tech
niques have their greatest usefulness, even though they also are af
fected by bad weather.

Radar
6. Radar can be used to detect airfields. Radars operated from 

high altitude aircraft (50,000 feet) c&n locate and describe the gross 
characteristics of all major airfields up to a range of 25 miles of the 
flight line. (See GEN/SA/5, P art I, para II.6.b.). Medium jet 
bombardment type aircraft parked on airfields can be detected at 
ranges of 10 miles if the radar is operating below about 9,000' altitude. 
From 1,500' altitude and 3 miles range rough outlines of heavy bom
bardment type aircraft can be discerned.
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Infra-Red
7. Infra-red equipment operated from aircraft at 50,000 feet can 

under some conditions locate and identify major airfields 
(G EN /SA/5, P art I, para IV.14.C.).

Ground Techniques
8. The elements and characteristics of long-range aircraft forces 

that might need to be observed include (GEN/SA/4, page 4, and 
G EN /SA/5, P art I I , para 1.4) : the location of airfields and air 
bases; general logistical movements to airfields and air bases; the 
maintenance status of aircraft; the aircraft position on base; fueling; 
arming of aircraft; movements of aircraft to determine number in 
a ir ; identification of individual aircraft to determine length of time 
airborne.

Ground Observers
9. Ground observers in vehicles or at appropriate designated loca

tions can detect the activities of long-range aircraft mentioned above 
by vision or hearing, or these observers may also have optical, photo
graphic, radar and infra-red equipment. (See GEN/SA/5, P art I I , 
para III.9 ).

Ground Based Radar
10. Radars in the vicinity of airbases can be used to monitor the 

arrival and departure of aircraft. More extensive radar systems can 
be used in a warning line capable of detecting aircraft crossing that 
line, while a more complex radar network can monitor aircraft move
ments anywhere within an area. However, radars are inferior to 
observers in ability to identify aircraft and they can be spoofed and 
jammed. (G EN /SA/5, P art II , V, l ib  & 12b).
Infra-Red

11. Passive infra-red equipment could be used to monitor runways 
as an aid to ground observers (GEN/SA/5, P art I I , 13c and 14b).

Techniques Chosen
12. For the purpose of illustrating some possible inspection systems* 

we have chosen two techniques: aerial observation and ground ob
servers at airfields.

P art I I

A DESCRIPTION OF A POSSIBLE SYSTEM

1. We have chosen to consider for our illustration a system based 
upon aerial inspection and ground surveillance alone. We have 
omitted consideration of other techniques not because they would 
not contribute, but because we wished to keep our example simple.
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Other techniques (such as ground radar) might well be added later.
2. These techniques between them can, we believe, reveal the state 

of readiness and the movements of long-range aircraft, to an extent 
that would substantially reduce the danger of surprise attack by 
means of these aircraft. To do this, we believe that we must include 
surveillance of almost all major airfields used by these aircraft. A 
system of communications and data processing must be associated 
with the ground observer network.

3. The essential elements chosen for the illustrative system are dis
cussed under the following headings:

Ground Observation and Inspection 
Airborne Search and Assessment 
Communications 
Data Processing

Ground Observation and Inspection

4. The purpose of observers is to supply data on the movements of 
long-range aircraft and their support activities to the data reduction 
and analysis centers, which in turn make continuously revised esti
mates of the probability or improbability that an attack is impending.

5. Depending upon the amount of access and freedom allowed to 
observers by agreement, and upon the amount of equipment that they 
are allowed to have, the following information, in increasing order 
of detail, might be available to ground observers:

a. Observation of the take-off and landing of aircraft without the 
assured ability to identify aircraft by type in order to provide a basis 
for estimating the total number of aircraft airborne.

b. Observation of the take-off and landing of aircraft with  the 
ability to identify aircraft by type in order to provide a basis for 
estimating the total number airborne of any given type.

c. Observation and identification of take-off and landing of air
craft identified individually by number in order to provide a basis 
for estimating not only the number airborne, but also the length of 
time each individual aircraft has been in the air.

d. In  addition to the items under (c) above, observation of prep
arations on base for a possible attack including e.g. loading of arma
ment, readying of bombers and tankers, and positioning for take-off.

6. For some types of bases, intermittent inspection by mobile 
ground teams might be sufficient.
The Types of Bases Which Might Require Ground Observers

7. The bases used by heavy aircraft fall into the following categories:
a. Home. Regular operating airfields of the bomber force and its

associated aerial tankers.
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b. Staging . Airfields used for refuelling by bombers on their way 
to  or from targets, or by aerial tankers before or after rendezvous.

c. Alternate. Airfields with facilities that would permit temporary 
use by heavy bombers or aerial tankers. This latter category would 
also include repair depots.
The numbers and locations of airfields within each category would 
Tiave to be established. Whether the teams need to be resident or 
mobile will have to be established for each airfield.

Airborne Search and Assessment
8. Because of the vast geographical areas in which air installations 

might be located, only a relatively high speed, wide coverage search 
technique can produce adequate airfield location information rapidly 
and relatively easily. Because the low resolution associated with 
broad coverage does not always permit identification, there is a need 
for an airborne assessment capability of greater resolution to identify 
installations of importance to a surprise attack by long-range aircraft. 
In  other words, there would be a need for low-level as well as high-level 
photography.
Aerial Search

9. The airborne search survey can be accomplished by long-range 
aircraft flying at high altitude and using wide angle photography to a 
scale of about 1: 50,000, supplemented by radar. Equipment for sup
porting this operation now exists. Using aircraft, the time required 
to  accomplish the initial search survey depends on the scale of effort, 
and the area to be surveyed. Taking as an example, the total area 
requiring survey as being 20 million square miles, it can be calculated 
(neglecting weather conditions) that adequate photographic coverage

-can be achieved in about four months by using about 100 medium or 
long-range photo reconnaissance aircraft. Thus, a search survey is 
theoretically feasible for even large areas. In  practice, weather con
ditions would be a limiting factor, and complete photo coverage might 
not be attained in the given time period.

10. During those periods when poor light conditions or unfavour
able weather restrict the use of photographic techniques, high resolu
tion radar can be employed for the search function. (See GEN/SA/5, 
2.6b and 2.7 a.)

11. We believe that after such a system had been working for some 
time, a correlation between radar photographs and visual photographs 
could be gradually established. This would allow increasing con
fidence to be placed in radar photographs, as time went on, for areas 
in which, at any particular time, the weather made visual photographs 
impossible.



12. In  order to ensure detection of new facilities built to support 
long-range aircraft, it is necessary to carry out the search of the total 
area involved on a continuing basis such that essentially complete 
coverage occurs approximately once a year. The individual search 
flights should be conducted on a random basis to ensure that no area 
under observation can have an assured period of time without 
observation.

13. A t some future time, the employment of photographic and radar 
techniques from a satellite may become feasible and could supplement 
aircraft in the search function.

Aerial Assessment
14. The assessment can be achieved by aircraft utilizing cameras 

capable of photography at about a scale of 1 :10,000. The resulting 
resolution is sufficient for the identification of most of those objects on 
the ground significant to operations of long-range aircraft. Because 
the resolution of the photographs obtained during the search survey 
is adequate to determine the purpose and capability of most airfields, 
only a fraction of the air facilities detected by the search survey will 
require additional assessment. Consequently, a smaller effort will be 
required for this phase of the operation. Recurring photography will 
be required at intervals determined by the rate at which it is feasible 
to change force size deployment and installations.

Support Requirements for Aerial Observation
15. While the aerial survey of a country could be performed from 

bases outside that country, this would increase the scale of the effort 
by a factor of 5 to 10. I f  arrangements are made for the use of in
ternal bases, they should include the following:

a. Sufficient bases to ensure efficient utilization of reconnaissance 
aircraft.

b. Logistic support from the host nation for common items such 
fuel, lubricants, food, and buildings required for supply, storage and 
maintenance, special items not available within the host nation being 
provided by using authority.

c. Navigational aids, landing aids, and meteorological information 
for aircraft while over the territory of the nation being surveyed to be 
furnished by the host.

Regardless of the location of the bases of operation, suitable photo
graphic and technical facilities are required to accomplish film proc
essing, interpretation, and reduction.
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Cormmmications
16. The information obtained by the observers at the various air 

installations under surveillance must be transmitted rapidly, reliably 
and accurately to the appropriate data processing centre or centres. 
The detailed design of the communication system cannot be under
taken without specific knowledge of the number and location of the 
various terminals.

17. The basic factors which affect the choice of communication 
facilities are summarized below:

a. Information Requiring Transmission. In  the system under con
sideration, the data requiring transmission will generally be expressed 
in the form of simple messages, e.g., numbers, types of aircraft, and 
the times of take-offs and landings. The use of pro-forma messages 
may prove desirable to increase the speed of preparation and trans
mission and to facilitate data reduction. In  the majority of cases, 
teletype band-width circuits should suffice.

b. Message Delays. Considering the speed of modem aircraft 
and the probable disposition of long-range bomber and tanker bases, 
it appears that an average message delay of up to 30 minutes is ac
ceptable. W ith this average delay time a significant pattern of 
aircraft activity from a number of bases should become manifest at 
appropriate data reduction centres early enough to be useful.

c. Circuit Chech Time. Perhaps more significant than message 
delay time is the time required to determine if a circuit has failed as 
a result of natural accident or deliberate interference.

To establish the cause of the failure of a single circuit (in the case 
of high-frequency radio) could require, in some instances, as much 
as three or four hours. I f  a large number of such circuits were to 
fail simultaneously the cause could be determined within one or two 
hours. In  a properly designed land-line or cable communications 
system, failure due to accidental causes can be made so unlikely that 
an extensive interruption would be attributed to deliberate action.

Where possible alternate means of communication are desirable to 
reduce the probability of false alerts due to the interruption of the 
primary communication circuits.

d. Authentication. Means for authenticating messages may be re
quired for the reliable functioning of the observation and inspection 
'system.

Data Processing Centre

18. A data processing centre is required to evaluate the surveillance 
information. I t  would use the data provided by the ground ob
servers and the relevant existing knowledge concerning the aircraft 
and their location, to reassess continuously the risk of surprise attack.
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19. Techniques for quantitative analysis of system performance are 
available from modem mathematical statistical theory, especially 
those parts based on the work of Markov, Wald and others who have 
contributed to the study of stochastic processes and sequential analy
sis. Such techniques are now widely applied in the West. While 
their application to the problem at hand cannot be said to be routine, 
because the complexity of the problem is greater than is usual, some 
useful application is likely in an effective system.

P art I I I
A METHOD OF EVALUATION OF THE USEFULNESS OF A PARTICULAR 

ILLUSTRATIVE SYSTEM

1. The assessment of the degree of usefulness and practicability of 
an inspection system for long-range aircraft calls for the following 
studies:

a. The effect on the system performance of incomplete coverage of 
aircraft forces must be evaluated. Incomplete coverage, either by 
mutual agreement or through evasion, undoubtedly decreases, but 
does not necessarily negate the usefulness of the system. On the 
other hand, a system insuring 100% coverage calls for greater initial 
and greater sustained effort. The inter-relation between system per
formance, completeness of coverage, and effort involved must be 
^established.

b. The value of the system depends on the time delay in transmit
ting and processing useful information, but a more rapid communica
tions and evaluation system calls again for a greater effort. The 
relations involved need to be established.

c. I t  must be expected that in any such system, false alerts will 
arise. But, in a properly designed system, the rate of false alerts 
will be lower than could be expected to arise spontaneously without 
tin inspection and observation system.

d. The usefulness or value of a control system is in general altered 
by concomitant or subsequent changes (due either to bilateral or 
unilateral actions) in: (i) force levels, (ii) the pattern of aircraft 
operations, (iii) aircraft types and other equipment. The effects 
of such changes on the value of a control system in reducing the 
danger of surprise attacks need to be considered and allowed for.

e. As noted earlier, the amount of information that can be trans
mitted to a data evaluation center depends on the range of activities 
authorized for the observers. Increase in this information tends in 
general to improve the performance of the system but it also increases 
the level of the effort required. I f  the information transmitted be
comes too detailed, it will prejudice the operational effectiveness of 
the long-range air force, and this would be unacceptable. These ques
tions must be studied and optimal conditions established.
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f. Inspection systems may be thought of as starting either with 
no previous knowledge of the inspected forces or after a prior force- 
data exchange. These alternatives lead to somewhat different modes 
of operations of the inspection systems, i.e., in the second case, the 
search phase becomes the verification phase. The effect of these al
ternatives on the performance of and the effort required for an in
spection system needs to be evaluated.

g. Some of the factors indicated in the preceding items as well as 
some others affect the over-all reliability of an inspection system as 
a device for reducing the danger of surprise attacks. The net re
liability of each part (or phase of operations) of a system should be 
evaluated and the over-all reliability—as a function of the effort re
quired as well as other factors—estimated for each system considered.

2. In  conclusion, there are a few principles which seem to us to 
apply generally. A system which increases the likelihood of early 
detection of a surprise attack reduces the danger of such attacks. I t  
does so because it reduces the probability of success of a surprise at
tack. Faced with the increased probability of detection, the aggres
sor must make a choice between achieving surprise and risking that 
the attack may be too small to be fully effective. Hence, he is less 
likely to mount an attack and the danger of surprise attack will be 
reduced.

3. Moreover, the earlier and more reliable warning provided by an 
effective observation and inspection system enables the side receiving 
the warning to react with a more considered response. Thus, the 
danger of “pre-emptive” attacks arising from a misinterpretation is 
reduced. The accrued benefits would be shared by both sides.

327. Declaration Submitted by the Soviet Government 
at the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference: Meas
ures for Preventing Surprise Attack, November 
28, 1958 1

In  view of the tense international situation which has become more 
complex in recent years and in view of the continuing dangerous in
crease in the rate of rearmament, particularly as regards atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, the Soviet Government made a proposal regard
ing the need for a series of urgent measures to be taken by States to

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/7/Rev.l, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 
( S/4145), Jan. 5,1959, Annex 8.
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limit the arms race, including the cessation of nuclear weapon tests 
and also the need to reach an agreement on taking measures for pre
venting the possibility of a surprise attack by one State on another.

In his message of 2 July to President Eisenhower of the United 
States of America, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, proposed that suitable representatives, 
appointed by the Governments of the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America and possibly governments of certain other States, 
should meet to study the practical aspects of the problem of measures 
for preventing surprise attack by one State on another and that they 
should submit their recommendations.1 The message stressed that 
this problem had recently become particularly acute in view of the 
fact that the United States of America were engaging in the dangerous 
practice of sending United States military aeroplanes with atomic 
and hydrogen bomb loads over the territories of several Western Eu
ropean States and also over the Arctic regions in the direction of 
the USSR borders.

As a result of the agreement which was reached, a conference of 
representatives of ten States began work on 10 November at Geneva 
to draft proposals for measures for preventing the danger of a sur
prise attack. The convening of this conference was received with 
great satisfaction in all countries, including the Soviet Union, and 
with the hope that an agreement would be reached at this conference 
on one of the acute international problems—an agreement whose sig
nificance none will deny.

Success in the work of this conference would certainly be an im
portant step towards reducing tension in relations among the States, 
particularly among the Great Powers, and would contribute to ending 
the “cold war” and establishing mutual trust. Such success would 
greatly simplify a solution of other international problems on which 
it has not yet been possible to come to an agreement.

To achieve this success all States participating in the conference 
must first of all take a firm decision not to allow any actions rendering 
pointless a study of measures for preventing surprise attack.

Is it possible, however, to talk seriously about working out such 
measures while American aeroplanes carry out the above-mentioned 
flights with atomic and hydrogen bomb loads? The answer is clearly 
no.

Attempts to justify these practices on the grounds that they are 
necessary for the security of the United States of America or that 
they are no more than “routine training flights” are quite baseless, 
since it cannot be proved that the security of the United States of 
America depends on round-the-clock flights of aeroplanes thousands

1 Ante, doc. 282.
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of kilometres away from the frontiers of the United States. I t  is  
also indisputable that such flights constitute a serious threat to peace— 
a fact which the Soviet Government has brought to the attention of 
the United States Government more than once, and also to that of other 
NATO Governments.

That is why, as long as these flights continue, any agreement on 
measures for reducing the danger of surprise attack would be to a 
large extent pointless and could only create false illusions among the 
peoples of the world, leading them to believe that some measures for 
reducing the danger of surprise attack had indeed been taken while in 
actual fact that would not be the case at all.

The Soviet Government considers that the assuming of an obliga
tion by the United States of America not to allow from henceforth 
any flights of its military aeroplanes with atomic and hydrogen bombs 
in the direction of the borders of the Soviet Union and over the ter- 
ritories of other States would contribute to a considerable extent to 
the reaching of an agreement on measures which are necessary for 
establishing a system of preventing surprise attacks—a goal at which 
all parties in the talks should aim.

I t  is obvious that a reliable system for preventing surprise attacks 
can only be established after the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
has been prohibited, after such weapons have been eliminated from 
State arsenals and the stocks destroyed, and also after there has been 
simultaneously a considerable reduction in conventional weapons and 
armed forces.

Nevertheless, even under present conditions when the Western 
Powers, as shown by the experience of many years of talks on dis
armament, are not prepared to ban nuclear weapons and considerably 
reduce their stock of conventional weapons, there is still a possibility 
of reaching agreement on certain practical steps for reducing the 
danger of a sudden attack. The Soviet Government believes that the 
basis of these measures could be as follows:

1. The creation of ground control posts
2. Aerial photography in certain regions.

The reaching of an agreement on these measures is made easier by 
the fact that the United States of America, as shown in the message 
of President Eisenhower to Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR, does not reject in principle the 
Soviet proposal for creating a system of ground control posts, while 
the Soviet Union, as stated more than once by the Soviet Government 
is in agreement with the proposal for aerial photography in certain 
regions.
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The Soviet Government proposes that an agreement be concluded 
on the implementation of the following concrete measures:

Ground Control Posts
I t  is proposed to establish ground control posts at railway junctions,, 

major ports and on main roads, their mission being to see that there 
are no dangerous concentrations of armed forces and military mate* 
rial at these points.

These posts should be set up (in agreement with the countries con
cerned) at agreed points throughout the territory o f : United King
dom, France, Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Italy, Federal 
Republic of Germany, German Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia* 
Poland, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Albania, Greece, Turkey, Iran 
and also in the western frontier zones of the Soviet Union and along 
the east coast of the United States.

The Soviet Union agrees that within the zone for the establishment 
of control posts there should be 28 control posts in the territory of 
countries parties to the Warsaw T rea ty1 (assuming of course that 
these countries consent), including 6 posts on the territory of the 
USSR, provided that there be established 54 posts on the territory 
of countries parties to the North Atlantic Treaty 2 and the Baghdad 
P a c t3 including 6 posts on United States territory.

The Soviet Government believes that the establishment of ground 
control posts at railway junctions and major ports and on main roads 
could be one of the effective means of reducing the danger of surprise 
attack. Hardly anyone would deny that, even with nuclear weapons, 
preparations for present-day major wars are inextricably linked up 
with the need to concentrate large military units at certain points, 
together with great quantities of weapons and military equipment: 
aeroplanes, tanks, artillery, warships, submarines, land, sea and air 
transport.

The mission of the ground control posts proposed by the Soviet 
Union should include making sure that there are no dangerous con
centrations of troops and military equipment. This mission is per
fectly feasible, since preparations requiring large-scale movements of 
troops on railways and main roads and through major ports cannot 
be actually concealed and the establishment of control posts at such 
points will enable such preparations to be detected in good time.

As for the zone for the establishment of ground control posts, its 
selection will be determined by the fact that the concentration of

1 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1239-1242.
* Ibid., pp. 812-815, 853-854, and 871-873.
* Ibid., pp. 1257-1259.
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troops and military equipment of necessity takes place first and fore
most in those areas where heavy contingents of the armed forces of 
both sides are facing each other, where, as history shows, an outbreak 
of war is most likely. Europe should be included in such regions 
since it was the main theatre in the last two world wars and since the 
main forces of the two military groupings of States—NATO and the 
Warsaw Treaty organizations—are now concentrated there.

The zone for the establishment of ground control posts must also 
include Greece, Turkey and Iran. This is perfectly natural since 
Greece and Turkey, being members of NATO, take part in all mili
tary measures carried out by this group and since, moreover, military 
bases directed against the countries participating in the Warsaw 
Treaty organization are established on their territories. As for Iran, 
that country, being together with Turkey a member of the Baghdad 
Pact, has recently been getting more and more involved in the military 
measures carried out by the members of this Pact.

I t  should also be taken into consideration that, in so far as the pro
posal for ground control posts includes the territories of all parties 
to the Warsaw Treaty, the zone of these posts should at least include 
the majority of European NATO countries.

I f  all States participating in the Geneva Conference agree with the 
necessity of working out concrete measures for guarding against the 
danger of a surprise attack, they can also not fail to agree that ground 
control posts, as one of such measures, should be first and foremost 
established in Europe and in the above-mentioned countries of the 
Near and Middle East.

Aerial photography zones
As one of the measures for preventing a surprise attack, the Soviet 

Government proposes the establishment of an aerial photography 
zone in Europe extending 800 kilometres to the east and the west of the 
line of division between the principal armed forces of NATO and 
the Warsaw Treaty and also, for the above-stated reasons, in Greece, 
Turkey and Iran.

Notwithstanding the great importance of establishing an aerial pho
tography zone in Europe and in the territories of Turkey and Iran, 
aerial photography in other regions of the world has also certain im
portance. Consequently, the Soviet Government proposes the estab
lishment of an aerial photography zone in the F ar East and in the 
United States, such zone to include the territory of the USSR to the 
east of 108° east and a territory of equivalent size in the United States 
of America to the west of 90° west, and also all of Japan including 
Okinawa Islands. The inclusion of Japan is dictated by the fact that 
in Japan and on Okinawa in particular there are foreign military
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bases and foreign troops which could be used to carry out a surprise 
attack. For that reason, the non-inclusion of Japan in the aerial 
photography, zone in this area would be unjustified.

The Soviet Government is acting on the assumption that the 
establishment of an aerial photography zone in the F ar East and in 
the United States of America is only possible if an agreement is 
reached on establishing ground control posts and an aerial photog
raphy zone in Europe and the Middle East. This derives from the 
particular significance of the European continent as the most dan^ 
gerous region in which, as already stated, the principal forces of the 
two politico-military groupings—NATO and the Warsaw Treaty 
organization—are facing each other;

Steps that must be taJcen by States to ensure effectiveness of measures 
for preventing a surprise attach

The Soviet Government believes that ground control posts and 
aerial photography cannot of themselves reduce the "danger of sur
prise attack, particularly with the present types of weapons. This 
becomes all the more clear if  one takes into account the fact that th6 
establishmeht of ground control posts and the taking of aerial photo1- 
graj>hs do not affect existing means of surprise attack and would 
neither lead to a reduction in the number of such m6aiis not td thd 
removal of these devices from certain potentially most darigeroui 
regions.

^Ground control posts and aerial photography cannot become effec
tive means of reducing the danger of surprise attack if they are not 
linked up with steps designed to reduce concentrations of armies of 
the two opposing politico-military groupings in the potentially most 
dangerous regions of Europe and to prohibit the siting of the most 
dangerous types of Weapons of mass destruction, at least to begin with^ 
in part of central Europe, that is, in both parts of Germany.

Consequently, the Soviet Government proposes that an agreement 
be reached on:

a) a, reduction in the size of foreign firmed forces on the territories 
of European States, and

b) not keeping modem types of weapons of mass destruction on 
the territories of the Federal Republic of Germany and the German 
Democratic Republic.

a) A one-third reduction of foreign forces in Europe

To achieve the above aims, the Soviet Government proposes that 
agreement be reached on reduction by at least one-third of foreign

514543— 60— vol. 2-------37
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armed forces on the territory of European States lying within the 
agreed control zone.

No-one will deny that the concentration of foreign armed forces 
on the territories of European States has been one of the main 
causes of the present tense situation in Europe which results in the 
peoples of Europe leading day in day out a feverish existence resem
bling in many ways life on a volcano; and this situation has beicome 
even more acute as a result of the latest NATO measures. Quite 
apart from the threat to European security involved in this policy, 
those Powers bearing the main responsibility for NATO activities 
continue to exert crude pressure on European NATO members, push
ing them along the dangerous path of further increase of forces in 
Europe which are provided with the latest military equipment 
including atomic, hydrogen and rocket weapons.

The reduction of foreign armed forces stationed on the territories 
of European States by at least one-third would be a first step towards 
normalizing the situation in Europe. The Soviet Government con
siders that, with goodwill on both sides, it should be possible to come 
to an agreement on this question since this would not only not harm 
the security of one side or the other but, on the contrary, would 
strengthen European security. This step would reassure the peoples; * 
of Europe and contribute greatly to a decrease in the mistra^T* 
poisoning relations among the States.

b) Agreement not to keep nuclear weapons and rockets on the 
territory of Germany

The policy of keeping nuclear weapons 4rfd ^ket&  il^JB^ropean 
States followed by the leading powers of NATO is%ii especial danger 
to European peace. No one will deny this danger whicfe has arisen 
as a consequence of supplying the armed forces of the NATO States 
with present-day types of weapons for mass destruction and the con
version of their territories into military strategic springboards. The 
most serious danger of all for the peoples of Europe resides in the 
fact that the leading powers of NATO have decided to equip the 
armed forces of the Federal Republic of Germany in which revanche 
circles are coming more and more to the fore and concocting plans 
for armed aggression against their neighbours. This course is at 
the moment the principal feature of the policy of the Federal Repub
lic of Germany and also of the policies of the Western Powers of 
Europe although it entails great danger for peace, above all for West
ern Germany, a fact to which the Soviet Government has repeatedly 
drawn the attention of the Government of the Federal Republic of 
Germany.
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I f  we adopt as our pole star the desire to work out practical meas
ures for reducing the danger of surprise attack instead of indulging 
all the time in empty discussions about this danger, then, in the 
opinion of the Soviet Government, these measures should be accom
panied by an undertaking on the part of States possessing nuclear 
weapons and rockets not to keep atomic, hydrogen and rocket weapons 
in either part of Germany where the principal armed forces of the 
North Atlantic Treaty and the Warsaw Treaty come into contact and 
where even a minor incident carries within it the danger of grave 
consequences for the world.

Such an undertaking would be in line with the fundamental inter
ests of all European peoples, who are legitimately concerned about 
the European situation and who realize what catastrophic conse
quences the use of nuclear weapons could have, particularly in the 
densely populated regions of Europe. This undertaking would have 
a good effect on the whole European situation and would contribute 
to carrying out other measures for removing the threat of war.

Such are the proposals of the Soviet Government which it submits 
for the consideration of the Getieva Conference.

The reaching of an agreement by the Conference on the establish
ment of ground control posts and aerial photography zones and also 
the implementation of this agreement together with the reduction by 
one-third q!  foreign armed forces* on the territory of European 
States and the agreement not to keep nuclear weapons or rockets in 
either part of Germany, would give substance to measures for guard
ing against the danger of a surprise attack and would ensure the 
application in practice of measures for reducing the danger of surprise 
attack, a goal to which all participants in the Conference should 
strive.

The Soviet Government notes with regret that the Western Powers 
seem to adopt a different approach to the definition of the aims of 
the Geneva Conference—this is borne out by the draft agenda for 
the Conference they have submitted.1 The contents of this agenda 
amount to a demand that the Conference confine itself to studying 
existing means of surprise attack: guided missiles, strategic air forces, 
tactical air forces, ground forces, submarines equipped for discharging 
guided missiles etc.

Actually this agenda does not even raise the question of measures 
for preventing a surprise attack and of taking any practical steps 
to this end.

Can one in these circumstances say that this agenda corresponds 
to the problem of working out measures for guarding against or 
reducing the danger of surprise attack? The answer can only be in 
the negative.

1 Ante, doc. 319.
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I t  is asked what is the point of studying devices such as intercon
tinental rockets if atomic and hydrogen weapons are not banned) 
although the Soviet Government has been insisting on their prohibi
tion for more than twelve years, as being weapons for killing people 
en masse ? The Soviet Government is, as .before, ready to agree to 
a complete ban on atomic^ hydrogen and rocket weapons and also to 
a major reduction in conventional weapons and armed forces and to 
sign an agreement to that end. I f  the Western Powers had adopted 
the same attitude then nuclear weapons and rockets would have 
been banned long ago. However, their position in the United Nations 
shows that they are not ready to take this step.

The west does not hide these days—and there are many statements 
to this effect in the Press of the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom* France and other NATO countries—that, in proposing the 
above agenda for the Geneva Conference, the Western Powers want to 
find out the war potential of the Warsaw Treaty States, particularly 
as regards the newest weapons and that they wish to fashion the 
work" of the Conference to this objective. I t  is a rather blatant desire, 
as one can see. » ‘

But if  the Soviet Union and its allies taking part in the Conference 
were to act in that manner then the final result would be a contest 
to see who acquires the most military information. I t  is possible that 
such information Would be of interest to some department of one side 
or the other, bu t is that the purpose of the Conference? I t  is surely 
clear that the Conference would then achieve nothing but an increase 
in mutual distrust and suspicion among the Powers*

Naturally the Soviet Government cannot act as an accomplice of 
those who are striving not for the prevention of the danger of surprise 
attacks, but for the acquisition of intelligence data on present-day 
types of atomic, hydrogen, rocket and other weapons at the disposal 
of the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Government is convinced that, if the participants in 
the Conference would take into account each other’s legitimate se* 
curity interests and refrain from actions leading to an increase in 
international tension and mutual suspicion and would make a sincere 
effort to come to an agreement, an agreement on measures for reduce 
ing the danger of surprise attack would be perfectly possible.

For its part, the Soviet Government is ready henceforth to make 
every effort to see that practical results are achieved at the Geneva 
Conference as regards measures for reducing the danger of a surprise 
attack and consequently the danger of a new war.
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328. Soviet Bloc Proposal at the Geneva Surprise Attack 
Conference: The Establishment of Ground Control 
Posts, the Taking of Aerial Photographs, and the 
Putting Into Operation Simultaneously of a Number 
of Disarmament Measures To Reduce the Danger of 
Surprise Attack, November 28, 1958 1

As they are striving to remove the dapger of a new war and to 
develop frien,dly relations between States, Albania, Czechoslovakia, 
Poland, Romania and the Soviet Union attach great importance to 
the need for a positive solution of the problem of preventing surprise 
attacks by one State against another. To solve this problem suc
cessfully i t  is necessary that States should renounce activities which 
bring about deterioration of the international situation and increase 
the danger pf surprise attack and of the beginning of an armed 
conflict.

Really reliable measures to remove the danger of a surprise attack 
can be worked out only i f  there is complete prohibition of atomic 
and. hydrogen weapons including their elimination from the arma- 
jnen,ts of, States and the destruction pf the stocks of such weapons, 
| f  military bases on foreign territory are removed and there is a 
substantial reduction of armed forces and armaments. The Govern
ments of Albania, Czechoslovakia* Poland, Romania and the Soviet 
Union are constantly striving to attain this goal, So loi^g, however, 
as the Western Powers are not ready to; solve the problem of dis
armament including the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, 
Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland* Romania and the Soviet Union 
consider that it is necessary to reach agreement, as was stated in 
the message sent by Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, President of the Council 
x>f Mijristers.of the USSR, on 2 July 1958.,2 to Mr. Dwight D. Eisenr 
hower, President of the United States of America, regarding various 
Practical measures aimed at reducing the danger of surprisp attack 
which would be put into operation in conjunction with definite dis
armament steps.

In  view of the fact that in Europe and the Middle East there are 
concentrated in close proximity to each other the main armed forces 
of the countries which are parties to the North Atlantic Treaty,3 the

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/8/Rev.l, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 
(S/4145), Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 9. Introduced by the delegations of Albania, 
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Rumania, and the Soviet Union.

a Ante, doc. 282.
9 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955, Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 

853-854, and 871-873.
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Baghdad P a c t1 and the Warsaw T reaty2 and because of that the 
danger of an armed conflict beginning is especially great, the Govern
ments of Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and the Soviet 
Union consider it is necessary in the first instance to reach agree
ment on measures to prevent surprise attack as regards this region, 
and they propose th a t:

(1) There should be established at railway junctions and large 
ports and on main roads control posts which would have the task 
of keeping a watch to prevent dangerous concentrations of armed 
forces and military equipment at these points.

Ground control posts should be established at agreed points on such 
parts of the territory of the countries parties to the North Atlantic 
Treaty, the Baghdad Pact and the Warsaw Treaty as come within the 
aerial photography zone indicated below (in paragraph (2)), and 
also in the western frontier regions of the Soviet Union and the 
whole of the territory of France, the United Kingdom, Italy, the Fed
eral Republic of Germany, the German Democratic Republic and 
Poland and along the eastern seaboard of the United States of 
America.

Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and the Soviet Union 
agree that, within the limits of the zone for establishing control posts 
on the territory of the countries which are parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty, there shall be established 28 control posts—assuming that 
the Governments of the countries concerned will agree to this—includ
ing six posts in the territory of the USSR, provided that there are 
established on the territory of the countries which are parties to the 
North Atlantic Treaty and the Baghdad Pact 54 posts including six 
posts on the territory of the United States of America.

(2) There should be established a zone of aerial photography in 
Europe extending 800 kilometres to the east and to the west of the 
line of division between the main armed forces of the NATO coun
tries and the Warsaw Treaty countries, and also in the territory of 
Greece, Turkey and Iran.

(3) The establishment of the ground control posts and the taking 
of aerial photographs should be carried out at the same time as the 
following disarmament measures:

(a) A reduction of not less than y3 of the foreign armed forces 
in that part of the territory of European States which is included 
in the control zone.

(b) An undertaking by States which have at their disposal nuclear 
and rocket-powered weapons not to keep such weapons in the two 
parts of Germany, where the armed forces of the North Atlantic

1 Ibid., pp. 1257-1259.
2 Ibid., pp. 1239-1242.
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Treaty Organization countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries are 
in the immediate proximity of one another.

The Governments of Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania 
arid the Soviet Union are convinced that the proposals they have 
put forward regarding measures to prevent surprise attack in con
junction with corresponding partial disarmament measures provide 
a good basis for reaching mutually acceptable agreement at the con
ference of experts.

329. Second Explanatory Document of the Third Point 
of the Proposed Plan of Work Submitted by the 
Western Experts at the Geneva Surprise Attack 
Conference: An Illustrative Outline of a Possible 
System for Observation and Inspection of Ballistic 
Missiles, December 3, 19581

INTRODUCTION

1. The Western Experts have proposed a method of work for this 
conference. The present paper is intended to be a further illustra
tion of the method carried through Stage I I I  of the proposed West
ern Plan of Work—“the application of inspection and observation 
techniques to the problem of surprise attack and the evaluation of 
the results of such application.”

2. I t  will be remembered that there was a description of BA LLIS
TIC M ISSILES on Pages 2 and 3, Item l.a. and I.e. of the document 
GEN /SA/4, dated 18 November 1958 (and entitled “Explanatory 
document of the first point of the proposed plan of work submitted 
by the Western Experts: A  Survey of the Relevant Technical Aspects 
of Possible Instruments of Surprise A ttack as a Prerequisite for E x - 
amininq Means of Detection and Systems of Inspection and 
Control”) ?

3. Characteristics pertinent to the problem of surveillance and ob
servation were stated in Column 4 of Pages 2 and 3 of the document. 
Some of the types of evidence which might be used for indicating 
the imminence of surprise attack were stated in Column 5 of Pages
2 and 3 of the same document.

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/9, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S4145),
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 10, For the plan of work proposed by the Western experts, 
see ante, doc. 319.

3 Ante, doc, 324.
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4. A second document, G EN /SA/5, dated 19 November 1958, is 
entitled: “Explanatory document of the second pomt of the proposed 
plan of w&rk submitted by the Western Experts: A Survey of Tech
niques whieh would be Effective in the Observation a/nd Inspection 
of the Instruments of Surprise Attack”?

5. In  this present paper, we consider the application of the particu
lar techniques described in G EN /SA/5 to a particular instrument 
of surprise attack, which we have chosen as the next illustration of 
our method—BALLISTIC M ISSILES—and we derive an illustra
tion of a possible system for observation and inspection*

6. The paper is written in four p arts :

P art I
Ballistic missiles as instruments of surprise attack.

P art I I
The application of the techniques in G EN /SA/5 to the particular 

case of ballistic missiles.
P art I I I

A description of a feasible system.

P art IV
Factors involved in evaluating the effectiveness of the system.

P art I
BALLISTIC MISSILES AS INSTRUMENTS OF SURPRISES ATTACK ;

1. This paper considers all ground-launched ballistic missiles with 
ranges greater than 300 miles and includes both fixed and mobile launcli 
sites. The relevant technical characteristics and types of evidence 
which might be used for indicating the imminence of surprise attack 
by such missiles have been outlined in the Western Paper, GEN/SA/4, 
submitted on 18 November 1958 in support of its Agenda Item I  
(G EN /SA /4). However, foreseeable technological advances caution 
one to expect significant changes both in missile systems and in in
spection and observation techniques.

2. Ground-launched ballistic missiles, both fixed and mobile based, 
will play an increasingly important role in surprise attack. One must 
assume that in a general war an aggressive missile surprise attack force 
will involve hundreds of ballistic missiles. Flight times for these 
weapons are measured in fractions of an hour, and such a rapid 
weapon delivery system represents a prime method for launching 
surprise attacks.

1 Ante, doc. 325.
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P art I I
THE APPLICATION OF THE TECHNIQUES OF OBSERVATION AND 

INSPECTION TO BALLISTIC MISSILES

1. In  order to understand properly the ballistic missile problem, thfc 
techniques described in G EN /SA/5 will now be considered in relation 
to their application to the particular problem of both fixed and mobile 
ground-launched ballistic missiles.

Aerial and Satellite Techniques
2. The elements of a fixed ballistic missile launch facility which 

might be observed by aerial and satellite techniques include: missiles, 
launch pads and erecting devices, ground support equipment, guidance 
facilities, bunkers and support structures, propellant production and 
storage facilities, and lines of logistic support. In  the case of mobile 
missile systems, the observable elements might include: missiles, mis
sile transportation facilities, propellant vehicles, guidance equipment 
and general support vehicles.

Photographic Techniques
3. Fixed missile bases, falling into object Category I  (objects with 

dimensions of 75 to 100 feet), might be detected from satellite altitude 
under certain conditions. (See GEN/SA/5, P art I, Paragraph 2.e.)

4. A t resolution level I I  (object with dimension of 5 to 10 feet) it is 
possible to distinguish some components of ballistic missiles weapon 
systems leading to the recognition of the weapon itself, or create a 
requirement for further investigation. (See GEN/SA/5, P art I, 
Paragraph 2.f.)

5. Low altitude coverage of selected areas may be necessary to 
supplement and assess the findings of previous high altitude search, 
and to determine unequivocally whether or not a given facility is re-* 
lated to missile launching capabilities, and would serve as a basis for 
establishing ground observers at such sites.

6. The limitations of aerial photography are outlined in 
GEN/SA/5, P art I, Paragraphs 1. and 3.

Airborne Radar Techniques
7. In  specific circumstances, airborne radar techniques may be 

used to observe and detect large ballistic missiles with some degree of 
usefulness. (See GEN/SA/5, P art I, Paragraph I I , 7.)

Airborne Electronic Techniques
8. Airborne electronic reconnaissance may be used to detect, analyze 

and locate electromagnetic radiations from certain ballistic missile 
guidance systems. (See GEN/SA/5, P art I, Paragraph I I I ,  9,10,11
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and 12.) However, ballistic missiles may utilize all-inertial guidance 
systems which do not produce electromagnetic radiations, thereby 
negating the value of this technique.

Airborne Infra-Red Techniques
9. Airborne infra-red techniques may be used to detect and observe 

large missile launching sites and, if carried at low altitude, large fixed 
underground missile installations and/or camouflaged missile facili
ties. (See GEN/SA/5, Part I, Paragraph IV, 13 and 14.) Their use 
is, however, limited (See GEN/SA/5, P art I, Paragraph IV, 15).

Ground Techniques

10. The indicators of capability, preparation and launching of a 
surprise attack by ballistic missiles which might be detected; by resi
dent observer teams include: fueling operations, site evacuation, guid
ance checkout, missile erection, removal of protective coverings, power 
transfer from auxiliary supplies, warhead-missile mating, on-site pro
pellant production and storage, status of site crews, and missile take
off. These indicators refer to mobile, as well as fixed site, missile 
systems. Intention to launch a surprise attack by a mobile system 
might also be indicated by: positioning of mobile units aiid support
ing vehicles, missile preparations, and site establishment.
Ground Observers

11. Ground observers stationed at ballistic missile launching sites 
can observe the elements and characteristics of ballistic missiles men
tioned above by vision or hearing. These observers may be assisted 
by optical, photographic, radar or infra-red equipment. (See G EN / 
SA/5, P art I I , Paragraph I I I ,  9.)
Optical and Photographic Devices

12. Binoculars, cameras and similar simple optical devices 
assist ground observers in their tasks.
Base Monitor Radar

13. Low-power, short range radars in the vicinity of ballistic missile 
complexes would be useful in monitoring activity on the site during 
periods of darkness or when weather restricts vision. The state of 
readiness of missiles could be observed, depending on the type of 
missile, and activities, such as movement of vehicles, erection, etc., 
could be detected. This type of aid would be particularly useful at 
sites with many launching pads spread over a wide area.
Electronic Techniques

14. Electronic devices could detect electromagnetic radiations from 
certain ballistic missile guidance systems, which might be indications
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of preparations for launching. However, ballistic missiles may utilize 
all-inertial guidance systems which do not produce electromagnetic 
radiations, thereby negating the value of this aid to the ground 
observers.
Infra-Red

15. Passive infra-red can give indication of missile launching as an 
aid to ground observers when darkness or weather prevents visual 
contact. However, such an aid is probably not necessary considering 
the noise level and exhaust trail resulting from a ballistic missile 
launching.

Ballistic Missile Early Warning Radar
16. Suitably designed and deployed radars, which are well within 

present “state of the art”, can detect complete missiles in the early 
stages of flight at long ranges. Early warning approximately equal to 
missile flight time can be obtained thereby. However, such radars 
would be susceptible to both intentional and accidental interference. 
Because of these limitations, radar data must, in general, be used in 
conjunction with data from other sources.

P art I I I
DESCRIPTION OF A FEASIBLE SYSTEM

1. Effective direct observation of missile forces is the key to reducing 
the threat of surprise by ballistic missiles. This suggests that all 
launch sites be brought under direct observation. Flight test facilities 
should be included in this category since they can be—and sometimes 
are—used as operational launching sites, although modified inspection 
procedures might be acceptable for such sites. Integral parts of an 
inspection and observation system, which we consider, are aerial 
search and assessment activities.

2. For a practical system, which we consider, leading to a reduction 
of the threat of surprise attack by ballistic missiles, it is necessary to 
apply four interlocking inspection techniques:

Aerial Search 
Assessment
Launch Site Observation 
Appropriate Communications

These four steps are mutually reinforcing and are discussed more fully 
below together with a more complete description of the capabilities of 
a supplementary radar network.
. a. Aerial Search

Search for missile launching sites could best be done with aerial
techniques, as indicated in P art I. Initial aerial search should pro
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vide coverage of all possible missile locations in the inspected area,, 
and should be renewed at appropriate intervals. t The number of, 
search flights will be affected by weather and by the degree to which, 
the inspectors are permitted to determine flight routing and timing.. 
The redeployment of mobile ballistic missiles cannot be adequately 
followed with periodic flights, nor can missile takeoff be reliably 
detected by this means.
b. Facility Assessment

Low altitude aerial inspection and/or mobile ground inspection 
teams should be used to supplement and assess the findings of the, 
general area search. This inspection would determine unequiv
ocally whether or not a given facility is related to missile launching 
capabilities, and would serve as the basis for establishing resident 
observers at such sites. The use of these techniques is described 
more fully in the following paragraphs.

(1) High-resolution photography obtained by low-altitude air
craft and other aerial inspection techniques could provide a rapid 
detailed assessment capability. This complementary approach 
might reduce the number of required mobile ground inspection 
teams, especially in remote areas.
(2) Mobile ground inspection teams could accomplish this assess
ment. These teams could use helicopters or low performance, 
fixed wing aircraft to facilitate rapid movement and access to 
remote areas. These teams must be granted freedom of move
ment and sufficient access to establish the true role of inspected 
facilities. The ultimate number of mobile ground inspection 
teams required would depend upon:

(a) The number of missile sites detected by aerial search.
(b) The error rate fo t photo interpretation of missile sites in 

the aerial search records.
(c) The size of the area to be inspected.
(d) The support and cooperation granted by the inspected' 

nation. ' J
c. Launch Site Observers

Resident observer teams should maintain a continuous watch at 
all known launch sites. A bare minimum of five suitably trained 
observers at each launch site could provide ̂ uch a continuous watch 
under ideal circumstances, but this number would grow significantly 
if important necessary support functions and administrative teled 
communications were not provided by the host nation.

These observers should be positioned so as to be able to detect by 
direct observation missile preparations and launchings. Crucial 
advance warning of intent-to-fire would be gained from direct 
observation of simultaneous launch preparations at many sites.
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Where a laimch complex Consists of more than one firing pad, 
observers should ha,Ve line-of-sight coverage of Ml pads. The 
agreement should permit observers to use appropriate detection 
kids. 1 ’ •' 1 ->i:f v-

' The observation and a inspection described above can be applied 
f to mobile or 'tranfeport&ble missile systems. Mobile 'ballistic mis

siles Will certainty0 complicate the aerial search, a&esswient, and 
observation problems. Aerial search and assessment ciould locate 

' tiiobile ballistic missile systems, but cannot adequately follow* fcub- 
* sekjU&frt i*̂ d<epllo^iAent:1 Permanent possibly altern&fcJve) grtfffnd 

facilities associated with such systems might also be locatedi" Rapid 
V mobile ground &6se8sment wtfld establi$hr^he natttrfepf such missile 
‘ systems, and f6rm fefrk ‘basis for establishing observers therewith. 
',4 Launching preparation and takeoff data for amofeileftfissile system 
fV; 1 could ;be obtained1 by ail observer attached’ to thd mobiler>unit. The 

long range radar network described in para, e below would: pro
vide post-launch data for all’iiiobile  ̂missiles. The same flash com- 
Bftunicatie^ techniques described in para. <d, below(7could.probably 
be used by mobile observers. However, the observer authentication 
and administrative communication.problem, and the support func- 

 ̂ -tipn ijpijight be more clifecult. “ /   ̂ _ , f
- d. Appropriate. Communication Systems ; . -  
^ "Each ballistic niissile observation site must be provided with, a  

separate, independent communications system linking < i t  directly 
^ with aft: external evaluation center: I t  is  important tha t signal 
hi delay timesi not exceed approximately one minute, beoause of the 
, short flight times; of ballistic missiles. This system would depend 
»;a(m' reliable: .continuous. transmission and,-suitable authentication^ 
s! Jtfissile firing wouJ$ be signalled by.interruption of authentication 
, , of the individual communication links so that .possible interference 

with the observers would accomplish the same warning. Ind i
vidual signal interruptions due to patural causes or equipment 
failures would not be a danger, since an effective surprise attack 
would cause near simultaneous interruptions of the links from many 
sites. . / r‘ [ ::

1.....Teletype links should also be5 provided*to observation sites for
transmitting administrative traffic and daily status reports.

e. Supplementary Radar NetWork 
‘t /The. foregoing pages describe an interlocking inspection and 
' observation system. I t  is possible to supplement that System with 
‘ a network of warning radars, which-would detect missiles in flight. 

A relatively small number of radars properly sited witjhin aiiy 
nation could provide a continuous barrier which would deny sur
prise to a ballistic missile force being launched. Individual radars
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with 60 foot steerable antennas and megawatt power would pro
vide a detection range of approximately 1,000 miles for complete 
missiles. Range discrimination techniques and scan-to-scan corre
lation could be used to recognize missiles and tb reducfe false alerts. 
Ballistic missile detection signals would be carried directly from 
each radar site to external evaluation centers. Inasmuch as an 
effective surprise attack would correspond to many missiles in the 
a ir simultaneously, correlation would be used to avoid false alerts 
due to single flight test firings or satellite passage. Obvious jam 
ming of the radars would be an indication of possible impending 
attack.

Such a system would provide only post-launch information by 
observing missiles aftec* launch, i On the other hand, such radars 
would give warning of missile launchings from either fixed or mobile 
sites, and would not depend upon complete exchange of missile 
deployment data.

P a rt IV
FACTORS INVOLVED IN EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF

THE SYSTEM

1. The particular system described in this paper indic£fcfcs*that it is 
technically feasible to provide advance warning of surprise attack by 
ballistic missiles. Missile launch sites can be located by aerial photog
raphy and other observation techniques. Resident observers at 
missile launch sites could reliably detect missile takeoff, and could 
provide important advance warning of launching preparations. A 
supplemental networks of radars within the inspected nation icould 
detect missiles in flight, and would provide additional protection. 
Independent flash communications can be provided which will trans
mit alert signals directly from observer posts to external evaluation 
centers with appropriate speed. Comparison of many simultaneous 
signals from launch site observers and/or radars would authenticate 
a genuine surprise attack and, would virtually eliminate^the problem 
of false alerts.

2. Assessment of the effectiveness and practicability of an inspec
tion system for ground launched, long-range ballistic missiles calls 
for further studies and evaluations of at least the following points:

a. Magnitude of the Effort Required
Estimates of equipment and manpower required to operate the 

inspection system should be established. Force levels and the extent 
of prior force-data exchange will certainly affect the magnitude of 
the required effort.
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b. Degree of Coverage
The effect on the system performance of incomplete coverage 

either by mutual agreement or through evasion, undoubtedly de
creases the usefulness of the system. The interrelation between 
system performance, completeness of coverage, and effort involved 
must be established.
c. Speed of Communication

The value of a ballistic missile inspection system depends directly 
on the time required to transmit and process necessary information. 
Careful emluation of various communication techniques and the 
resulting time delays is necessary.

d. Reliability
Statistical evaluations of system reliability should be carried out 

under a variety of assumptions concerning the following:
(1) Individual observer detection probability;
(2) Individual communication link reliability and authen

t i c ^ . ;
(3) Amount of Jiwinch training activity; and
(4) Overall uncertainties or limitations of the system. Gen

eral agreement on the reliability of evaluation and technical results 
should be established.
e. Depeg^pce on Afcssiles System Characteristics

An inspection system must be carefully evaluated and continu
ously re-evaluated not only in terms of present missile “state of the 
a r t”, but also in terms of the foreseeable growth potential. These 
changing missile system characteristics could include new vehicles 
and new ground support equipment greatly affecting readiness 
time^ accuracy, preparatory activities, and overall performance 
capabilities.
f. Importance of Implementation Timing

The effectiveness of a ballistic missile inspection system is directly 
related to the date of implementation. For example, an under
ground missile launching site may be readily detected by aerial 
photography during the construction stage, but it may be extremely 
difficult to locate after it is completed and camouflaged. Therefore, 
the import of missiles produced and deployed to launch sites prior to 
implementation of a mutual inspection agreement must be carefully 
evaluated. The rate of production, site construction, and deploy
ment, will also enter into this evaluation. Consequently, a time 
variable effectiveness factor must be applied to any evaluation of a 
ballistic missile inspection system.



1284 DOCUMENT 330 :■ DECEMBER 5, ;1-9J?8

General Comments "r v- r
1. I t  is often held that nothing can be done to reduce the threat of 

surprise attack by ballistic missiles. The jeyidence argues to the 
contrary.: We havie outlined a system which would give) advanced 
fram ing 6f surprise attack by ballistic missiles; This system would 
give complete post-launch warning. I t  could also be expected to give 
a significant pre-launch warning of impending missile attacfc f Adqp- 
tion of a fully integrated system for all important instruments of 
surprise attack could produce substantial improvements in warning, 
arid thereby reduce the possibility 6f surprise attack. '

2. W ith effective pre-launch warning, a potential aggressor might 
find that the inherent difficulties of keeping secret the riiany activities 
associated with preparation for a surprise attack had bjecOliie visually  
inpurnuauntable. This additional warning would provide ^ e ,  time 
necessary to cross-check other surprise attack indicators j^ d  tof qon- 
sider more carefully the range of possible responses.

3. W ithout pre-launch detection, the system would provide a warn
ing time which could be used to reduce the surprise factor and its 
gains, therefore rendering the attack itself less attractive to the 
aggressor. . ) . r

330. Third Explanatory Document of the Third Point 
of the Proposed Plan of Worlc Submitted by the 
Western Experts at the Geneva Surprise Attack 
Conference: An Illustrative Outline of a Possible 
System for Observation and Inspection of Ground 
Forces, December 5, 1958 1

1. In  this paper we consider further those elements of ground 
forces which are capable of surprise attack as discussed in papers 
previously tabled by the Western Experts (See Footnote2); we 
identify those technically feasible measures of inspection which could 
be applied to reduce the danger of surprise attack; and finally we 
consider the possible effectiveness of such measures.

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/10, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 11. For the plan of work proposed by the Western experts, 
see ante, doc. 319.

* Ante, docs. 324 and 325.
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1;1 F or the purposes of this paper, surprise attack by ground 
forces is defined as the; unexpected assault by ground forces of one 
state or group of states on another state or group of states in over- 
'vrhehiiiii^ Strength. ' 1 ,
' 1 . 2  Iii cnir consideration we were guided by the principle that nd 
participant should alone be responsible for inspection of itself. The 
assessments contained in this paper are based on this principle.

/ 2. Grobmd ;Forces Imtrwrnewts of Surprise Attach: _ ■ ■
‘ 2.1 In  palperS previously tabled by the Western E xperts '(Seef oot- 
hdt&‘1')y Soirie possible instruments of surprise attack used by ground 
forces were stated to be as follows: Short range surface-to-surface 
missiles; troop carrier aircraft; armoured fighting vehicles; mobile 
artillery. For convenience, we are considering in this paper all land- 
based surface-to-surfacQ missiles employing mobile launching devices*

2.2 In  order to apply observation and inspection techniques, to  the 
problem of surprise attack by such instruments, it is also necessary to 
specify the military Organizations which use them and the facilities 
which support them. These include:

2.2.1 SUrfkc6-to-$trpfa«e iiissile units employing Mobile launchers 
as distinguisTied from all otTier ^utface to-surface nlissiles.

2.2.2 Armoured, mechanized, ihfantiy, airborne, and artilfery divi- 
siofts&nd brigade groups, including their organic arms and services.

2.2.3 Headquarters of superior formations.
2.2.4 Combat and Service Units not in Divisions.

t 2.2.5 Supporting logistical facilities including: air bases and air
fields (troop carrier); ai^ transport units;.supply points, depots and 
installations; air, rail, road and inland water transport networks and 
centers.2

2.3 To keep thfc whole military establishment of any country under 
constant surveillance is riot necessary. I t  is necessary, however, to 
establish for the ground forces organization the relative importance 
(of thfi4 various eleiherits &s possible indicators of attack. I t  is neces
sary also to determine which activities in the various elements yield 
the most useful information of preparation for, or imminence of, 
surprise attack. The results of one possible analysis of these ques
tions are tabulated at Annex A. The conclusions may be expressed 
in the following objectives of an inspection system for ground forces:

1 Idem.
3 Certain elements such as tactical aircraft, usually regarded as supporting

ground forces are reserved for separate consideration. [Footnote iii original.3
514543— 60—vol. 2------ 38
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2.3.1 To establish the location and identity of ground force units, 
formations, headquarters and installations by verifying reciprocally 

"provided information.
2.3.2 To keep under observation most mobile surface-to-surface 

missile units, armoured and airborne formations, nuclear artillery 
units, divisions and certain independent units, according to the 
situation.

2.3.3 To keep under periodic observation the majority of forward 
and base logistic dumps and installations, and higher headquarters.

2.3.4 To keep under cons^ajifc, 0; l^ ^ |itio n  piost air base$ (troop 
carrier), certain major air, rail, road and inland waterway transpor
tation centers, and personnel replacement centers.

2.4 The activities which give information about intention or ability 
to attack and which, therefore, require to be observed vary in accord
ance with the nature and function of the element under observation. 
The main indicators for various elements of ground forces are shown 
a t Annex A and may be summarized as follows:

Elements Indicator
*2.4/1 ,Por all m ilitary Elements Location
2.4.2 For mobile units Change of location
2.4.3 For armoured and airborne State of readiness as indi- 

and selected samples of inf an- eated by strength, equip- 
try  and mechanized forces ment, state of training and

manoeuvres
t 2.4.4 Eor> combat units, idumps and Logistic activity 

logistic installations
2.4.5 For mobile surface-to-surface Identification of major arm- 

missiles; nuclear artillery; ament and transport
tank and airborne uhits

2.5 V a < ria tip n s in degree of inspection may be imposed by the fol
lowing considerations which can jnly be decided in connection with 
actual physical situations as known:

2.5.1 Physical position relative to frontier in terms of time into 
action. Transportation f acilities are here relevant.

2.5.2 Balance of forces between forward and rear areas.
2.5.3 Climate including seasonal changes in terms of daylight and 

darkness, snow, ice, or other conditions affecting operational efficiency 
and mobility of units observed and of observer teams.

2.6 In  conclusion of paragraph 2, it may be remarked that observa
tion near a frontier or of units with high mobility, such as airborne 
units, results in short warning of attack. Observation of logistic 
^movement and rear units or installations result in a longer warning of
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general intention but may be ambiguous. In  the case of ground forces 
the value of intensive observation of frontier areas in obtaining last 
liUnute warning is diminished by tha fact that units stationed near 
frontiers are usually in a high state of readiness. The longer warning 
or reassurance given by knowledge of reinforcement capability and 
logistic activity in rear areas is of comparatively greater value. This 
leads to the conclusion that general observation including rear areas 
to a great depth is of greater value in attaining the objective of an in
spection system than is intensive observation in a frontier zone alone. 
There are three advantages to this course:
- 2.6,1* I t  giv^TO*gSlte!*ftnce of^jpaaceful irtteiifc* whm such k  the case 
{a high state of readiness on frontiers is not unusual).

2.6.2 The warning obtained from deep observation gives earlier ad
vice of an intention to attack and, thus, more opportunity to avert the 
attack.

2.6.3 The fact of agreement to deep observation is in itself evidence 
of peaceful intent.

3. Observation Techniques Applicable to the Problem of Surprise 
dffiftek by^^roumd Forces:

3.1 To reduce the danger of surprise attack by ground forces 
through the application of observation techniques, these techniques 
must produce timely data on preparations for and/or launchings of 
attacks by ground forces. The use of ground observers, resident and

appropriate, by t^phnical aids; to ex
tend their sensory capabilities and complemented by aerial inspection 
can produce the required data.

3.1.1 The capabilities and reliability of these techniques are in
fluenced by the degree of freedom permitted in applying them as 
required to all or nearly all of the ground force elements as listed in 
Annex A. Observers* cannot tfe relied' upon if they are subjected to 
vetoes or restrictions which limit their’ activities below a level agreed 
upon to implement an observation system for ground forces. Their 
capabilities also are dependent upon having reliable and appropriate 
communications.

3.1.2 The reciprocal exchange of force data—a “blueprint”—rela
tive to ground forces, such as Order-of-Battle information and char
acteristics of logistical systems, is highly desirable and would increase 
the effectiveness of observers.

3.1.3 An illustrative discussion of the intensity of application of a 
system for the observation of ground forces is shown in Annex B.



1288 DOCUMENT' 33ftf*. DECEMBER 3, 1958

8.2 Eotolujmge and Verification of “Bfae-Pnints” of F&rcd B ator

3.2.1 I f  a system of exchange of ̂ blne-pririts” as discussed in para
graph 3.1.2 above is agreed upon, each participating nation should 
provide ^  eietcliL other pam bipitin^  nation a statement pv ing  tlifr 
strength, location aind organization of all ground forces units, include 
ing their supporting units and logistic installations in such detaol a^ 
might be! considered appropriate. Subsequent changes in tiie “blue
prin t” of any. significant magnitude should be reported as they are 
made. A complete and revised “blue-print” should be submitted at 
specified periods, such as quarterly. ,

3.2.2 The initial “blue-print” could be verified; to the extent de£tjried 
necessary by the obserong organisation, rising the methods discussed 
below. ' ' ;

3.2.3 Aerial inspection techniqu^ as discussed in the paper tabled 
by the Western Experts on November 19,1958, entitled “A  Survey of 
Techniques Which W oujd tie Eff ective in the Observation and Inspec
tion of the Instruments of Surprise A t t a c h 1 could beiised to Md in 
the verification pf “^orce data5’to be exchanged. .

3.2.4 Ih  addition to general aerial inspection referred td iri pai*a- 
graph 3.2.3 above, low performance fixed wiiigvand/or rotary wing 
aircraft equipped) ^ h e^  appropr^te^. with technical device^uoh* as 
radar, infra-red oj phot^p^mpJ^ic., equigmeiit, conld provide jietaUftd 
ijadicaiion^ ofthep^c^noepf ̂ ilit^ ry  ^ :ts. t. ; (
- 3,2.5 Mobile observers on th e ^ o u n d  it^uld be used in order to cojn^ 
plete the verification of. force data obtained through the use of the 
technique mentioned m Paragraphs 3.2.3 and 3.2.4. ,

3.3 Observation of GroundForces: h i
3.3.1 Observer teams■ require! freedom of movement into all .arfeas 

occupied by ground forces at all times^ including manoeuvre areas, 
using appropriate transportation, including, surface vehicles, low pexv 
formance aircraft and public? conveyances, aiid adequate communica
tion facilities. Operating under these conditions, .mobile .observer 
teams could provide the most reliable means of detecting preparation^ 
for surprise attack. Observer teams could determine or verify order- 
of-battle data and establish combat readiness of ground forces includ
ing mobile missile units, transportation facilities and logistic in
stallations.

3.3.2 Technical devices, such as mobile radar units and infra-red 
devices, could be useful in individual cases where a reduction in the 
number of observers might be made possible. , , -

1 Ante, doc. 325.
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3.3.3 Aerial inspection techniques, including the use of low- 
performance aircraft, could increase the effectiveness of the observa
tion programme by coverage of ground force movements and of areas 
in which ground forces are widely dispersed.

3.4 Observation of Transportation Centers:
3.4.1 Resident observer teams at transportation centers could ac

quire indications of troop and/or logistic build-up. These data could 
be used to direct mobile observer teams to determine the extent of the 
build-up.

3.4.2 Resident teams in transportation centers require freedom to 
move about within the area to which assigned. Eesident observers 
should have the option of using such technical aids as radar or inf ra- 
red equipment, if desired.

3.4.3 I t  is considered that observation of transportation centers 
cannotr of itself, provide adequate reduction in the danger of surprise 
attack by ground forces, but that it can form a useful part of an overall 
system for observation of ground forces.

3.5 Comrmxmca&ion Facilities:
3^5.1 The information received by observer teams would be trans

mitted over communication systems having appropriate speed and 
reliability. The amount of warning received by the defender would 
depend on the extent of advance preparations* on communication lags, 
and on the time needed for the pattern of information received at data 
processing and evaluation centers to be assessed, etc.

3.5.2 In  the case of ground force instruments of attack, with few 
exceptions (such as some missiles), rapidity of transmission of data is 
not such a critical requirement as with other elements because of the 
slower reaction time of ground forces and the fact that indicators will 
usually signify intentions well ahead of time.

3.£.3 In  the case of some missiles with mobile launching facilities, 
the importance of last minute warning must be evaluated in connec
tion with surveillance of other instruments of attack, The level of 
effort required to acquire and transmit timely data relative to those 
missiles should be determined in conjunction with analysis of an ob
servation system for missiles with fixed launching facilities. (See the 
papgr tabled by the Western Experts on 3 December 1958 entitled “A n  
Illustrative Outline of a Possible System  for Observation arid Inspec
tion of Ballistic Missiles”.} 1

1 Ante, doc. 329.
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4. Sum m ary Evaluation:
4.1 The reliability of observation techniques applied to various 

characteristics of ground forces is indicated in Annex A. The degree. „ 
of effectiveness of the techniques involved is dependent on the density1 
of observation. The evaluation indicated is predicated on a moderate 
rather than a very high density. A t this density, it is considered that 
an acceptable degree of dependability is attainable. This implies that 
all indicators will not be observed at each occurrence, but that the 
summation of indicators observed in the event of a build-up for sur- 
prise attack would provide a high degree of reliability.

5. Conclusion:
5.1 Significant reduction of thedariger of surprise attack by ground 

forces is practicable and technically feasible through the use of an 
adequate number of observer teams with properly defined rights, with 
proper technical, vehicular and communication equipment, and with 
unimpeded access to and over areas in which ground forces are located. 
The number of observers considered adequate for a particular geo
graphic area must be determined in terms of the topography, trans
portation networks and centers of the area, and the number, types and 
disposition of the military forces stationed within the area. I t  does 
appear that significant results might be obtained even with a modest 
force of resident and mobile observers. This conclusion is valid so 
long as the rights of observers as outlined in paragraphs 3.3 and 3.4 
are not unduly curtailed. The rights and privileges which observing 
teams require in order to carry out their task must be agreed in detail.

5.2 We have indicated that we believe that properly applied ob
servation of ground forces can cumulatively provide long term warning 
of surprise attack by such forces. Insofar as this is true, highly de
pendable and rapid communication systems are not in this case as im
portant as are the proper organization, disposition and operation of the 
observation forces.

5.3 However, to take full advantage of the indications of imminent 
attack given by preparations for missile launching and by the launch
ing itself, an intensity of observation and a speed of communication of 
a different order from that for ground forces appears to be required.
I t  will be necessary to evaluate the importance of such last minute 
warning and to determine whether the level of effort required to 
acquire and to transmit such data for all short range missiles with 
mobile launchers is worth the cost.
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Explanation of the Levels of Inspection Effort with reference to 
mmibers involved and effort expended at team level

General
1 . I t  is considered that observer effort on ground forces is of two 

types.
1 .1  Mobile teams visiting certain sites at irregular intervals. 

These intervals are described in Annex A as being of high, me
dium and low frequency.

1 .2  Resident teams observing certain areas, such as major centres 
of transportation or air trooping bases.

2 . The visits of mobile teams may be done using public transporta
tion, helicopters or low performance fixed wing aircraft, or in 
military type vehicles of the inspecting organization.

3. The degree of freedom referred to in para 3.1.1 of the paper to 
which this is an Annex is assumed to apply.

Mobile Teams
4. It is considered that mobile teams would operate from| centres 

(District Hq.), where the transport, communications arid other 
necessary facilities would be provided. The number of teams 
operating from any one Hq. would vary with terrain and troop 
deployment.

5. It is assumed that from team centres (District Hq.) the informa
tion collected by the mobile teams would be sent back from team 
centres (District Hq.) to data processing centres for collation.

Frequency of Inspection
6 .1  Frequency of inspection by mobile teams needs careful defini

tion. For the purposes of this paper the following rough guide 
is employed.
6 .1 .1  High Frequency : One visit by a team on an average of 

once in three days.
6 .1 .2  Medium Frequency: Visits by a team at intervals of one 

to two weeks.
6.1.3 Low Frequency: A visit at irregular intervals varying 

from two weeks to six months.
6 .2  I t is assumed that at all times the ability will exist, by use of 

helicopters or light aircraft at the team centres, to arrange spot 
checks in accordance with the information received.

Basic Team Organization
7. The basic inspecting team is assumed to be three men in a suitable 

vehicle. I t is envisaged that three or four such teams, with an 
equal number in reserve, would operate from a fixed District Hq.

1296 DOCUMENT 330 : DECEMBER 5, 1958
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8 . On this assumption, two teams (one operating and one spare at 
any onp time) could cover nine objects of inspection at high fre
quency in terrain with fair road communications in an area of 
130 x 130 miles. In the same area they could cbver eighteen 
objects at medium frequency. Taking this area as the basic 
team area in this terrain, four such areas might be grouped under 
a District Hq., itself possibly based on a locality where constant 
observation, involving a resident team, is required. I f  this were 
so, the composition and task of this sample District Hq. would be:

8*1 Area covered-^-260 x 260 miles.
8 .2  No. of inspection points covered—36 at high frequency or 72 or 

more at medium frequency.
8.3 Jeep teams— 8 involving 24 men and 8 jeeps, including reserves.
8.4 Helicopter teams— 2  involving 6  men and 2  helicopters, includ

ing reserves.
8.5 In addition, personnel for communications, maintenance and 

other support functions will be required.
Capacity of Mobile Teams in Difficult Terrain

9. The number of objects of inspection that can be covered in a 
given area is, of course, much less in this sort of country. With 
mobile ground elements, more emphasis could be placed on visual 
or air inspection > for purposes of confirrhing that no move had 
taken place, allied with resident teams at transportation centres 
and mobile teams as required. With important base installa^ 
tions where logistic activity has important value as an indicator, 
periodic air observation with irregular visits at low frequency 
must together amount to a medium frequency of inspection in 
value. No useful illustration of basic team capability can here 
be given.

Definition of a Visit to a Formation
1 0 . When a formation, such as a Division, is to be inspected, it is 

considered that each visit should be of about two hours dura
tion, and during that time the team. of three would take one 
or two indicators only, such as—a Tank Battalion or an Infan
try Regiment. Such samples will, it is considered, give ade
quate indication and will cause less interference than a regular 
comprehensive investigation.

Capability of Resident Teams
1 1 . The resident team will vary in size according to the object 

inspected.
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331. Soviet Bloc Proposal at the Geneva Surprise Attack 
Conference: The Tasks and Functions of Ground 
Control Posts and Aerial Inspection, December 
12, 19581

The danger of Surprise attack can be effectively removed only if 
there is complete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons includ
ing their elimination from the armaments of States and the destruc
tion of the stocks of such weapons, if military bases on foreign 
territory are removed and there is a substantial reduction of conven
tional armaments and armed forces. Yet even in existing circum
stances, when an agreement of this nature has not yet been worked out,, 
agreement is possible on some practical steps aimed at reducing the 
danger of surprise attack.

Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania and the USSR have pro
posed that as a basis for such practical measures ground control posts 
be established at railway junctions and majpr ports and on maiji roads 
and aerial photography be carried out over k zone of Europe and 
the Middle East.

In putting forward these proposals, account was taken of the fact 
that the concerafefration hi Europe and the Middle East in close prox
imity to each other of the main forces of the countries which are 
parties to the North Atlantic Treaty,2 the Baghdad Pact3 and the 
Warsaw Treaty 4 was fraught with very great danger of an armed 
conflict breaking out and that the agreement on measures aimed at 
the prevention of surprise attack should be arrived at as regards this 
region.

Ground control posts and aerial photography cannot, however, be 
regarded as effective measures for reducing the danger of sudden 
attack unless they are linked with xoiaasmres directed towards the reduc
tion of troop concentrations of opposing military and political group
ings in Europe and measures that would prevent countries keeping 
weapons of mass-destruction say in parts of central Europe in the 
first instance. The Governments of Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
Romania and the USSR accordingly proceed from the assumption

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/11, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 12. Introduced by the delegations of Albania, Czechoslo
vakia, Poland, Rumania, and the Soviet Union.

2 American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documen ts, vol. I, pp. 812-815,. 
853-854, and 871-873.

3 Ibid., pp. 1257-1259.
* Ibid., pp. 1239-1242.
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that the setting up of ground control posts and the putting into* 
operation of aerial photography will be accompanied by a reduction 
of not less than one-third of the foreign armed forces in that part 
of the territory of European States which is included in the control 
zone and by an undertaking by States which have at their disposal 
nuclear and rocket powered weapons not to keep such weapons in the 
two parts of Germany w here the armed forces of th&; North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries are 
in immediate proximity of one another. It is also assumed that the 
main principle underlying the putting into operation of ground con
trol and aerial photography shall be respect for the full sovereign 
rights of countries on whose territories ground control posts and aerial 
photography will be established.

Therefore the Governments of Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, 
Romania and the USSR propose that an agreement be reached about 
the following basic provisions relating to the spheres of activity,, 
tasks and functions of ground control posts and aerial photography*

I. Zones for establishing control posts and zones of aerial 
photography

1 . Ground control posts sh^ll be established at railway junctions 
and majw ports and^on main roads at agreed poirjjks on such parts of 
the territory of the countries parties to the North Atlantic Treaty, 
the Baghdad Pact and the Warsaw Treaty as come within the aerial 
photography zone indicated below (in paragraph 2 ) and also in the 
western frontier regions of the Soviet Union and the whole of the 
territory of France, the United Kingdom, Italy, the Federal Republic 
of Germany, the German Democratic Rejpublic and Poland and along 
the Eastern sea board of the United States *>f America.'

Within the limits of the zone on the territory of countries which 
are parties to the Warsaw Treaty there shall be established 28 con
trol posts—assuming that the Governments of the countries concerned 
will agree to this^-including six posts in the territory of the USSR, 
provided that there are established on the territory of the countries 
which are parties to the North Atlantic Treaty and the Baghdad 
Pact 54 posts including six posts on the territory of the United States 
of America.

2 . There shall be established a zone of aerial photography in 
Europe extending 800 km to the East and to the West of the line of 
division between the main armed forces of the NATO countries and 
the Warsaw Treaty countries and also in the territory of Greece, 
Turkey and Iran.

Aerial inspection shall be organized if agreement is reached on the 
simultaneous setting up of ground control posts.
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II. Tasks and functions of ground control posts
Control posts shall have the task of keeping a watch to prevent a 

dangerous concentration of armed forces and military equipment.
1 . The functions of ground control posts shall include:

—keeping direct visual watch on the movement of troops and the 
movement of technical and other military equipment through 
railway junctions, major ports and on main roads;

—keeping watch on the preparations for putting out to sea of 
naval surface craft and submarines, as well as of troop transT 
ports with troops or on any concentration of such ships in 
major ports.

In order to achieve the best results, i observations posts should be 
established in areas where the main armed forces are grouped, account 
being taken of the most likely direction for any re-grouping aaad con
centration of such forces.

2 . The control posts shall keep under direct observation the active 
ities at railway junctions and in major sea ports and also the, move
ment of transport on main roads in each of the areas assigned to a 
post by mutual agreement. The extent of the area to be kept under 
observation by each control post shall depend on the siztf an<3 con- 
figuratibn of the objects to be controlled and On whether there exist 
alternative rotites arid othei* special factors which might facilitate dr 
i^ake more complicated the work of the post:

If  the control post is responsible f6 r two or more unconnected 
objects of control, lines of communication which the staff of the post 
m&y use; without hindrance for the performance of their duties shall 
be indicated.

3. The individual staff of each ground control post shall consist of 
control officers, who shall be representatives of the States parties to the 
agreement, and of interpreters and ancillary personnel.

The Control staff of each ground control post and also the in
terpreters shall be appointed on the basis of equality of representation, 
oi the two sides (one half from the NATO and Baghdad Pact coun
tries and one,half from the Warsaw Treaty countries). The number 
of control officers of either side shall not exceed 3-4 and the number 
of interpreters shall not exceed 2-x.

The ancillary personnel of each ground control post shall be com
posed of citizens of the State in the territory of which the post is 
situated. The post commander shall be appointed from amongst 
the representatives of the side over which control is to be exercised.

4. Reports shall be transmitted without hindrance through the
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Communications (including radio communications) bodies of the 
country on the territory of which the post is situated. Reports shall 
be transmitted in a mutually agreed code, the key to which shall be 
in the possession of the representatives of all States taking part in 
the control,

5. For the accomplishment of the tasks assigned to the ground con
trol post, the staff of the post may have at its disposal motor transport, 
optical equipment for visual observation, and also photographic and 
cinematographic equipment for obtaining documentary confirmation 
of the data obtained.

III. The purposes and functions of the aerial inspection
1. The purpose of the aerial inspection is to reveal the concentra

tion of armed forces in the designated zone or the regrouping of such 
forces and their being drawn up in a threatening manner.

2 . The aerial inspection shall be carried out by means of aerial 
photography from aircraft. The results of the aerial photography 
shall serve as a basis for generalized reports to the supervisory body; 
they shall not be used for any other purpose whatsoever.

3. Reports on the results of the aerial inspection shall be trans
mitted without hindrance along communication routes specially desig
nated for this purpose and made available by the communication 
authorities of the country in the territory of which the aerial inspec
tion bodies are located. Such reports shall be transmitted in a 
mutually agreed code, the key to which shall be in the possession of 
the representatives of all States taking part in the control.

4. For taking the aerial photographs there shall be formed two air 
groups, one for the Warsaw Treaty countries and the other for the 
North Atlantic Treaty and Baghdad Pact countries. Each air 
group shall photograph the territory of its side within the limits of 
the zone designated for aerial inspection. In each air group there 
must be control officers who are representatives of the opposite side.

Each air group shall consist of an airborne section and a photography 
centre for processing the results of the aerial photography. The air
borne sections of the air groups shall be equipped with transport air
craft all of the same type. If there is a sufficiently developed net
work of aerodromes, it will be suitable to have specially converted 
twin-engined, piston transport aircraft for photography.

The size of the individual staff and the number of aircraft of each 
air group shall be determined by mutual agreement between the two 
sides according to the amount of work to be done.

5. The State, the territory of which is to be photographed from 
the air, shall ensure that the aerial photography work can be carried

51454&— 60— vol. 2-------39
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out without hindrance and shall designate the necessary number of 
aerodromes and means of communication. During flights for the 
purpose of carrying out the aerial photography control officers from 
each side shall be on board the aircraft effecting the flight.

6 . The photography centre of each air group shall process, inter
pret and study the aerial photography material and, draw up ap
propriate reports. The photography centre shall have its own staff 
of a size to be determined by mutual agreement between the two 
sides according to the amount of work to be done and the need for 
equal representation of the North Atlantic Treaty and Baghdad 
Pact countries and of the Warsaw Treaty countries.

The photography centre shall include a photography laboratory 
for processing aerial films, producing prints and carrying out other 
necessary photographic work and a laboratory for interpreting and 
studying the aerial photography material. The air photography ma
terial (aerial photographs and aerial films) may not be sent from 
one area to another without the agreement of the side concerned.

7. The flights of the aircraft belonging to the air groups for aerial 
photography even when there is a change of base, shall be carried out 
in accordance with the air regulations in force in the country over 
the territory of which the flights are carried out.

IV. The International Supervisory Body
Supervision to prevent surprise attacks shall be exercised by an 

International Supervisory Body instituted on a bilateral basis so that 
the North Atlantic Treaty and Baghdad Pact countries and the War
saw Treaty countries are equally represented.

The functions of the International Supervisory Body must be de
termined after agreement has been reached on the questions of 
principle.

Note: A map showing the distribution of ground control posts 
and the aerial photography zone in Europe will be submitted for 
consideration.1

332. General Assembly Resolution 1347 (XIII): Effects 
of Atomic Radiation, December 13, 1958 2

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 913 (X) of 3 December 1955,8
1 Not printed here.
‘ General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Supplement No. 18 

(A/4090), p. 5. Unanimously adopted.
* Ante, doc. 145.
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Noting with satisfaction the unanimously adopted report of the 
United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation,1

Recalling also its resolution 1147 (XII) of 14 November 19572 
which requested the Secretary-General in consultation with the Com
mittee to consider the question of the strengthening and widening of 
scientific activities in this field,

Taking note of the Secretary-General’s report3 prepared in re
sponse to the above-mentioned resolution,

1 . Commends the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Ef
fects of Atomic Radiation for its work and for the valuable report 
which it has presented;

2 . Excesses its appreciation to the United Nations agencies, to the 
international non-governmental and the national scientific organiza
tions, and to the individual scientists who have assisted the Commit
tee in its work;

3. Urges all concerned to take note of the suggestions made and the 
views expressed in the report of the Committee;

4. Decides to request the Committee to continue its useful work, 
and to report to the General Assembly as appropriate;

5. Requests the Committee to consult with the other agencies and 
organizations concerned on projects within its sphere of activities so 
as to avoid the duplication of work and ensure effective co-ordination;

6 . Calls upon all concerned to assist the Committee by making 
available to it reports 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, and by pursuing such investiga
tions as may broaden world scientific knowledge in this sphere and 
by transmitting their results to the Committee;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to provide the Com
mittee with the assistance necessary for the conduct of its work.

1 See ante, doc. 273.
* Ante, doc. 232.
* U.N. docs. A/3864, Aug. 6, and A/3864/Add. 1 (Aug. 26, 1958), in General 

Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item  25.
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333. General Assembly Resolution 1348 (XIII): Question 
of the Peaceful Use of Outer Space, December 13, 
19581

The General Assembly,
Recognizing the common interest of mankind in outer space and 

recognizing that it is the common aim that outer space should be used 
for peaceful purposes only,

Bearing in mind the provision of Article 2 , paragraph 1 , of the 
Charter of the United Nations, which states that the Organization is 
based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all its Members, 

Wishing to avoid the extension of present national rivalries into 
this new field,

Desiring to promote energetically the fullest exploration and ex
ploitation of outer space for the benefit of mankind,

Conscious that recent developments in respect of outer space have 
added a new dimension to man’s existence and opened new possibil
ities for the increase of his knowledge and the improvement of his 
life,

Noting the success of the scientific co-operative programme of the 
International Geophysical Year in the exploration of outer space and 
the decision to continue and expand this type of co-operation, 

Recognizing the great importance of international co-operation in 
the study and utilization of outer space for peaceful purposes, 

Considering that such co-operation will promote mutual under
standing and the strengthening of friendly relations among peoples, 

Believing that the development of programmes of international and 
scientific co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space should be 
vigorously pursued,

Believing that progress in this field will materially help to achieve 
the aim that outer space should be used for peaceful purposes only, 

Considering that an important contribution can be made by the 
establishment within the framework of the United Nations of an 
appropriate international body for co-operation in the study of outer 
space for peaceful purposes,

Desiring to obtain the fullest information on the many problems

1 General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Supplement No. 18 
(A/4090), pp. 5-6. Adopted by a vote of 53-9-19, the Soviet bloc opposing and 
the following countries abstaining: India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, 
Libya, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, the United Arab Republic, Yugoslavia, 
Afghanistan, Burma, Cambodia, Ceylon, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana, and Guinea. 
The dispute on the committee’s composition is summarized ante, p. 1228, n. 1. 
The committee was not concerned with the disarmament aspects of outer space 
(see ante, p. 941, n. 1).
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relating to the peaceful uses of outer space before recommending spe
cific programmes of international co-operation in this field,

1 . Establishes an ad hoc Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space composed of the representatives of Argentina, Australia, Bel
gium, Brazil, Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, India, Iran, Italy, 
Japan, Mexico, Poland, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, the United Arab Republic, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America, and 
requests it to report to the General Assembly at its fourteenth session 
on the following:

(a) The activities and resources of the United Nations, of its spe
cialized agencies and of other international bodies relating to the 
peaceful uses of outer space;

(&) The area of international co-operation and programmes in the 
peaceful uses of outer space which could appropriately be undertaken 
under United Nations auspices to the benefit of States irrespective of 
the state of their economic or scientific development, taking into ac
count the following proposals, inter alia:

(i) Continuation on a permanent basis of the outer space research 
now being carried on within the framework of the Interna
tional Geophysical Year;

(ii) Organization of the mutual exchange and dissemination of 
information on outer space research;

(iii) Co-ordination of national research programmes for the study 
of outer space, and the rendering of all possible assistance and 
help towards their realization;

(c) The future organizational arrangements to facilitate interna
tional co-operation in this field within the framework of the United 
Nations;

(d) The nature of legal problems which may arise in the carrying 
out of programmes to explore outer space;

2 . Requests the Secretary-General to render appropriate assistance 
to the above-named Committee and to recommend any other steps 
that might be taken within the existing United Nations framework 
to encourage the fullest international co-operation for the peaceful 
uses of outer space.



1306 DOCUMENT 334 : DECEMBER 17, 1958

334. Western Explanatory Statement at the Geneva Sur
prise Attack Conference: Certain Factors Involved 
in the Planning of an Integrated Observation and 
Inspection System for Reducing the Possibility of 
Surprise Attack, December 17, 19581

Introduction
1 . Western. Experts have endeavoured to illustrate by example the 

rationale of the method of work proposed by them. Technical ex
amination was to begin with a scrutiny of the relevant facts, first in 
respect of the instruments of surprise attack, followed by that of 
instruments of detection. In the third stage, appropriate methods 
of observation and inspection were to be applied to particular instru
ments of surprise attack and particular inspection systems devised 
and examined, as to their effectiveness and practicability. The final 
stage was to be an investigation of the technical characteristics of 
integrated systems of inspection which is intended to reduce the 
threat of attack by important weapons of surprise and which was 
to have been synthesized from the particular systems resulting from 
earlier discussions.

2 . We have now tabled explanatory papers in respect of Sections
I, I I  and I I I  of our proposed plan of work. Our effort was limited 
to tabling enough information to demonstrate that our method was 
logical and practical, since we expected that conclusions on the ef
fectiveness and practicability of systems of inspection would be 
reached only upon joint deliberations and agreement among the 
experts on both sides of the table. We came to the conference with 
our own ideas of what might constitute an adequate system, but with 
an open mind, expecting to reach final conclusions after a joint 
assembly and examination of the facts.

3 . We did not envisage this as a political negotiation but a meeting 
of experts to discuss technical/military problems in respect of systems 
of observation and inspection designed to reduce the danger of sur
prise attack. We believed that for a technical conference the experts 
should acquaint themselves in advance with the appropriate facts 
at their disposal but should postpone the detailed statement of what 
might constitute practical systems of inspection and observation until 
the facts and views which would be provided by the experts on the 
other side of the table, and which were not available to them prior 
to the conference, could also be evaluated.

1 Conference doc. GEN/S A/12, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 13. Submitted by the Western experts in explanation of sec.
IV of their proposed plan of work (ante, doc. 319).
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4. Because the experts on the other side of the table have been un
willing so far to participate in these objective discussions, progress 
has not been made toward the preparation of a report to governments 
on a jointly considered practical assessment of integrated systems of 
inspection designed to reduce the danger of surprise attack. How
ever, we feel that it is desirable to indicate in some detail and in a 
more formal manner some of the considerations which we should 
need to take into account in the design of such a system if you are 
willing to cooperate with us. Our studies have shown us that there 
are certain elements which might well be common to any integrated 
and comprehensive system and these we shall now briefly describe.

5. In the hope of achieving useful results in this conference, it was 
necessary for Western Experts to identify those types of surprise 
attack which are of special concern to the modern world. Rapid 
progress of military technology has led to the development of very 
powerful weapons of destruction—unit for unit a thermonuclear 
weapon can devastate an area many thousands of times as great as a 
conventional bomb can—and also of means of delivery of an ever in
creasing speed, range and invulnerability to defenses. This has re
sulted in a radical change in the nature of possible initial acts of war 
as compared with what was feasible only a few decades ago. Then, 
by necessity, the initial operation was, for example, a cavalry patrol 
raid, or perhaps the unheralded arrival of a fleet off one’s shores or 
harbours. In the world of today, major powers could initiate war 
by a blow involving hundreds, or even thousands of bomber planes, 
and in the near future, also of hundreds, if not thousands, of ballistic 
missiles. Since each of these instruments of surprise attack with its 
thermonuclear weapons can devastate many square miles of territory 
and additionally destroy human life in a much larger area by fallout, 
the first act of a future war can be in itself a staggering human ca
tastrophe which will not only destroy military installations on which 
are based active defenses, including retaliatory forces, but may blow 
whole cities sky high and annihilate modern human society. There 
may then follow other acts of war in which surprise would also play 
a major role. The Western Experts, however, felt properly compelled 
to be mainly concerned with the possibility of a massive initial attack 
which is referred to in the following as a “surprise attack”.

6 . Certain developments are being forced upon the major powers, 
because of their awareness of the great destructiveness of modem 
weapons and of the possibility of lightning blows. The nations have 
had to resort to unilateral “national” warning systems to protect, to 
the extent possible, their populations and industrial complexes and, es
pecially, their armed forces which are capable of meeting and respond
ing to blows of an aggressor. This is being done in the belief that next 
to providing the defensive force itself, warning systems giving im
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proved ability to protect the defensive forces against an aggressor are 
those unilateral measures which are most likely to prevent a surprise 
attack. The purpose of the retaliatory defensive forces is to warn a 
potential aggressor that as a result of his attack, he, himself, will also 
suffer devastation which will be unacceptable to him. The fear of 
unacceptably severe consequences must cause a potential aggressor, in 
turn, to design the strategy and tactics of his surprise attack in such 
a manner as to achieve the maximum possible destruction of the mil
itary capability of the intended victim of aggression. The character 
of modern retaliatory forces is such that only the utmost use of the 
element of surprise can give to an aggressor the assurance of destroy
ing enough of the military capability of the victim as to make the con
sequences of aggression acceptable to the aggressor himself. Hence 
he must try to choose as instruments of his surprise attack those 
weapon systems and aggressive forces whose alerting for the surprise 
attack will not be revealed to the prospective victim and whose capa
bilities for quick devastation are greatest. The application of this 
principle to various weapons systems already in military arsenals, or 
still in development, enables us to indicate those which are the most 
dangerous instruments of surprise attack. They must meet the re
quirements of high degree of readiness, of speed and range, and must 
possess great destructive power so that limited numbers of them can 
achieve the objectives of adequate destruction of the other side’s re
taliatory forces, as well as of other strategic targets. Surprise attack 
seen in this light leads to the inescapable conclusion that land-based 
ballistic missiles, bomber aircraft, and missile-armed naval forces are 
those instruments of surprise attack about which one must be es
pecially concerned. This focussing of attention on certain classes of 
instruments of war does not mean that they alone are instruments of 
surprise attack; they are only the most threatening ones. Under some 
circumstances surprise attacks can be launched by other means and 
therefore these other means cannot be Neglected in designing systems 
for the reduction of danger of surprise attacks.

7. A superficially simple technique has been repeatedly suggested 
for “eliminating” the danger of surprise attack through an agreement 
to abolish nuclear weapons. The argument goes that the most threat
ening instruments of surprise attack owe their power to nuclear war
heads and so, if the latter are forbidden from arsenals by agreement, 
the danger of surprise attack disappears. This is a totally fallacious 
argument. Certainly many of the major dangers which concern na
tions would disappear if it were possible to ensure the elimination of 
nuclear weapons. It was indeed with the thought of preventing the 
development of the very situation we face today that the Western 
countries proposed immediately after World War I I  that interna
tional controls be established to eliminate the relatively small number
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of nuclear weapons then existing, and to prevent the development of 
nuclear stockpiles.1 Unfortunately the failure to reach agreement 
resulted in a new situation. With the passage of time nuclear weap
ons stockpiles expanded greatly and production technology changed 
significantly. The studies in 1955 thus indicated that neither our 
scientists nor the scientists of other countries were able by this time 
to devise methods which could account completely for all past pro
duction of nuclear materials, and the margin of error in known de
tection methods was beyond the limits we could contemplate for an 
acceptable inspection system. Nor was it possible to remedy this by 
attempting to search out any “clandestine” weapons. Scientific ad
vances made it possible to concentrate great destructive force in a 
single bomb. Properly insulated the nuclear material within the 
bomb defied detection by the most sensitive instruments at distances 
only a few yards away. Even small diversions of nuclear materials 
would be sufficient to give an aggressor decisive strength in launching 
a great attack if the other side had fulfilled its obligation to destroy 
all such weapons. This situation was formally recognized by the 
Western Powers in 1955.2 A similar conclusion as to the technical 
infeasibility of inspection to assure the elimination of nuclear weapons 
appears to have been reached by the Soviet Government in its state
ment of May 1 0 , 1955.3 The growth of nuclear stockpiles can be 
effectively stopped, and a gradual reduction can be monitored, and 
this has been proposed by the Western countries. But we cannot 
as scientists and military experts suggest to the world measures which 
are not feasible with known scientific and technical knowledge. If 
of course there are scientific factors unknown to the Western Experts, 
the Western countries would like to have them.

8 . It follows that the only practical step to reduce the danger of 
surprise attack by nuclear weapons is to monitor the vehicles of de
livery. This has the added advantage that surprise attack by other 
forms of devastating warhead which might conceivably be developed, 
is equally monitored. Therefore, it is the conclusion of Western Ex
perts that a technical discussion of the problem of the reduction of 
dangers of surprise attack must be focussed initially on the problem 
of inspection and controls of the instruments of surprise attack as 
defined in our paper GEN/SA/4.4 This conclusion the Western Ex
perts were ready—and still are ready—to discuss with the experts of 
the other side and to defend it on a technical level.

9. Studies undertaken by the Western Experts prior to this con
ference have indicated that in contra-distinction to the monitoring

1 See ante, docs. 4,10,19, and 29.
* See ante, doc. 143. 
a Ante, doc. 112.
* Ante, doc. 324.



of nuclear weapons, the monitoring of complete weapon systems im
portant as instruments of surprise attack is still feasible.

1 0 . I t is the belief of Western Experts that practically feasible 
cooperative systems of observation and reporting on the important 
instruments of surprise attack could, if properly designed, reinforce 
national warning systems and improve reliability and lengthen the 
warning of an impending attack. The first purpose is to keep each 
side informed when there are no preparations for an attack on the 
other side, so that the present state of uncertainty and tension could 
be replaced by a feeling of greater security. The second purpose— 
of equal importance—of such systems is to provide reliable warning 
of preparations for an attack and the quickest possible warning of 
an attack that has actually been launched. An inspection system, 
by providing better warning, assures a more certain defensive re
sponse by the victim of aggression and hence deters a potential ag
gressor if he is aware of the consequences of his actions and is not 
willing to accept a near-total devastation of his own country as a 
sequel to his own attack. The first function of the inspection sys
tem—that of informing of an absence of preparations for a surprise 
attack—reduces the possibility of accidents developing into pre-emp
tive attacks, thus it reduces the danger of attacks through misunder
standing. The net result is a relaxation of tensions.

11. In the following we indicate some general principles of inspec
tion systems which we have been able to derive on the basis of our 
preliminary studies aimed at finding systems which are useful, prac
ticable and equitable.

1 2 . The following general principles appear most important in 
designing inspection systems:

a. The observation should be focussed on operational instruments 
of surprise attack and their immediate supporting forces.

b. The interval of time between the unmistakable preparations 
for a surprise attack and the execution of the attack on the vic
tim’s territory differs substantially for various important instru
ments of surprise attack. The design of inspection systems should 
allow for this and provide in all cases for a time of gathering, 
transmission and collection of information, which is short compared 
with the time required for the implementation of the attack by 
the instrument considered.

c. Even with reliance on the most modern instruments of sur
prise attack, large numbers of them are required to achieve over
whelming destruction of retaliatory forces and of other strategic 
targets of the victim. This circumstance makes the task of design
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ing inspection systems somewhat easier, because a practical design 
must make allowance for such factors as: (i) fallibility of individ
ual observers; (ii) naturally caused failures of individual pieces 
of observation and communication equipment; (iii) interference of 
an aggressor with the inspection system prior to an attack. There
fore, the inspection system should be so designed that an isolated 
event, no matter how suspicious in itself (e.g. even the launching 
of a single ballistic missile from an operational site) cannot be 
treated as uncontrovertible evidence of a surprise attack. I t  is 
only the superposition of a statistically significant array of signals 
from the observers to the evaluation centers which should be taken 
as the evidence of a surprise attack.

d. I t might be thought that such a system will generate false 
alarms at a rate which makes the system dangerous. After much 
technical consideration, we have concluded that a properly designed 
system will establish a far less dangerous situation than the present 
one, in which the only evidence of one side’s intention arises from 
the national warning systems of the other side. For example, the 
probability of error can be greatly reduced by the correlation at 
an evaluation center of large numbers of individual signals from 
observers. A false alarm could only arise by a compounding of 
an accidental superposition of a large number of independent events. 
They are thus not only unlikely, but should last only a short time. 
Furthermore, by designing the international inspection and obser
vation system so that it shares its information with national warn
ing systems, any nation can take remedial actions and state at once 
that its intentions are being misinterpreted by the international 
system. If it is a genuine misinterpretation there could be several 
points in the international inspection system at which the apparent 
aggressor is made aware of the “false alert” ; he could take appro
priate measures to eliminate or correct the false information and 
thus catastrophe would have been avoided. The threatened na
tions lose nothing by this; they will alert their defense systems on 
the allegedly false evidence, but will not counterattack until they 
are sure that a deliberate attack is underway. In the event that 
an attack is actually being prepared it would not be possible to alter 
the evidence, and the retaliatory forces of the intended victim would 
be prepared.
13. While the above principles apply in general to the inspection 

and observation system against surprise attack, some modification 
might be needed if agreements on such systems are accompanied or 
followed by agreements on controlled disarmament. In such a case, 
less effort might be needed for operational units, but attention might 
have to be given to production and testing of weapons.
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Some General Features of Inspection Systems
14. The increasing variety of weapons provided by scientific and 

technical progress which can be used for surprise attack means that 
an effective system cannot be devised by concentrating on just one 
weapon or type of armed force. To do this would leave a potential 
aggressor free to choose his instruments of surprise attack from 
among a considerable remaining variety of powerful weapons.

15. On the other hand, it does not follow that an integrated or 
comprehensive system is merely the result of adding together particu
lar systems. In fact, some elements of the system would be common 
for a large number of surprise attack[s]. In addition, with a large 
variety of weapons systems, forces and indications being observed, 
it would probably not be necessary to apply the system of inspection 
with the same intensity of all instruments of surprise attack. In 
other words, if the system is comprehensive and provides for the 
receipt and evaluation of indications of surprise attack from many 
relevant sources, the scale of effort devoted to any particular weapon 
or weapons system can usually be reduced. There would, therefore, 
be an overall economy of effort both in terms of elements which are 
common to more than one particular system and in terms of reduction 
in scale of effort as applied to particular systems of surprise attack. 
Furthermore, a comprehensive system of this nature would be more 
effective and would provide a truer and more reliable picture of the 
situation.

16. The three explanatory papers which we have tabled in support 
of Section I I I  of our proposed plan of work indicate some of the 
features which would be common to any comprehensive and inte
grated system of inspection and observation. Systems for other possi
ble instruments of surprise attack such as short range aircraft and 
naval forces have not yet been illustrated. Nevertheless, we believe 
that the features we describe below would be common to these systems 
also.

Exchange of Force Data
17. A prior and continuing exchange of force data or “blueprints” 

of forces and locations would allow significant economies in the system 
requirements. I t might then be possible to undertake some verifica
tion on a sampling basis rather than undertake complete surveys in 
each instance.

18. There is another important aspect to such an exchange of in
formation. The willingness of both sides to exchange this data would 
in itself be proof of their willingness to accept an effective system 
of inspection and would go a long way toward creating an atmosphere 
of better mutual trust and confidence.
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Aerial Survey a/nd Assessment
19. We have indicated in several papers tabled at this conference 

that we regard aerial survey and assessment to be an important com
ponent of any system of inspection and observation. In this respect 
undoubtedly aerial photography is very important and this appears 
to be agreed to by the experts on the other side of the table as well. 
We recognize, however, that air photography by itself has certain 
limitations and that it would be desirable, therefore, to combine with 
it high-resolution airborne radar to overcome as much as possible 
the effects of weather unsuitable for photography.

2 0 . The initial search for all instruments of surprise attack large 
enough to be identified by this means could be carried out by aerial 
reconnaissance. This search could be carried out at the same time 
for all objects of inspection so that there would be a saving rather 
than a duplication of effort.

2 1 . The techniques of aerial reconnaissance would be useful also 
in making more detailed assessments of objects of inspection. This 
operation would tend to be focussed on the observation requirements 
for particular weapons and forces. Nevertheless, substantial econo
mies would be achieved by the centralized control and operation of 
this force for the whole of the integrated inspection system.

2 2 . This technique is, however, more suitable for verification of 
weapon and force dispositions and strategic or long term warning of 
intentions than it is for a short term or tactical warning.

Groumd Observers
23. To make aerial search techniques effective they must be com

plemented by observation on the ground. Ground observers verify 
the information received from aerial search and provide the best 
means of critical observation of intentions or indications which in 
turn would provide warning of any surprise attack.

24. Ground observers, in order to function effectively, must possess 
adequate mobility and must have the right of access to locations which 
may harbor important instruments of surprise attack. Some of 
these instruments must be kept under constant surveillance. There
fore resident as well as mobile teams of ground observers appear to 
be an essential part of an integrated system. It appears possible 
so to define their rights of inspection that the observers do not 
acquire any detailed information on the military technology of the 
inspected country and yet fulfill their functions as required for an 
inspection system.

25. Although ground observers can perform valuable functions 
unaided by special instruments of modern technology, nevertheless 
the inclusion of some of these instruments in the inspection system 
would improve its effectiveness and in some cases decrease its cost.
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Certainly suitable vehicles must be provided for ground mobility. In 
addition it appears to us that the provision of low-performance fixed- 
wing aircraft and of rotary-wing aircraft would be both useful and 
economical in any integrated system. In certain instances short- 
range radars located close to particular weapon installations could 
be useful. In addition, provision of a suitable network of long- 
range radars (as described in our paper illustrating a possible system 
of inspection for missiles) might make possible the observation of the 
launching of a ballistic missile attack, even though observers were 
not at the time on some missile bases or the location of some missile 
bases was not accurately known. Other devices may be useful also 
but we have drawn attention here only to the ones which we regarded 
as most important.

Information Evaluation Centers
26. Any integrated system will require centers to process and evalu

ate the data received. Reference has been made to such centers in our 
illustrative examples already tabled in support of Item I II  of our 
proposed plan of work. This is another case where a common facility 
can be provided and duplication can be avoided.

Communications
27. We believe that in any integrated system of inspection maxi

mum use should be made of the telecommunications net of the host 
country. For this purpose, rapid access should be guaranteed for 
either subscriber or message type service. In some cases, however, 
such as missile inspection, only radio transmitters which can pass 
information directly to the evaluation center would meet the require
ment for speed. Ionospheric scatter radio, suitable high frequency 
radio circuits and several other techniques are available for this pur
pose. These same techniques could be used for the mobile inspection 
teams.

28. Teleprinter circuits would be required between most fixed ob
serving stations and centers of control and evaluation. In many cases 
this means of communication would be adequate for all purposes. In 
some cases these circuits would be used largely for administrative 
traffic. These circuits would need to be paralleled by engineering 
circuits for technical check as required.

29. The communication system should provide reliable means for 
authentication of messages when required.

30. Though some of the communication requirements would be 
stringent, much of the requirement can be met by existing facilities 
and the remainder can be met with technically available equipment. 
Indeed, a substantial proportion of the total traffic can be handled by 
ordinary mail and courier service. In any case, economies will be
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possible in a co-ordinated communication system for an integrated 
system of inspection.

Logistic and Administrative Support
31* Economies in the logistical and administrative support organi

zation required can be effected when combining particular systems of 
inspection into an integrated and comprehensive system of inspec
tion. Further economies would be possible if host countries agreed 
to undertake a good deal of the logistic and administrative support 
required. Such things as housing and food, fuels and administra
tive services are examples of the sort of things which could be more 
economically provided by the host country.

32. Technical equipment and maintenance of this equipment can 
probably be provided more effectively in most instances by the nations 
or authority whose inspectors are using the equipment, rather than 
by the host country. Even in this category, however, there will be 
cases where at least some support could be provided by the host 
country.

33. Undoubtedly logistic support will be more difficult in remote 
areas. There is, however, no intrinsic problem in supporting any 
integrated system of inspection, provided that there is co-operation 
and good will on both sides.

General Conclusions
34. The Western Experts fully realize that effective integrated 

systems are rather complex organizations involving thousands, but 
probably not tens of thousands of personnel. Such systems cannot 
be put into effect over night, both because of technical and of political 
factors. Although a step-by-step implementation appears, therefore, 
unavoidable in practice, and the selection of particular steps and 
their timing is a matter for political negotiations, the Western Ex
perts have already drawn some tentative technical conclusions on 
these matters based on their preliminary studies.

35. While it is very clear that comprehensive inspection systems, 
especially if complemented by controlled disarmament measures, re
duce the danger of surprise attacks, the same is not always true of 
partial inspection measures which may be thought of as suitable steps 
in the implementation of an integrated system. If partial imple
mentation of the desired system is not very carefully carried out 
according to mutually agreed programs, there might be such a tem
porary advantage to one side or the other as to be dangerous. Clearly, 
methods of step-by-step implementation of a system which had been 
agreed upon as desirable would have to be the subject of detailed 
negotiation which would make allowance for the several important 
instruments of surprise attack, each with different characteristics and
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ranges of action. The Western Experts believe that with proper 
planning and timing of the successive steps, a mutually acceptable 
procedure can be devised.

36. The Western Experts believe that co-operative inspection and 
observation systems can reduce the danger of surprise attacks by (i) 
providing earlier and more certain warning, (ii) more importantly 
giving reassurance that no surprise attack is in preparation and thus 
reducing the danger of unwarranted pre-emptive attacks, (iii) 
through both the preceding actions reducing tensions and thus reduc
ing incentives for an arms race. The gains thus anticipated for par
ticipating parties are substantial in themselves. They also will have 
a most important collateral effect in making agreements on controlled 
disarmament easier and more certain because of increased mutual con
fidence and reduced tensions. By themselves co-operative inspection 
systems can only reduce, not eliminate[,] the danger of surprise attack, 
but they are a safe and sure road to its further reduction through 
controlled disarmament.

335. Statement by the United States Representative (Fos
ter) at the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference, De
cember 18, 19581

Today, December 18, is our concluding session. About three 
months ago, in a note of September 15, 1958, the Soviet Union sug
gested that this conference should “complete its work in the shortest 
possible time, for example in four to five weeks.” 2 We are almost 
at the end of the sixth week of our discussions. I t  now seems clear, 
for reasons I  shall explain, that there is little purpose in carrying 
these present deliberations further until or unless a better under
standing has been reached on their purpose.

We, on this side of the table, have tabled a number of papers. 
They are as follows:

GEN/S A/4 of November 18: “A survey of the relevant technical 
aspects of possible instruments of surprise attack as a prerequisite 
for examining means of detection and systems of inspection and 
control.” 3

1 Conference doc. GEN/S A/13, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 14. Mr. Foster spoke on behalf of the Western experts. 
See also Mr. Foster’s testimony of Jan. 30, 1959 {post, doc. 344).

* Ante, doc. 294.
• Ante, doc. 324.



DOCUMENT 335 : DECEMBER 18, 1958 1317

GEN/SA/5 of November 19: “A survey of techniques which would 
be effective in the observation and inspection of the instruments of 
Burprise attack.” 1

GEN/SA/ 6  of November 24: “An illustrative outline of possible 
systems for observation and inspection of long range aircraft.” 2

GEN/SA/9 of December 3: “A paper illustrating a possible sys
tem for observation and inspection of ballistic missiles.” 8 (Intro
duced by a statement on the Usefulness of Warning in the Missile 
Age reproduced in GEN/SA/PV. 19 of December 3.4)

GEN/SA/ 1 0  of December 5: “An illustrative outline of a possible 
system for observation and inspection of ground forces.” 5

GEN/SA/ 1 2  of December 17: “An explanatory statement regard
ing certain factors involved in the planning of an integrated ob
servation and inspection system for reducing the possibility of sur
prise attacks.” 6 (Tabled by the Western Experts on December 17 
and previously read to the conference on December 9).

The experts on the other side of the table have put forward certain 
proposals. These are as follows:

GEN/SA/3 of 17 November: “Draft recommendation regarding 
the undertaking by States of an obligation not to carry out flights of 
their aircraft with atomic and hydrogen weapons over the terri
tories of other States and over open seas.” 7

GEN/SA/ 8  of 28 November: “Proposal regarding the establish
ment of ground control posts, the taking of aerial photographs and 
the putting into operation simultaneously of a number of disarma
ment measures to reduce the danger of surprise attack.” 8

GEN/SA/7 of 28 November: “Statement by the Soviet Govern
ment on measures for preventing surprise attack.” 9

GEN/SA / 1 1  of 1 2  December: “Tasks and functions of ground con
trol posts and aerial inspection. ” 10

~ The contrast between these two sets of documents is self-evident. 
We have sought to promote technical discussion and understanding. 
You have sought discussion of a selection of political proposals, for 
the most part not susceptible of technical assessment. We have, in 
the later stages of our discussion, been able to achieve, in a frag
mentary and restricted way, some critical discussion of various as

1 Ante, doc. 325.
* Ante, doc. 326.
8 Ante, doc. 329.
4 Not printed here.
* Ante, doc. 330.
6 Ante, doc. 334.
T Ante, doc. 322.
B Ante, doc. 328.
* Ante, doc. 327.
10 Ante, doc. 331.
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pects of control. The difference in our approach has, however, re
mained so wide that it cannot be overcome in this session. The only 
practical course to follow is to refer to governments the task of 
reconciling this difference in the hope that future discussions may 
deal with the problem to better effect. Accordingly, we believe 
that the time has come to transmit a report to our governments, even 
though we have not been able to arrive at conclusions on the ways of 
reducing the possibility of surprise attack.

Because the Soviet declaration and the accompanying proposal of 
the experts on the other side of the table are almost entirely political 
in content, we Western experts have felt unable to do other than 
transmit them to our governments for study at the political level. 
We have no doubt that our governments have been considering them 
closely, although little in them is new. What should be done when 
our governments have had time to formulate their views is again a 
matter for the various governments concerned to decide. If, at some 
‘future date, the Soviet government wishes to advance these proposals 
again in some suitable political forum, we can assure the other side 
that our governments would be willing to discuss them, together with 
any proposals which our governments themselves might wish to 
advance, with a view to reducing the danger of surprise attack, to 
facilitating agreement on balanced measures of disarmament under 
proper control, and to reducing international tension generally. 
What is clear to us now is that this conference is not the appropriate 
forum for discussion of these proposals as presented to us.

We came here in the hope of technical discussion of the sort con
ducted so successfully last July and August on the detection of 
nuclear tests.1 We made extensive preparations for this conference 
and brought here for this purpose over a hundred scientists and 
experts in military technology. We hoped to follow for a second time 
the kind of approach which the Western governments have sought 
over the last two to three years and which the General Assembly of 
the United Nations has twice endorsed.2 This is the kind of approach 
which the Western powers proposed as early as 1956 and 1957, not 
only for the problem of reducing the danger of surprise attack but 
also for other questions in the field of controlled disarmament. This 
same concept inspired President Eisenhower’s dual proposal of 
April 28, 1958 for technical discussions on both surprise attack and 
the detection of nuclear tests.8

We believe that the merits of our approach may be summed up in 
four mutually related points.

1 See ante, doc. 284.
* Ante, docs. 233 and 314.
* Ante, doc. 260.
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1 . The Scientific Nature of Owr Approach
The first is that our plan of work would have provided an orderly 

and logical progression from the relevant data to sound technical 
conclusions. I t is, as we have elaborated in statements of Novem
ber 26 1 and December 9 particularly, a scientific approach, which 
called for the consideration in turn of the following questions:

(a) In seeking means to reduce the possibility of surprise attack, 
what instruments of warfare must we consider, and what are the 
general characteristics of each category of those instruments?

(b) What technical means are available to afford observations and 
inspection of those instruments ?

(c) What techniques of observation and inspection can be applied 
to each category of the instruments of surprise attack, and what 
would those techniques tell which might be useful in preventing 
surprise attack?

(d) Considering all the categories of instruments of surprise attack, 
and all the possible techniques of observation and inspection, what 
would be the general technical characteristics of an overall system to 
reduce the possibility of a surprise attack ?

(e) What agreed technical conclusion will we report to our gov
ernments as a result of our discussions ?

These five points in fact constituted the plan of work which we 
tabled on November l l .2 I t  was to illustrate how we might go about 
answering these questions in a joint endeavour that we prepared for 
this conference the documents and statements which I cited above. If 
the experts across the table had agreed to this approach, we might 
have jointly developed these papers into a solid outline of the essen
tials of a system to reduce the possibility of surprise attack—into a 
report as scientific and soundly reasoned as that agreed upon on 
August 2 0  [21] at the conclusion of the talks on nuclear test detection.8

2 . Exclusion of Political Issues
The second point I  wish to emphasize is that our approach was de

signed to avoid, without prejudice to any national interests, a wide 
range of difficult political issues which do not admit of technical dis
cussion and can only be handled in the give and take of diplomatic 
negotiation. The approach which the experts across the table have 
proposed would automatically raise such questions. Our own pro
gramme of work was carefully designed so that we would not get 
caught up in such questions and in the belief that account might more

1 Not printed here.
2 Ante, doc. 319.
* Ante, doc. 284.
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appropriately be taken of them in subsequent political negotiations 
which might take place following adequate technical studies.

We have sought a discussion that would first take account of all 
the instruments of surprise attack—not only the older weapons sys
tems but also the most modem systems of surprise attack which can 
be brought to bear against any part of the globe. We believe it 
would be absurd to embark on a discussion of systems for reducing 
the danger of surprise attack in which some critically important weap
ons system were arbitrarily left out of account from the outset. In 
opposing such an approach we have been concerned to avoid establish
ing huge gaps at the outset and to ensure that no country might in 
the future enjoy certain advantages because our study failed to take 
due account of these instruments.

The listing of the instruments of surprise attack in our explanatory 
document on Section One of our Plan of Work thus covers all the 
major relevant weapons systems. It does not, to be sure and for a 
good reason, list nuclear weapons as a separate and special category. 
There is instead an indication of the capability of each weapons system 
to deliver nuclear weapons. The main reason for this, as Dr. Kistia- 
kowsky explained on December 9, is the difficulty of controlling nu
clear weapons as such. Although the question does not concern this 
conference, we must note that our governments have proposed a cessa
tion, under international control, of the production of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes to be followed by a transfer, in suc
cessive increments, of agreed amounts of fissionable material from 
past production over to supervised peaceful uses. Our scientists 
have been unable to discover any practical means for detecting the 
immediate presence or imminent use of nuclear weapons as such. We 
have, therefore, in our plan for examining the problem of surprise 
attack concerned ourselves with systems of delivery since these, in 
contrast to warheads, can at the present time be observed and in
spected in a practical way.

We would note parenthetically that in insisting that all instruments 
of surprise attack should at the outset be taken into account, we have 
at the same time made clear our view that a complete system cannot 
be achieved all at once. We are not advocating an all or nothing 
approach. We would not prejudge what measures governments 
might or might not decide to institute. Our plan of work merely 
attempts to ensure that all the relevant factors would be studied, so 
that expert technical judgments could be made concerning the types 
of measures most likely to bring the greatest amount of security 
against surprise attack and also concerning measures of a more limited 
nature. Such judgments would not only advance our governments’ 
understanding of the problem and of what could be done to produce 
the greatest reduction of the danger. They would also clarify the
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nature and value of various possible preliminary measures which 
governments might wish to institute. All we have asked here is that 
we prepare for governments an evaluation of these questions and let 
them decide on the procedures for implementation and the relation
ship of such implementation to measures of disarmament.

Just as we have insisted that no instrument of attack be left out of 
account from the outset, so we have been equally unwilling to narrow 
the discussion to the specific areas affected by the proposals of the 
experts on the other side of the table. In the absence of some ac
ceptance by them of our plan of work, such an undertaking would 
have meant ruling out of the discussion automatically long range 
aircraft and missiles. We have always been willing to relate the 
discussion to geographical areas for purposes of illustration; but if 
discussion is to be effective such illustrative areas must take account of 
the range of modern weapons.

3. Surprise Attach and Disarmament Measures
Our third point is that we believe that our approach would have 

given all of us a sufficiently broad frame of reference to permit a 
fruitful and effective discussion of the technical aspects of reducing 
the danger of surprise attack. We believe that the experts on the 
other side of the table have not had sufficient grounds for rejecting 
our plan of work in their unsubstantiated claim that there can be no 
fruitful or effective discussion of the problem of surprise attack 
except in the context of a broad discussion of disarmament measures.

We do not want to go into what appears to us to be the self-evident 
logic of approaching the problem of surprise by considering ways of 
increasing our knowledge of what is about to happen. Let me just 
emphasize again a point which we have already made on various 
occasions. We have repeatedly invited you to substantiate your view 
that the problem of surprise attack is wholly inseparable from dis
armament. We do not prejudge this question. We have sought to 
discuss possible systems of warning as hypotheses—to be confirmed, 
modified, or abandoned as the facts may require. If it is the firm 
•conviction of the experts across the table that our hypotheses are 
false, we believe that they should not have declined to submit a techni
cal demonstration of their point—the more so since such a discussion 
would have been without prejudice to the later decisions of 
governments.

Beyond this, we believe that the approach we have recommended is 
broad rather than narrow as the experts across the table have implied. 
We have stated our willingness under Section III of our plan of work 
to consider and make allowances for changes which might take place, 
by unilateral action or by mutual agreement, in the actual strength 
and condition of the weapons system under inspection. Thus on
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November 25, in introducing our explanatory document on Long 
Range Aircraft,1 we noted that the changes in question might concern 
force levels, the pattern of aircraft operation and aircraft types and 
other equipment.

4. The Need for Objective Judgments
Our fourth and final point is that our approach is concrete and 

realistic. We submit that a proposal in the field of disarmament does 
not become concrete until it is possible to make quantitative judg
ments concerning its requirements. We grant that these judgments 
would become even more specific as we reached the point of dealing 
with geographic areas, with all the political difficulties that this would 
entail. We believe, however, that it is both desirable and feasible to 
make certain measurements before reaching these political difficulties. 
This is what we had hoped, at the very least, to accomplish in these 
talks. The urgent need for these measurements represents the fourth 
and perhaps most compelling recommendation of our plan of work. 
Let me discuss first why it would have been desirable to begin with 
these measurements and then suggest briefly how it would have been 
feasible.

There are two main reasons why it would have been desirable. The 
first concerns our insistence that measures to reduce the danger of 
surprise attack, like other measures in the field of disarmament, 
should be dependable. We have been charged with making control, 
that is to say means of verification, an absolute principle and uni
versal remedy. This is not so. We want only as much verification 
as may be necessary to ensure dependability. In the case of the 
problem of surprise attack, we seek to define certain arrangements 
which could increase assurance on all sides that a surprise attack is 
not imminent. The essence of the problem lies in the ingenuity and 
balance of the arrangements designed for the purpose. Any agree
ment to institute arrangements which are not adequate really to in
crease this assurance would serve no good purpose. I t  is inconceivable 
to us that we could lay an adequate technical foundation for work
ing out arrangements for this purpose without a systematic examina
tion of the capabilities of modem techniques of detection in the light 
of the technology of modem weapons. To have agreed to such an 
examination would have been to us an earnest of your willingness to 
work toward dependable measures. You were willing to go into 
these matters after only a few days of the technical discussions on the 
detection of nuclear tests last July. Your complete refusal to do so 
here after over a month of discussion suggests to us you may not de
sire any genuine or practical measure to reduce the danger of surprise 
attack. Our suspicion is greatly reinforced by the nature of the

1 Ante, doc. 326.
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paper submitted by the experts on the other side of the table on 
December 12  on ground control posts and aerial inspections.1 What is 
described in this document is in effect self inspection. I t would afford, 
no indication—or at best only the most unreliable indication of the 
imminence of surprise attack.

To begin the working out of measures to reduce the danger of sur
prise attack by answering concrete technical questions would thus, in 
our view, have been an acknowledgment on all sides of the need to 
qvolve effective and practical measures. But it would have afforded 
more than this basis of confidence. We believe as a general principle 
that one reason why disarmament negotiations have become dead
locked in the past is that they have been addressed to questions which 
cannot be answered in objective terms. In dealing with the problem 
of surprise attack for example, considerations of national interest 
have been viewed from both sides without the benefit of any objective 
estimate as to the requirements of a given kind of attack or of the rel
ative capability of a given system in discouraging an attack. As a 
result both sides have in the past made proposals and counterproposals 
without a precise knowledge of their implications, making an allow
ance for this imprecision in the conservatism of the proposals. At 
least partly as a result of this such proposals have been far apart and 
past political negotiations without issue. Our plan of work could 
have helped to overcome this difficulty in the case of the problem of 
surprise attack.

These are some reasons why we have thought concrete technical 
discussion would have been desirable. Let me now suggest some rea
sons why we have thought it would be feasible. The outcome of the 
talks on the detection of nuclear testing last August was in itself a 
clear demonstration that such technical discussions can reach agreed 
conclusions. Apart from this, however, let me enumerate a number 
of questions which we could have usefully answered here without get
ting into political problems:

1 . In the absence of an exchange of blueprints, how much aerial 
survey effort, of what sort, would be required to locate, say 90 percent 
of the designated instruments of surprise attack within a given area 
and their sites, bases, etc. ? How much supplemental ground inspec
tion effort would be required to reliably locate and identify items dis
closed by the aerial survey but not identified ?

2 . With what reliability could ground observers (assuming certain 
equipment, personnel, rights of access, and advantages of location vis 
a vis specific instruments of attack) observe indications of attack at 
various stages in the preparation of an attack?

1 Ante, doc. 331.
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3. For each instrument what is the minimum time that would be 
likely to elapse between a strong indication of its commitment to 
attack and its impact in the target area? For which instruments 
might the time be lengthened to include some of the period of prep
aration? For which might it be shortened because of ambiguities 
as to final commitment?

4. What are the feasible minimum communication lags from ob
servation sites to the ultimate data processing centres ? What time 
lags in communications are permissible and appropriate for various 
components of an integrated inspection system ? What are the prob
able loads on a communications system for integrated inspection sys
tems of various sorts in terms of total message groups sent over 
various circuits, etc. ?

These are questions which concern measurable phenomena. For 
example, the minimum time lag for communicating data (or the fact 
of circuit interruption) from a ground control post to a data process
ing centre can be computed in units of time. It amounts to only a 
small fraction of the flight time of an intercontinental missile. We 
believe we have suggested over the past five weeks a wide range of 
questions admitting of equally objective answers; and that if we had 
together worked out answers to them these answers might well have 
added up to practical and I  need not add concrete systems, and an 
evaluation of the contribution of each. We have, therefore, been dis
appointed when the experts on the other side have flatly affirmed 
that communications lags would exceed the flight of intercontinental 
missiles and then give no computation or any technical justification 
for their position.

So much for methodology. We regret that circumstances have not 
permitted us to go beyond it at this Conference.

We leave Geneva still prepared and anxious to discuss seriously 
and in detail the technical bases of measures that might reduce the 
danger of surprise attack. Our preparations for this Conference 
and work here will not have been a waste of time. We trust we have 
laid the basis for progress later. We profoundly hope so. We stand 
ready to resume discussions that show any signs of achieving progress 
on this critical aspect of the great challenge of our time; the achieve
ment of a secure and durable peace.

I  cannot conclude without expressing our sincere thanks to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations through his personal repre
sentative, Mr. Narayanan, for the invaluable assistance rendered us 
by the secretariat staff in Geneva. We thank again the authorities 
of the government of Switzerland and of Geneva for granting us 
their permission to meet here.
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336. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Kuznetsov) 
at the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference, Decem
ber 18, 1958 1

I  think it appropriate to draw a few conclusions today regarding 
the work of this Conference, which has been in session now for almost 
six weeks. The Soviet Union delegation, in consultation with the 
delegations of the socialist countries taking part in the Conference, 
has prepared the text of the following declaration on this subject and 
has entrusted me with the task of delivering it.

First of all it should in all seriousness be stressed that, despite the 
urgency of the need to solve the problem under discussion, because 
of the position taken by the western experts so far the Conference 
has not completed its basic task—it has not succeeded in drawing up 
recommendations to governments regarding practical measures to 
prevent surprise attacks. The only significance of the Conference 
is that it has provided an opportunity to clarify the points of view 
of the two sides regarding the problem of reducing the danger of 
surprise attacks. I t  must be hoped that this in its turn will make 
it possible to ascertain the real reasons why the Conference did not 
achieve its object, and thus be of help for further attempts to solve 
the problem.

The need to come to an agreement to take measures to do away 
with the possibility of one State carrying out a surprise attack on 
another, as pointed out in the message sent by the Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, to the 
President of the United States of America, Mr. D. Eisenhower, on
2 July ,2 arises from the strained character of present international 
relations and the continuing increase in the rate of re-armament by 
States, especially in so far as the production of increasingly 
destructive types of weapons of mass annihilation is concerned.

In initiating action in connexion with convening this Conference, 
the Soviet Government proceeded on the assumption that the first 
steps towards preventing surprise attacks would be useful if they 
included, in addition to a number of control and inspection measures, 
definite disarmament measures.

Such a trend in the work of the Conference, as has been stressed by 
us more than once, was necessary because of the nature of the prob
lem. The danger of surprise attack is a direct result of the “cold 
war” and the policy of engaging in an armaments race, which

1 Conference doc. GEN/SA/14, as reproduced in U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), 
Jan. 5, 1959, Annex 15. Mr. Kuznetsov spoke on behalf of the Soviet bloc 
delegations.

1 Ante, doc. 282.
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increase distrust and suspicion between States and lead to the posi
tion of one State regarding another as its potential foe. With the 
armaments race in progress, particularly as regards weapons of mass 
•destruction, the policy of aiming at “a position of strength” 1 and 
“balancing on the brink of war” pursued by the United States of 
America and its partners in military blocs, make the problem of 
preventing surprise attacks especially acute and urgent.

From those indisputable facts, it follows that the solution of this 
problem is indissolubly bound up with solving the problem of dis
armament and putting into operation effective measures to create 
trust between States.

Any analysis of the reasons why the danger of sudden attack has 
arisen clearly shows that reliable guarantees that this danger will be 
removed can only be ensured after atomic and hydrogen weapons have 
"been banned and eliminated from the arsenals of States and the 
stocks of such weapons have been destroyed and after there has been 
a substantial reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces.

The Western Powers refuse to agree to the banning of nuclear 
weapons and to a serious reduction of conventional armaments; thus 
they do not appear to be prepared at the moment to take serious steps 
for preventing surprise attacks. Nevertheless, we are certain that 
even under present conditions we can, provided the will is there, reach 
un agreement about certain practical steps directed towards lessening 
the danger of surprise attacks.

I t is clear that effective measures for preventing surprise attacks 
can only be worked out if the interest of all parties are taken into 
consideration, when no country is placed in a position of inferiority 
from the point of view of ensuring its safety. Another indispensable 
condition for the solution of the problem of preventing surprise at
tacks is that all countries, and above all the great Powers, should 
abstain from actions leading to a deterioration of international rela
tions and to an increase of the danger of war.

During the Conference, the delegations of the Socialist countries 
were invariably guided by these principles which spring from the 
peaceful foreign policy they pursue. With a view to assisting the 
Conference in reaching a solution of the problems with which they 
were faced, the Soviet delegation, in consultation with the delegations 
of Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Romania, proposed a method 
of work designed to enable the Conference—provided the other side 
was willing to do so—to begin immediately to study all the practical 
aspects of the problem and to work out jointly and agree upon meas
ures that could be realized in practice at the present time.

One of the reasons that necessitated the convening of the present

1 See Secretary of State Acheson’s remarks of Feb. 16, 1950 (American
Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, p. 6).
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Conference on the prevention of surprise attacks was the dangerous 
practice of United States planes, carrying nuclear weapons, making 
flights over the territories of Western European countries and also 
across the Arctic regions in the direction of Soviet territories.

The Soviet delegation, desiring from the outset to direct the work 
of the Conference towards the study of urgent measures for the pre
vention of the danger of surprise attacks, after consulting with the 
•delegations of Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Romania, sub
mitted on 17 November for study by the Conference, a draft recom
mendation calling on the various States concerned to pledge them
selves not to permit flights by their planes carrying atomic and 
hydrogen weapons over the territories of other countries and over the 
open seas.1

It seems to me there is no need to dwell upon the danger and the 
threat to world peace of this practice by American atomic bombers. 
Indeed how can we speak of any prevention or limitation of the 
dangers of surprise attacks if the air space above the territories of 
other countries is constantly filled by hundreds of planes with their 
loads of atomic and hydrogen bombs ?

The Soviet Government in its declaration of 28 November stated 
that “as long as these flights continue, any agreement on measures for 
reducing the danger of surprise attack would be to a large extent 
pointless and could only create false illusions among the peoples of 
the world, leading them to believe that some measures for reducing the 
danger of surprise attack had indeed been taken while in actual fact 
that would not be the case at all.” 2 If  the Conference had accepted 
our recommendation the peoples of the world would have had visual 
proof that the Conference was making an effort to protect them from 
the danger of surprise attacks and from the threat of the outbreak 
of war. Such a measure would create a favourable climate in which 
it would be easier to regulate the problem of prevention of surprise 
attacks and settle other important international problems.

The Conference did not reach any positive solution of this problem 
because of the position taken up by the Western experts. Neverthe
less, the delegations of the Socialist countries consider that the ques
tion of the prohibition of planes, carrying nuclear weapons, flying 
over foreign territories is still on the agenda. This question must be 
.settled, since the security of the peoples of the world demand it.

Realizing the importance of the problem of preventing surprise 
attacks, the Soviet Government did all in its power to ensure that the 
work of the Conference did not get into an impasse and to promote 
the successful solution of the problems facing it. An important step 
in this direction was the Declaration of the Soviet Government con-

1 Ante, doc. 322.
2 Ante, doc. 327.
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ceming the measures to be taken to prevent surprise attack, intro
duced by the Soviet delegation for the consideration of the Conference 
on 2 0  [88] November 1958, On the same day the head of the Czecho
slovak- delegation introduced, together with the delegations of Al
bania, Poland, Romania and the Soviet Union, a proposal regarding 
the introduction of measures for the prevention of surprise attack 
dealing with the region of Europe and the Near East.1

We suggested the establishment on the territories of the NATO 2 
countries and of the Baghdad Pact,3 including the eastern coastal 
region of the United States of America, and on the territories of the 
countries of the Warsaw Pact,4 including the western frontier regions 
of the Soviet Union of ground control posts at railway junctions and 
in major ports and on main motor-roads, which would have the task 
of preventing a dangerous concentration of armed forces and techni
cal equipment at these particular points.

At the same time it was proposed that there should be established 
an area of aerial photography, extending 800 kilometres east and 
west of the line dividing the main armed forces of the NATO and 
Warsaw Pact countries in Europe, as well as on the territories of 
Greece and Turkey and Iran. Further to this zone the Soviet Gov
ernment proposed that aerial photography be carried out over equal 
parts of the eastern territories of the USSR and the western areas 
of the United States of America, including in this zone a control 
over Japan and the Island of Okinawa, inasmuch as the United States 
of America has military bases and troops on the territory of Japan.

In their desire for new constructive measures for the prevention of 
surprise attacks, the delegations of the Socialist countries submitted, 
on 2 1  December, a proposal in which further details were given con
cerning the aims and functions of land control posts and of aerial 
inspection.

In their proposals the Socialist countries emphasized that the land 
control posts and aerial photography cannot per se lead to a decrease 
of the danger of surprise attacks, unless they are linked with measures 
directed towards a reduction of the concentrations of troops facing 
one another and para-military political groups in the more dangerous 
regions of Europe, and unless the more threatening and destructive 
types of modem arms were prevented from being deployed, at least 
to begin with, in parts of the territory of Central Europe. In this 
connexion, a proposal was introduced concerning agreement with the 
Western Powers to reduce by at least one-third the number of foreign

1 Ante, doc. 328.
1 See American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 

812-815, 853-854, and 871-873.
9IMd.t pp. 1257-1259.
*Ibid.t pp. 1239-1242.
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troops stationed at present on the territories of European countries 
forming part of the control area, and an understanding not to keep 
nuclear and rocket arms on the territories of the Federal Republic 
of Germany and the territory of the German Democratic Republic.

As would be obvious to any unprejudiced person, the measures sug
gested are such that they would not prejudice the security of any 
country and would, on the contrary, strengthen the security of Europe 
and would be an important step in the normalizing of the general 
situation in Europe. Can there really be any doubt that such meas
ures meet the fundamental interests of the peoples of every European 
country who are perturbed at the situation which has now been created 
in Europe and who are conscious of the catastrophic consequences of 
a new war waged with nuclear weapons, especially in densely popu
lated areas of Europe.

It should be further emphasized that, given goodwill on the part of 
representatives of the Western Powers, the implementation of the 
measures described above would present no difficulty, even under 
present conditions.

Had the Conference followed the path recommended by the delega
tions of Socialist countries, it would undoubtedly have led to an agree
ment about the concrete and realizable measures which would have led 
to the reducing of the danger of surprise attack by one State against 
another.

Unfortunately this did not take place, because the representatives 
of the Western Powers adopted a negative position with regard to the 
suggestions which had been put forward and generally refused to 
make any recommendations to the governments concerned. What ex
actly had the delegations of those countries in mind when they came to 
the Conference ? I t must be stated bluntly that they arrived at the 
Conference with an aim difficult to reconcile with the problem of pre
venting surprise attacks.

Judging by the “illustrative” documents which the Western experts 
have introduced as well as from their statements, it is clear that the 
Western experts have come to the Conference with instructions based 
on the familiar policy of “a policy of strength”. According to this 
policy foreign relations between countries are built not on the prin
ciple of the equality of all countries and on a mutual respect for their 
sovereignty and independence. The policy of action “from a posi
tion of strength” rejects the idea that international problems should 
be resolved by peaceful means through negotiation by equal countries.

The Western experts made declarations at the Conference in which 
they stated quite openly the theory that peace could be maintained 
through deterrents and a further building up of means of mass de
struction of human beings. There is no doubt that this conception as 
well as the conception of a strategic massing of nuclear weapons and
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of balancing on the brink of war were created in order to justify a 
nuclear weapons race, in order to justify the efforts of NATO to in
crease the number of States possessing atomic and missile weapons.

This fact is once more clearly indicated at the current session of 
NATO in Paris, which according to the plan of the Western Powers 
must mobilize all military, scientific, economic and other resources of 
its members so as to encourage the race in armaments and speed up 
preparations for a war with nuclear weapons.1 This session of NATO 
plans to increase further the number of atomic missile bases in West
ern Europe as well as to augment considerably the number of West 
German military units provided with atomic and missile weapons.

It is easy to see that those who follow this path expect to keep 
ahead of others in the production of the latest types of weapons and 
in the stocking of such weapons, and count upon possessing a military 
preponderance with the object of dictating their will to the other 
countries, if need be by force.

I t is hardly necessary to say that the policy based on “a position 
of strength” is based on rather shaky foundations and will fail, how
ever strongly its partisans attempt to convince us that this is not so, 
for this policy is directed—contrary to the peoples’ will—towards 
increased tension between countries and an increased threat of war 
and, consequently, towards an increased danger of surprise attack. 
History provides us with sufficient examples of the fact that where 
relations between countries have been built on a policy of an arma
ment race, on the balance of armed forces, the result has always been 
war. Nations who have paid dearly for such a policy with their 
blood and suffering—as may be seen from the history of the Second 
World War—refuse to live any longer in a climate of oppressive mili
tary psychosis under conditions of ever-increasing anxiety about the 
future and about the fate of their dear ones and humanity in general. 
The peoples desire that, irrespective of their social and political 
systems, Governments shall firmly adopt a policy of the widest pos-

1The North Atlantic Councils communique of Dec. 18, 1958, contained the 
following statement regarding military questions:

“The Council examined the military situation of the Alliance. After hear
ing reports by the Standing Group and the Supreme Allied Commanders, the 
Ministers emphasized the vital need, in view of the continuing increase in 
Soviet armaments, to sustain without relaxation the effort of member coun
tries to improve the defensive power of the Alliance.

“The Council reaffirmed that NATO defensive strategy continues to be based 
on the existence of effective shield forces and on the manifest will to use 
nuclear retaliatory forces to repel aggression.

“The Ministers examined the report of the 1958 Annual Review and approved 
Its conclusions. The implementation of the plans agreed in December 1957 
by the Heads of Government [ante, doc. 239] is being actively pursued, and 
methods for accelerating their realization were agreed.” (Department of 
State Bulletin, Jan. 5,1959, p. 4.)
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sible co-operation, mutual respect for human interest, and that this 
shall solve all problems peacefully.

It would have been far more sensible to approach the problem of 
surprise attack from the point of view of promoting the security of all 
countries. That would have been the natural path to take and it 
would have led the present Conference into making a valuable contri
bution to the solution of such a pressing problem.

But, the representatives of the Western Powers regarded the Con
ference not as a means of agreement on practical steps which would 
have led to the diminution of the danger of surprise attack and of 
lessening the existing tension between various countries, but as a means 
for attempting to obtain one-sided military advantages for the West
ern Powers and to weakening the defensive power of the countries 
of the Socialist bloc.

This had become clear at the outset of the Conference, when West
ern experts presented a programme of work that was entirely subor
dinated to the problem of collecting information concerning the 
existing types of armament and more particularly the more modern 
type. At the same time there was not a single word in the programme 
about developing currently feasible measures for reducing the danger 
of surprise attack.

The Conference has been at work for almost six weeks but the 
Western experts have, by and large, failed to get beyond discussing 
the method of work, trying in every way to impose their programme 
of developing and submitting for the consideration of governments 
various abstract “illustrative” schemes. They openly stated that their 
plans did not include the development, consideration and, still less, 
the approval of any concrete proposals for solving the problem 
before us.

Making all efforts to shun the fulfilment of the task before the 
Conference, the Western experts perverted the sense of the corre
spondence between the Governments of the USSR and the United 
States of America on the nature of the Conference. The Conference, 
which, as is in part indicated by its agreed title, should have con
sidered currently possible measures for preventing a surprise attack, 
was turned by them into a highly technical Conference on exclusively 
technical questions pertaining to armaments and means of observa
tion. In actual fact, the representatives of the Western Powers 
initiated a highly political discussion under the guise of a technical 
one, defending the aggressive policy of “position of strength” and 
the arms race carried out by the NATO countries. This deliberately 
altered interpretation of the task of the Conference was necessary to the 
Western experts as a means of justifying their refusal to consider 
the proposals of the Socialist countries for reducing the danger of 
a surprise attack.
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During the course of our labours here the Western representatives 
obstinately attempted to drag the Conference into a consideration 
of nothing but control questions, a control whose obvious purpose 
was to get as much military information as possible about the newest 
weapons such as, for example, long distance rockets. Not measures 
for preventing a surprise attack, but the means themselves for such 
an attack—that is what the representatives of the West were particu
larly interested in.

Striving by all means to impose their programme on the Conference, 
the Western experts tried to make matters appear as if the Soviet 
Union and all the Socialist countries did not attach importance to 
control and inspection. Here it is necessary to clarify our position 
as regards control.

The Soviet Union and all the Socialist countries have always acted 
and still act on the assumption that it is necessary to establish an 
effective control system over concrete measures and agreements de
signed to bring sanity into the world situation, including, first and 
foremost, control of all disarmament measures. The necessary con
trol measures were also provided for in our proposals for preventing 
a surprise attack, which were submitted to the Conference. However, 
there is a fundamental difference between the approach of the Socialist 
countries and that of the Western Powers to control questions. The 
Western Powers are separating control from practical measures for 
preventing a surprise attack and see in control nothing but the acqui
sition of information about the defensive readiness of the Socialist 
countries. Here, as can be seen from their documents and explana
tions, they have in mind an unrealistic “universal” control of all terri
tories in the globe, at the same time refusing to adopt the only possible 
solution in present-day circumstances—control measures in an initially 
limited area—Europe and the Near East where the danger of a 
sudden attack is greatest.

One does not have to be experienced in politics or military matters 
to see that, in view of the mistrust and suspicion among the Govern
ments, the establishment of a control and inspection system, particu
larly only over the types of weapons the West is interested in, without 
the parallel application of disarmament measures, cannot be otherwise 
regarded than as an attempt to take advantage of the control for pur
poses of reconnaissance. In present conditions, control alone, without 
measures for increasing confidence and developing co-operation, can 
only render the situation more acute and contribute to the arms race. 
In actual fact, a Power, learning in the course of such “universal” con
trol that it is behind its rival, and receiving definite military technical- 
information, would do everything in its power to catch up. And 
judging by the policy of the Western Powers this dangerous rivalry 
can only end in a catastrophe.
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It goes without saying that the socialist countries, striving, not for 
an arms race, but to reach an agreement on disarmament and for the 
consolidation of world peace, cannot agree with such so-called “con
trol”, which can only help a would-be aggressor and which would 
increase the danger of a surprise attack.

The Western representatives very understandably showed particu
lar interest in long-distance rockets and in the establishment of con
trol over them. In their statements and “illustrative” documents they 
kept on coming back to this question. But as regards ballistic rockets 
the Western experts were interested in only one part of this weapon, 
and that is the rocket as a bearer of a warhead. At the same time 
they refuse to concern themselves with that which transforms these 
rockets into dangerous weapons—atomic and hydrogen warheads. 
Nevertheless, it is clear to everyone that atomic and hydrogen bombs 
dropped from aeroplanes flying from American military bases in, fop 
example, Europe, the Middle and Near East or in North Africa, are 
as dangerous for human beings as bombs borne in intercontinental 
rockets. Atomic and hydrogen bombs are equally capable of sowing 
death and destruction regardless of the means of delivering them to 
their destination.

It should be fully emphasized that the solution of the problem of 
rockets and their control is only possible on one condition, namely, 
that it guarantees in equal measure the security of the United States, 
the Soviet Union and other States. Consequently, it is impossible, 
in view of present relations between States, to consider the question of 
control over intercontinental rockets without also touching the ques
tion of prohibiting nuclear weapons and liquidating military bases 
on foreign territory.

The tactics of concentrating on gathering military information and 
establishing a control system which would facilitate the gathering of 
such information, are by no means new, although the Western repre
sentatives did try to put them forward as a “fresh” approach to the 
problem of preventing a surprise attack.

What is fresh about this approach, when the Western Powers have 
for nearly thirteen years been trying to persuade States to tackle 
the question of classifying weapons, ammunition and war materials, 
instead of seeking ways to reach an agreement on disarmament? 
Similarly, in this Conference the Western representatives proposed a 
laboratory study of all means of war instead of a practical approach 
to the important problem of preventing war. We may well ask what 
is new about this so-called “fresh” approach of the Western Powers?

A study of the course of the Conference and an objective analysis 
of the positions of both parties shows that the representatives of the 
NATO countries: the United States of America, the United Kingdom, 
France, Italy and Canada, as distinct from the representatives of the 
socialist countries, did not make any effort to find ways of solving the

514543— 60— vol. 2-------41
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problem of preventing a surprise attack. Basing their approach on 
the interests of Western aggressive circles, they would like to impose 
their plans on the Conference, which have nothing in common with 
the interests of peace and international security.

At the same time, the delegations of the socialist countries tried 
very hard to make the Conference a success. They were guided by 
the desire to find a common basis giving equal consideration to the 
security of all parties. This is attested by the proposals of the dele
gations of the socialist countries, which do not seek to gain any ad
vantages for themselves.

However, as a result of the unconstructive attitude of the Western 
representatives at the Conference, it proved impossible to prepare 
agreed recommendations to the governments on measures which might 
serve to reduce the danger of a surprise attack by one State on 
another.

In view of the importance and urgency of solving the problem of 
preventing a surprise attack, the representatives of the socialist coun
tries preferred to continue their efforts to find mutually acceptable 
recommendations and to avoid interrupting the work of the Con
ference. However, they were forced to take account of the fact that 
the Western experts insisted on an interruption. At the same time, 
the representatives of the socialist countries consider that an interrup
tion should be short and that the sessions should be renewed as soon 
as possible. They proposed a specific date for renewing the 
Conference—not later than 5 January 1959. Unfortunately, the 
Western side refused to name a date. This can only be interpreted 
as an attempt to shun further talks on preventing a surprise attack.

However, the present state of international relations demands that 
a common language be found and suitable measures be taken for 
strengthening peace and guaranteeing the peoples of the world a 
tranquil life without the perpetual depressing consciousness of the 
threat of a new and deadly war. The problem of preventing a sur
prise attack is the problem of the preservation of peace. Its solution 
is in the interests of all peoples.

As regards the socialist countries, they will from now on strive with 
might and main to see that the problem of preventing a surprise at
tack finds a positive solution.

If the representatives of the Western Powers were to change their 
present negative attitude and, like the representatives of the socialist 
countries, make real efforts, on the renewal of the Conference, to find 
a solution mutually acceptable to all States, this would enable us 
quickly to work out definite measures for preventing the danger of a 
surprise attack, and, consequently, reducing the danger of a new war. 
Thus, a very important step would be taken towards preservation of 
peace and creating favourable conditions for developing co-operation 
between all States.
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337. Statement by the President’s Science Advisory Com
mittee Regarding Detection of Underground Nu
clear Tests, January 5, 1959 1

Since the Geneva Conference of Experts last summer,2 United 
States seismologists on behalf of the Government have continued to 
study all available data on the problem of detecting and identifying 
underground explosions, including new data obtained from the under
ground tests conducted in Nevada this past October. These studies 
and new data indicate that it is more difficult to identify underground 
explosions than had previously been believed.

The Geneva Conference of Experts last summer concluded that, 
although it is not possible to identify an underground explosion by 
seismic means alone, it is possible to identify a large fraction of seismic 
events as natural earthquakes when the direction of first motion of 
the seismic signal is observed at several, appropriately located stations. 
This procedure reduces the number of seismic events which would be 
unidentified and could, therefore, be suspected of being underground 
tests. Analysis of all available seismic data on underground tests, 
including the data new since last summer, has shown that this method 
of distinguishing earthquakes from explosions is less effective than 
had been estimated by the Geneva Conference of Experts. These 
analyses and new data also indicate that the seismic signals produced 
by explosions are smaller than had been anticipated and that there 
are consequently about twice as many natural earthquakes equivalent 
to an underground explosion of a given yield as had been estimated 
by the Geneva Conference of Experts.

These two factors mean that there will be a substantial increase in 
the number of earthquakes that cannot be distinguished from under
ground nuclear explosions by seismic means alone. For example, the 
total number of unidentified seismic events with energy equivalents 
larger than 5 kilo-tons may be increased ten times or more over the 
number previously estimated for the system recommended by the 
Geneva Conference of Experts.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 26, 1959, pp. 118-119. The statement 
received the concurrence of the Department of State, the Department of Defense, 
and the Atomic Energy Commission.

2 See ante, doc. 284.
1335
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The effect of this new analysis and data on the capabilities of the 
system recommended by the Geneva Conference of Experts as well 
as modifications of that system which could restore its originally 
estimated capability against underground tests are at present under 
study by United States scientists.

The Department of State advises us that the results of this continu
ing analysis have been communicated to the United Kingdom and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics delegations at the present Geneva 
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests,1 and 
that the United States delegation will be prepared to discuss this 
information with experts of the other delegations. This will assure 
that all the parties at the present Geneva Conference have available 
the best scientific information and analysis in their consideration of 
the problem of detecting and identifying underground tests.

338. Note from the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the Ameri
can Embassy Regarding Surprise Attack Negotia
tions, January 10, 19592

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics presents its compliments to the Embassy of the United 
States of America, and on the instructions of the Soviet Government 
has the honour to make the following statement:

From 1 0  November to 18 December 1958 a conference of experts 
attended by delegations from Albania, Poland, Romania, the Soviet 
Union and Czechoslovakia, representing the Warsaw Treaty coun
tries, and delegations from the United States, the United Kingdom, 
France, Canada and Italy, representing the North Atlantic alliance, 
was held at Geneva for the purpose of drafting recommendations to 
Governments concerning immediately practicable measures for the 
prevention of surprise attack.

On the initiative of the Western Powers, that Conference inter
rupted its work on 18 December 1958 for the Christmas and New 
Year holidays.

The USSR Government felt that the conference should not inter
rupt its work, but should continue its efforts to find mutually-ac- 
ceptable solutions to the problem before it. The USSR Government 
was obliged, however, to accept the fact that the Western experts 
were not prepared to continue the talks and refused to agree to the

1 See conference doc. GEN/DNT/25, Jan. 5, 1959.
2 U.N. doc. A/4080 (S/4149), Jan. 19, 1959. The American Embassy replied on 

Jan. 15,1959 (post, doc. 339).
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date proposed for the resumption of the conference’s work—5 Janu
ary 1959. As is known, the participants at the conference had 
agreed that the interruption in the latter’s work should be as brief 
as possible and that the study of the problem of preventing surprise 
attack should be resumed with the least possible delay.

In view of the urgency of the problem of averting the danger of 
surprise attack, a danger which, far from diminishing, is on the con
trary increasing daily, the Soviet Government believes that the con
ference should resume its work at the earliest possible date. The 
Soviet Government proposes that the Conference should take up its 
work on 15 January 1959.

The Soviet Union’s position on the substance of the problem is 
explained in the Soviet Government’s statement on measures for 
preventing surprise attack submitted to the conference by the Soviet 
delegation on 28 November 1958, as also in other relevant documents 
indicated in the conference’s interim report to the Governments of 
the participating States.

The Soviet Government hopes that the Government of the United 
States of America will carefully consider the points set forth in this 
note and will give an affirmative reply as regards the date for the 
resumption of the conference.

Similar notes have been addressed to the Governments of the 
United Kingdom, France, Italy and Canada.

339. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry Regarding Surprise Attack Nego
tiations, January 15, 1959 1

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Republics and has the honor in behalf of the governments of 
the five countries from which the Western experts were drawn to 
refer to the report2 of the conference of experts to study possible 
measures which might be helpful in preventing surprise attack, which 
by agreement suspended its meetings on December 18, 1958 in view 
of the Christmas and New Year’s holidays and in order to report to 
governments on its work.

While the meetings of this conference were helpful in clarifying 
for each side the views of the other side, it is a source of deep regret 
to the United States that more substantive progress was not made in

1 Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 2,1959, pp. 163-164.
* U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), Jan. 5,1959.
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joint technical-military analysis of the problem of minimizing the 
possibility of surprise attack.

For their part, the Western experts at the conference suggested a 
plan of work designed to facilitate a logical technical-military analy
sis of the problem by assembling the facts necessary for evaluating 
the effectiveness of various systems of inspection and observation.1 
To facilitate the discussion the Western experts presented technical 
papers on the significant instruments of surprise attack, and on the 
techniques which would be effective in observation and inspection 
of such weapons. The Western experts also presented technical 
papers on illustrative systems of observation and inspection for cer
tain instruments of surprise attack, as well as a technical analysis 
of the value of warning systems and of factors to be considered in 
the integration of such systems.2

The experts from the other side refused to join the Western experts 
in a technical-military analysis of measures of observation and in
spection which would minimize the possibility of surprise attack ex
cept within the context of political proposals considered by the West
ern experts to be beyond the competence of the experts conference. 
It was thus not possible to conduct a joint analysis of the type of 
measures most likely to bring the greatest amount of security against 
surprise attack and of the nature and value of various possible pre
liminary measures which governments might wish to institute.

It thus became apparent that the experts from the two sides were 
operating under two different terms of reference and that this dif
ference was preventing the type of joint technical analysis that would 
give real meaning to the discussions.

It also became clear that future discussions of the surprise attack 
problem could not be productive until governments had resolved 
these differences. Referring to the Soviet Government’s note of 
January 1 0 ,3 the Government of the United States, for the reasons 
cited above, does not believe it useful or desirable to set a date of 
January 15 for reconvening the conference. The Government of 
the United States will continue to consult on this subject with the 
other governments to which the Soviet Government’s note has been 
addressed.

The United States believes that the problem of reducing the danger 
of surprise attack is so important that renewed efforts must be made. 
The United States Government, therefore, is giving high priority 
to continued study of this problem, and is carefully studying the 
record of the conference in order to determine whether the terms of 
reference for future discussions can usefully be clarified. There-

1 Ante, doc. 319.
9 Ante, docs. 324,325, 326, 329, 330, and 334.
* Ante, doc. 338.
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after further reviews of this question will be transmitted to the So
viet Union.

The United States Government has reason to believe that the gov
ernments of the other four countries from which the Western experts 
were drawn are also studying the record of the conference for the 
same purpose.

It is hoped that the Soviet Union will also carefully review the 
records of the conference and study means of resolving the present 
differences and of reaching an agreed basis for early and fruitful 
resumption of discussions of the surprise attack problem.

340. Statement by the Soviet Government Regarding the 
Geneva Negotiations on Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Tests, January 22, 1959 1

Talks on the discontinuance of tests of atomic and hydrogen weap
ons have been going on between the governments of the USSR, the 
United States and the United Kingdom at Geneva for over two and 
a half months. Quite naturally, these talks have been holding the 
attention of the peoples of the entire world. The necessity of putting 
an end to dangerous experiments with atomic and hydrogen weapons 
is dictated by the fact that each nuclear explosion serves to make new 
and still more formidable and destructive types of these weapons of 
mass annihilation. Not only do nuclear tests aggravate international 
relations and heighten international tensions, but even in peacetime 
they place in jeopardy the health of millions and millions of people 
all over the world.

There are, however, all the necessary conditions and prerequisites 
for the successful work of the conference and for this conference to 
accomplish its task of drafting an agreement to end the tests of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons.

The Soviet Government, consistently pursuing as it does a policy 
of promoting peace and bending every effort towards delivering man
kind from the threat of a nuclear war of annihilation, has, for a 
number of years, been persistently pressing for the cessation of atomic 
and hydrogen weapon tests as a first and highly important step 
towards a radical solution of the disarmament problem. In doing 
so, the Soviet Government has proceeded and still proceeds from the 
premise that the question of ending nuclear tests can be solved straight

1 Conference doc. GEN/DNT/26, Jan. 26, 1959. The statement was broadcast 
by Radio Moscow on Jan. 22.
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away, independently of the solution of the other problems of dis
armament, given the desire of all the nuclear Powers.

However, this urgent problem is still unsolved owing to the position 
of the Western Powers. The governments of the United States and 
the United Kingdom covered up their unwillingness to agree to an 
ending of nuclear tests with farfetched arguments to the effect that it 
is impossible to establish effective control over the implementation of 
such an agreement by the nations. I t is well-known, however, that 
modern achievements of science and technology make it possible to 
detect nuclear explosions practically anywhere in the world and that, 
for this reason, the enforcement of control over the observance of an 
agreement to end tests cannot give rise to any difficulties whatsoever.

The 8 -nation experts’ conference in Geneva in July-August 1958, 
having considered a system of control for detection of possible viola
tions of an agreement to end nuclear tests, reached the unanimous 
conclusion that the means available at the present time for the detec
tion of nuclear explosions, together with on-site inspection of unidenti
fied phenomena, suspected of being nuclear blasts, make it possible 
to detect and identify nuclear explosions wherever they might be 
staged, including those set off underground.1 The conference arrived 
at the conclusion that the establishment of a workable and effective 
control system for the detection of possible violations of an agree
ment on the universal ending of nuclear tests is technically quite 
feasible.

The conclusions and recommendations contained in the report of 
the Geneva experts’ conference have been approved by the govern
ments of the USSR, the United States and the United Kingdom. I t 
will be remembered that the governments of the United States2 and 
the United Kingdom,3 in their declarations issued in August 1958, 
upon the closing of the conference, welcomed the experts’ conclusions 
and recommendations and expressed their readiness to enter into ne
gotiations for the conclusion of an agreement on the question of ending 
nuclear tests and on the actual establishment of an international con
trol system to be based on the experts’ report. The United States 
and the United Kingdom reaffirmed their consent to the conclusions 
and proposals of the experts’ conference at the thirteenth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly.4

The unanimous conclusion of the Geneva experts’ conference that 
any nuclear explosion is detectable was to clear the way once and for 
all to an agreement to end tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the

1 Ante, doc. 284.
1 Ante, doc. 285.
• Ant e, doc. 286.
* See ante, docs. 300 and 304.
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more so since the report of the conference embodied the control provi
sions which the representatives of the Western Powers wanted to see 
included. However, the position adopted by the governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom at the current Geneva Con
ference makes it abundantly clear that these Powers are still obstruct
ing the successful drafting of an agreement to end the tests of nuclear 
weapons. Furthermore, while, thanks to the Soviet Union’s initiative, 
definite progress has recently been made towards agreement on several 
articles of the future treaty, the Western Powers are, in fact, placing 
the conference in danger of being wrecked, by piling one obstacle on 
top of another in the way to the achievement of a mutually acceptable 
agreement.

This is particularly evident from the United States statement con
cerning the detection of underground nuclear explosions issued on 
January 6 [5] of this year.1 The statement claims that underground 
nuclear explosions set off in the United States last October have 
yielded new data showing that it is more difficult to identify under
ground explosions than had previously been believed. At the same 
time, this statement of the United States Government points out that 
the effect of this new data on the capabilities of the system recom
mended by the Geneva conference of experts, as well as modifications 
of that system are “still in the process of evaluation by U.S. experts”.

Shortly after that the representatives of the United States and the 
United Kingdom at Geneva bluntly declared that the current meeting 
should get down to the study of seismic data so as to base the further 
preparation of an agreement on some new conclusions differing from 
those contained in the report of the Geneva experts’ conference.

Thus, the governments of the United States and the United King
dom are trying to present the case as though the system of control 
worked out at the Geneva experts’ conference with the contribution 
of American scientists, is, despite the experts’ conclusions, not effective 
enough. By so doing they are striving to prove the need for revising 
the conclusions and recommendations made by the experts in 1958, and 
thus prepare the ground for their rejection of the agreement to end 
atomic and hydrogen weapon tests.

Proposing a revision of the recommendations and conclusions of 
the Geneva conference of experts, the United States and the United 
Kingdom pursue the aim of diverting the current three-Power con
ference from the preparation of an agreement on the cessation of 
atomic and hydrogen weapon tests to the discussion of technical ques
tions which have been solved earlier. I t is obvious to all that the road 
onto which the governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom are pushing the three-Power conference, would mean a

1 Ante, doc. 337.



1342 DOCUMENT 340 : JANUARY 22, 1959

return to our starting point and the actual abandonment of the results 
achieved by the Geneva conference of technical experts.

All this justifies the conclusion that the United States and United 
Kingdom do not wish to end nuclear weapon tests and that they con
tinue to dodge the solution of the fundamental questions on which 
the conclusion of a treaty to end atomic and hydrogen weapon tests 
depends. This may also be seen from the fact that, while avoiding to 
this very day an agreement on the cessation of tests, they only occa
sionally submit for consideration separate articles for the treaty, which 
circumvent the main questions, and systematically create additional 
obstacles to the preparation of a mutually acceptable agreement.

At present, the Geneva conference is at a stage when the question 
of the duration of the treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests 
is of prime importance, inasmuch as the absence of a decision on the 
point not only greatly hampers the drafting of an agreement, but ren
ders negotiations useless. I t is characteristic that just when the gov
ernments of the United States and the United Kingdom should finally 
state their position as to the duration of the treaty to end tests, they 
are again attempting to revert to the discussion of the control provi
sions already agreed upon at the Geneva experts’ conference.

I t is no coincidence that, following the statement of the United 
States Government, opinions are being frequently voiced in favour of 
putting an end to the efforts to draw up an agreement on the cessation 
of atomic and hydrogen weapon tests. Some circles in the American 
press unreservedly and openly demand an end to the Geneva talks 
and the resumption of nuclear tests by the United States.

The Soviet Government realizes, of course, that as time goes on 
new scientific data on the detection of nuclear explosions will appear, 
because science is constantly moving forward. If, however, the data 
so far available have already warranted the conclusion that the identi
fication of nuclear explosions and effective control are possible, addi
tional data in this connexion and the perfection of detection means 
will only make this control more effective. New data and improved 
means of detection, far from weakening the conclusions of the Geneva 
experts’ conference tend rather to strengthen them! In the experts’ 
conference recommendations it is justly pointed out with regard to 
this question that the range and accuracy of recording and identifying 
underground nuclear explosions can be improved in the future by 
means of perfecting the methods of recording seismic waves, both by 
way of perfecting apparatus and also by way of perfecting the meth
ods for differentiating between earthquakes and explosions, i.e. by 
improving the system of detecting and identifying nuclear explosions 
within the framework of an appropriate control organization.

But if statements by this or that expert who thinks differently from 
others are to be used to question the already agreed upon conclusions,
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then we may never reach any cessation of nuclear weapon tests. Any
one who really wants to do so, can always find such experts. However, 
this cannot provide grounds for scrapping any international agree
ment already reached.

The aforesaid statement of the United States Government and the 
position of the United States and United Kingdom representatives 
at Geneva confirm the Soviet Government fears that these Powers do 
not want an agreement to end atomic and hydrogen weapon tests and 
are obviously looking for an excuse to wreck the current Geneva talks.

As to the Soviet Government, it exerts and will continue to exert 
every effort to solve as soon as possible the question of ending nuclear 
tests for all time. The solution of this question now, as in the past, 
depends on the governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom, and solely on those governments.

341. Statement by the Department of State Regarding the 
Geneva Negotiations on Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Tests, January 24, 1959 1

The statement of the Soviet Government released in Moscow on 
January 2 2 2 about the negotiations in Geneva for the discontinuance 
of tests of nuclear weapons claims that the United States and the 
United Kingdom “are obviously looking for an excuse to torpedo 
the current Geneva talks.” This is not so. The fact that the Soviet 
Union has chosen this moment, when the negotiations are under way 
at Geneva on central issues of effective controls, to make such un
founded charges raises questions as to their intentions.

The basic facts concerning these important negotiations must be 
clarified.

The key issues have been clearly revealed in the negotiations which 
have been under way since October 31. These issues relate to the 
problem of establishing effective control, for without effective control 
no agreement can be reached or would be meaningful. The Geneva 
experts’ report of last summer3 described only the technical features 
of a control system and did not decide the important political and 
administrative arrangements which are now under negotiation.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 9,1959, pp. 188-189.
* Ante, doc. 340.
* Ante, doc. 284.
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Whether the control system is effective or ineffective will depend 
upon the nature of these arrangements.

These are the major issues:
(1 ) Will the Soviet Union be able to veto and obstruct every action 

of the Control Commission, as it now demands, or will it be possible 
for the control organization to act without this obstacle ? The United 
States believes that any control system which could be frustrated in 
its day-to-day operations by the veto power in the hands of a single 
party would be worse than useless.

(2 ) Will the control posts be manned by an international staff or, 
as the Soviet demands, by nationals of the government on whose 
territory the control posts are located, with only one or two outside 
“observers” ? The Soviet position would amount to self-inspection 
and as such cannot be the basis for an agreement in which all parties 
can have confidence.

(3) Will international inspection groups be organized and ready 
to move quickly to the site of an event which could be suspected of 
being an explosion? Or will sending of such a group be subject to 
weeks of debate and a veto? The Soviet approach would entangle 
this key provision in miles of red tape.

If these and similar key questions can be solved in a way that will 
insure that the control system is effective, the matter of how long 
the agreement will last need not be a matter of concern. Indeed, on 
January 19, the United States and the United Kingdom showed 
clearly their readiness to reach a lasting agreement when they dropped 
the requirement that any discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests must 
depend on explicit progress on major disarmament measures.2 The 
United States is prepared to conclude an agreement for the indefinite 
discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests subject only to the satisfactory 
working of the control system. This certainly is not an unreasonable 
demand. I t is a principle repeatedly endorsed by overwhelming 
majorities in the United Nations.

The Soviet statement attempts to cast doubts on the motivation of 
the United States in submitting to the Geneva conference data which 
resulted from the underground nuclear tests which were held last 
fall.1 These data did not invalidate the system agreed upon at 
Geneva last summer. They did show, however, that it is more difficult 
than had been believed to distinguish between earthquakes and under
ground nuclear explosions. Consequently, the system agreed at 
Geneva, if unadjusted, would result in a burdensome number of on site 
inspections, which would be the principal remaining tool to identify 
possible underground nuclear explosions. The U.S. delegation in

1 Ante, doc. 337.
a See Geneva conference doc. GEN/DNT/PV.37, pp. 3-10.
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Geneva presented these data to the Soviet Union and to the United 
Kingdom in good faith. In so doing we proposed that they be studied 
carefully by our respective scientists, who would consider how we 
might overcome the difficulties disclosed by these new data. Our 
scientists are urgently studying this problem. We expect to be able to 
transmit their preliminary conclusions to the Soviet scientists in the 
near future. We believe that these new scientific facts cannot be 
ignored in the course of the present negotiations, and to have withheld 
them would have been an act of bad faith.

Success in the negotiations in Geneva is squarely up to the Soviet 
Union. If  the Soviet Union is willing to agree to a control organiza
tion that can operate effectively, it will be possible to achieve agree
ment on the cessation of nuclear testing.

The United States sincerely seeks such an agreement, convinced that 
it would be of paramount importance as a first step toward substantial 
disarmament and toward easing international tensions. For this 
reason we will persevere in our efforts to bring these negotiations to 
a successful conclusion. The world is entitled to similar efforts on 
the part of the Soviet Union.

342. Address by the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) at the 
Twenty-first Congress of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union {Extract}, January 27, 1959 1

In another part of the globe—the Far East—the United States’ 
aggressive policy toward the Chinese People’s Republic and other 
peace-loving states is the fundamental source of tension. Not long 
ago the whole world watched with alarm as America’s aggressive ac
tions threatened to turn into a terrible armed conflagration. Only the 
resolute actions of the Chinese People’s Republic and other peace- 
loving forces averted this menace.

The Pacific Ocean area has become the main proving ground for 
American atomic weapons.

All this creates urgent concern for averting war, particularly atomic 
war, in this part of the globe. The chances appear to be better here 
than elsewhere, because the Soviet Union, the Chinese People’s Re
public, the Korean People’s Democratic Republic, the Democratic Re
public of Vietnam, and also India, Indonesia, Burma and other states 
in that region are championing the cause of peace. Their joint stand 
for prohibition of the atomic weapon and nuclear tests could be of

1 Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Mar. 4,1959; Pravda, Jan. 28,1959, page 7.
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decisive help for preserving peace in the Pacific. Initiative by these 
countries would be supported by the people of Japan and other coun
tries of the Pacific basin. A zone of peace, above all an atom-free 
zone, can and mmt he created in the Far East and the entire Pacific 
basin.

343. Testimony by the Special Assistant to the Secretary 
of State for Disarmament and Atomic Energy 
(Farley) Before the Senate Subcommittee on Dis
armament ^Extracts}, January 28, 1959 1

I appreciate the opportunity to appear today before this committee. 
The negotiations in Geneva for the discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests are of great importance. While the verbatim records of the 
negotiations are made available to the staff of this committee and 
members of the committee are advisers on the U.S. delegation, we 
welcome also such occasions for keeping all members of this com
mittee informed of the progress and prospects of the negotiations, and 
for hearing their views.

IMPACT OF NEW DATA ON NEGOTIATIONS

Before reviewing the status of the negotiations, I  understand that 
you wish me to comment on the implications for the U.S. position, and 
for the negotiations themselves, of the new data discussed by Dr. Fisk 
and Dr. Romney.2 This new information on the problem of detect
ing and identifying underground nuclear explosions3 has not had 
a significant impact on the negotiations as yet. I t bears, of course, 
only on a limited part of the control system described last summer 
by the Geneva experts,4 and prospects are encouraging that ways 
will be found to maintain the full effectiveness of that system.

There has been an understandable initial Soviet suspicion of U.S. 
motives in transmitting and subsequently publishing the new data; 
we need only ask ourselves how we would have reacted had the 
Soviet Union come up with such new information and proposed 
reopening the Geneva report. The Soviet Union does not readily 
grasp the conviction of our Government that it has a responsibility

1 Disarmament and Foreign Policy: Hearing# Before a Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty-sixth Congress, 
First Session, pt. I, pp. 33-51.

2 See ibid., pp. 2-32.
8 See ante, doc. 337.
* Ante, doc. 284.
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to inform the public of the United States of such important develop
ments, nor does it appreciate the sense of fair play that led us to 
bring these data promptly to the attention of the Soviets. When 
our continuing studies of possible ways of overcoming these technical 
difficulties have reached the stage when they can be communicated 
in their turn to the Soviet Union, this may help persuade them of 
the probity of our intentions.

In the meanwhile, the Soviet Union finds this U.S. action a con
venient propaganda weapon to replace the one we have just deprived 
them of by our recent decision not to insist on a treaty link between 
disarmament progress and nuclear testing.

Hard facts should in the end persuade the Soviet Union that the 
problem here is one of direct concern to them also. The Geneva 
Experts report recognized that only a fraction of seismic events could 
be identified as earthquakes and that the remaining fraction could be 
suspected of being underground nuclear explosions and should be 
subject to on-the-spot inspection. The United States and United 
Kingdom have tabled proposals, based on the Geneva Experts report, 
calling for automatic inspection of all such seismic events equivalent 
to 5 kilotons or more, together with on-the-spot inspection of a 
significant percentage of such events under 5 kilotons. If the facts 
are that the fraction of seismic events not identifiable by control 
posts as earthquakes will be even larger than the number estimated 
this summer, then the Soviet Union will be faced with the prospect 
of an increased burden within its territories of the on-the-spot inspec
tions. Realization of these possible implications of the new data 
may well lead to a change in the Soviet refusal to discuss them. If 
not, the basis for a sound safeguard system has been laid down in 
our proposals.

STATUS OF NEGOTIATIONS ON DISCONTINUANCE OF NUCLEAR TESTS

I would like to turn now to the other principal question to which 
I was asked to address myself, namely, the status of the present 
negotiations.

The negotiations are now reaching matters of basic importance. 
While the negotiations to date have moved slowly, the tone has 
generally been businesslike and the deliberateness of the pace is 
proper in view of the gravity of the issues involved.

The shifts in the Soviet position have, while numerous, not been 
significant. The one real change has been their apparent readiness 
to accept provision for nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
under appropriate restrictions; this does represent a shift from the 
initial hostile Soviet propaganda line. The other Soviet concessions 
have no real substance. They could hardly have believed seriously, 
for example, that their original proposal for a simple treaty leaving
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the details of the control system for subsequent negotiations would 
be accepted by the United States and the United Kingdom. Simi
larly their charges, both in the meeting and in their public statements, 
that we do not want a lasting treaty should probably be taken not as 
reflections of real concern but as efforts to apply propaganda pressure. 
From our point of view what has gone on so far has been to clear out 
of the way various false issues raised by the Soviet Union. We are 
now down to the issues of real substance.

These real issues relate to the control system. I would like to ask, 
Mr. Chairman, that there be inserted in the record the statement 
issued by the Department of State on January 24 which summarizes 
some of these principal problems on which the Soviet attitude must 
be clarified or changed if there is to be a basis for continuing fruitful 
negotiations.

Senator A ik e n . Without objection, that will be done.
[The text of the January 24 statement (ante, doc. 341) was inserted at this 

point.]

Mr. F arley. In that statement we raised the following three 
questions:

1 . Will the Soviet Union be able to veto and obstruct every action 
of the Control Commission, as it now demands, or will it be possible 
for the control organization to act without this obstacle ? The United 
States believes that any control system which could be frustrated in 
its day-to-day operations by the veto power in the hands of a single 
party would be worse than useless.

•  • • • • •  •

2 . Will the control posts be manned by an international staff or, as 
the Soviet demands, by nationals of the government on whose territory 
the control posts are located, with only one or two outside observers ?

I  might say parenthetically that the Soviets yesterday said that 
they had made a great concession by upping that to four or five outside 
observers. We think the differences in number there is trivial, that 
the important thing is the principle, who the operating people are.

The Soviet position would amount to self-inspection and as such 
cannot be the basis for an agreement in which all parties can have 
confidence.

r e a d in e s s  o f  i n s p e c t i o n  t e a m s

3 . Will international inspection groups be organized and ready to 
move quickly to the site of an event which could be suspected of being 
an explosion? Or will sending of such a group be subject to weeks of 
debate and a veto? The Soviet approach would entangle this key 
provision in miles of red tape.
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Issues such as these are fundamental to the effective working of a 
control system and to the meaningfulness of any nuclear test suspen
sion agreement.

• • • • • • •

These issues are crucial not only to the present negotiation but to 
any subsequent disarmament negotiations. I f  we compromised here 
on these principles, we would undermine not only this control system 
but the prospects for sound broader disarmament agreements of the 
sort which we hope will grow out of success in these negotiations and 
which indeed are the major justification for the present negotiations. 
We thus have a double reason for standing firm on these principles. 
Our position in this regard is, we believe, understood and broadly 
supported in the United Nations and throughout the world.

U.S. OBJECTIVES

Before commenting on the likelihood that a sound agreement will 
be reached on these difficult issues, I want to reaffirm that our objec
tive is to achieve agreement on a treaty suspending nuclear weapons 
tests if provisions safeguarding the interests of the United States and 
of all parties to the treaty can be negotiated.

An effectively safeguarded treaty would be in the interests of the 
United States for a number of reasons. A fundamental objective of 
the U.S. policy is the achievement of safeguarded arrangements for 
the control and reduction of armaments. Any meaningful agreements 
on disarmament, however, must contain provisions for effective con
trols. In recent years negotiations have been unproductive because of 
the unwillingness of the Soviet Union to agree to this basic requisite.

PROBING OF SOVIET INTENTIONS

In the present negotiations for discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests, we are probing once again the Soviet attitude on this crucial 
aspect of any agreement. I f  an effective control system covering 
the relatively simple problem of nuclear weapons testing can now be 
negotiated and subsequently be brought into actual operation, pros
pects for successful negotiations in other fields of arms control and 
reduction will be markedly improved.

If, on the other hand, the Soviet Union, when faced with the need 
to undertake firm commitments for control posts and inspection teams 
inside the Soviet Union, shies away from such commitments, their 
pretentions to a serious interest in arms control will lose their plausi
bility.

I f  the Soviet Union agrees to a control scheme of the sort outlined 
by the agreed report of the Geneva Experts, the significance will ob-

514543— 60—vol. 2------ 42
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viously extend beyond the enhanced prospects for fruitful disarma
ment negotiations.

s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  a g r e e m e n t  o n  t e s t s

An important shift would have taken place in the Soviet approach 
to relations with the free world. However small the chances that this 
shift has indeed taken place, we are determined to leave no possibilities 
unexplored.

In addition to the broader significance of a nuclear test agreement 
a suspension of nuclear tests would itself be advantageous. No other 
single step would do as much to halt the spread of nuclear weapons to 
an ever-increasing number of countries. The fears of radiation 
hazard, exaggerated though they may be, have been real in many 
parts of the world and a great sense of relief would follow a test sus
pension. This in itself would be helpful to the United States, which 
has borne the brunt of opposition to nuclear testing because of the 
openness of its policy on informing the world of its testing activities.

f u t u r e  p r o s p e c t s

If  the Soviet Union like ourselves is genuinely interested in reaching 
a sound agreement, then the outcome of the negotiations will depend 
on the Soviet attitude toward effective control. Other issues, however 
difficult they may be to work out, appear at this point to be negotiable. 
If, however, the Soviet Union will not accept adequate provisions for 
the safeguarding of a test suspension, we cannot in our own interests 
enter into a treaty.

The negotiations so far have moved, though slowly, toward a 
favorable conclusion. Even before the present meeting, the Soviet 
acceptance of the principles of effective control set forth in the Geneva 
Experts Report was a recognition of the validity of the basic U.S. 
approach to disarmament. A framework is also provided for demon
strating the weakness of present Soviet demands for self-inspection 
and for a veto on the operation of a control system. Clearly such 
political loopholes would make the whole control system, which the 
Soviet Union itself endorsed, a meaningless and cruel delusion. The 
principles of majority rule and international staffing proposed by the 
United States and the United Kingdom are on the other hand the logi
cal and simple political requirements for the effective operation of 
the jointly agreed technical system. Soviet rejection of them would 
be a clearcut example of inconsistency and political maneuver.

Prediction as to the outcome of the negotiations is impossible at 
the present time. The novelty and technical complexity of the prob
lems which must be solved, against the long record of frustration in
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disarmament negotiations, warns us not to be optimistic. There are 
however, sufficient signs of underlying interest on the part of the 
Soviet Union to make it essential that we explore every possibility 
for sound agreement, and for progress in this one area toward our goal 
of a world of international peace and order.

344. Testimony by Ambassador William C. Foster Be
fore the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament 
[Extracts}, January 30, 1959 1

Mr. F oster. Yes, Mr. Chairman. In addition to my testimony, 
Mr. Chairman, I also have had supplied to you a copy of the United 
Nations document containing the report of the [Surprise Attack] 
Conference which was agreed to at Geneva,2 and to which are ap
pended a number of annexes, all of which are very useful, I  think, in 
establishing what we covered, and some of the ways in which ques
tions were not covered in the Conference.

I do appreciate this opportunity of telling you about the Conference, 
and some of the technical aspects of the problem which we studied.

Senator H um phrey . Was this Conference under the general super
vision or coordination of the U.N. ?

Mr. F oster. Y ou will recall, I  believe it was before the Conference 
began, that the General Assembly passed a unanimous resolution 
stating that it looked with favor on the undertaking of this Confer
ence,3 that they would gladly help to support it in stenographic and 
other administrative ways, and that they hoped that the Conference 
would make available to the United Nations the information which 
was developed in that Conference. The Conference facilities, the 
actual details of secretarial work, the distribution of documents, the 
interpretation and then the distribution first of this joint Conference 
reports—and presently also the full verbatim account of the Confer
ence were furnished by the United Nations. The report of the Con
ference and the verbatims have been released so that they are available 
to the public in the several languages.

1 Disarmament and Foreign Policy: Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty-sixth Congress,
First Session, pt. I, pp. 53-76. Mr. Foster was chairman of the U.S. delegation 
to the Geneva Surprise Attack Conference.

3 U.N. doc. A/4078 (S/4145), Jan. 5,1959. 
a See pt. C of Resolution 1252 (XIII) ; ante, doc. 314.
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The final summation which I made on behalf of the West attempted 
to set forth the whole plan of our approach, and in the earlier annexes 
we have developed the technical approach to this problem in several 
ways.

a i m s  a n d  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  c o n f e r e n c e

We proposed first to identify the instruments of surprise attack, 
then the means of control (that is to say, the means of inspecting and 
observing them), the application of those means of control to the 
instruments of an attack, followed by an overall analysis. Some of 
these points I will make in more detail, if I  may, in connection with 
my conclusions. This is, we think, not only a good record of what was 
accomplished in the formal meeting, but it also gives the flavor of our 
logical approach and points up rather sharply the Soviet emphasis 
on political measures in a conference which was called, from our 
point of view, to examine the technical military aspects.

I  think it is a good piece, and it is to be valued for another reason. 
At various times during the last 2  or 3 weeks of the Conference, it was 
doubtful whether there would be any report at all because we 
couldn’t agree on anything. We did, however, get agreement on this 
report as presented and on the conclusions therein. We did get agree
ment on the submission of this in this form to the United Nations and 
for its early release by the United Nations to the public. We also 
got agreement, you will note on page 3 of the report, on the point 
that the meetings had been helpful in clarifying for each side the 
views of the other side. We also were able to resist the conclusion 
that we immediately reconvene these meetings, which we felt would 
be completely inappropriate, in view of the fact that the terms of 
reference were so far apart. [Deleted.] 1

PRIVATE CONFERENCES WITH KUZNETSOV

Senator H um phrey . Y ou had a number of personal conferences 
with Mr. Kuznetsov ?

Mr. F oster. I  presume I  had 8 or 10 conferences in which just 
he and I  conversed alone. I did not have my own brilliant staff with 
me, and he had none of his staff at these meetings, which were carried 
on in English which he speaks very well. I  had a number of these, 
and I  had perhaps 2 0  meetings at which he wished to have his inter
preter and General Gryzlov present and at which I  had interpreters 
and one or more of my political advisers, also. But probably we had 
more than 2 0  meetings which were not formal meetings and in which 
a good deal was accomplished. I think we may perhaps have accom
plished more at these meetings than in the formal meetings, although 
I again say I believe the formal record is a good one from the view-

1 Deletion in original.
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point of the West. I  think it points up a number of very useful 
things which can later be built on.

« • • • • •  •

BACKGROUND AND CONFERENCE PREPARATIONS

Mr. F o s te r .  A s a result of the exchange of correspondence 
betweeen the Governments of the United States and the Soviet Union, 
arrangements were made for experts from the United States, the 
United Kingdom, Canada, France, and Italy to meet with experts 
from the U.S.S.R., Rumania, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Albania in 
Geneva, Switzerland, beginning November 10, 1958, for a period of 
4 to 5 weeks.

This conference and the conference of experts on the detection of 
nuclear tests which concluded on August 20,1958,1 had their origin in 
the same correspondence. In his letter to Khrushchev of April 28,
1958,2 President Eisenhower reaffirmed our desire for joint technical 
study and suggested specifically that studies be undertaken concern
ing the detection of nuclear testing, also the problem of surprise 
attack. The Soviet Union responded to the former proposal shortly 
thereafter3 but did not agree to a technical discussion of the problems 
of surprise attack until a proposal of this kind was made in Mr. 
Khrushchev’s letter of July 2 ,1958.4

In the correspondence which ensued a precise understanding as to 
the scope of the conference was not reached. The position of the 
U.S. Government was—
that the primary purpose of the meeting should be to examine the methods and 
objects of control and to assess the results that might be obtained from the 
adoption of those methods in lessening the danger of surprise military a t
tack . . . the discussions should take place without prejudice to the respective 
positions of the two governments as to the delimitation of areas within which 
measures might be established, or as to the timing or interdependence of various 
aspects of disarmament5

As in the case of the previous technical conference on the detection 
of nuclear tests, the U.S.S.R. throughout the preconference corre
spondence took the position that the purpose of the conference should 
be the discussion of certain predetermined measures.

The work of the forthcoming conference of experts should be (a Soviet note 
of November 1 stated) directed to working out practical recommendations on 
measures for the prevention of surprise attack in conjunction with definite 
steps in the field of disarmament."

1 Ante, doc. 284.
a Ante, doc. 260.
* Ante, doc. 266.
4 Ante, doc. 282.
* Ante, doc. 299.
* Ante, doc. 313.
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The joint preparations of the western experts for the conference 
were made in the course of two series of meetings; the first being in 
Washington, D.C., from October 20 to 25 and the second in Geneva 
from November 6 to 9.

THE POSITION AND WORK OF THE WESTERN EXPERTS

The conception of the problem of surprise attack of the western 
experts is suggested by the following statement which was made at 
the conference:

The progress of weapons technology has caused a steadily growing capability 
for damage by offensive weapons systems and in a steadily decreasing time re
quired to inflict this damage. Consequently, the large military powers now 
maintain standing military forces capable of major strikes as the initial act of 
open hostilities. The destructive effects of such initial strikes is increasing to 
the point where they are ceasing to be the “opening of hostilities” and tend to 
become the decisive battle of the war, as well as the means for a near total 
destruction of the material civilization of a nation. The general awareness of 
this trend has tended to increase political tensions and to heighten the state of 
military readiness.

It was in the hope of at least beginning a discussion of this broad 
problem, with due attention to the new problems of security pre
sented by long-range missiles and aircraft, that the United States 
assembled almost 50 of its best experts at Geneva. [Deleted.] 1 Our 
aim was to approach the problem of surprise attack by considering 
arrangements for observation and inspection to forewarn against sur
prise attack. Beyond this, however, we suggested that under the 
third phase of our work plan we would have been prepared to con
sider and make allowances for changes which might take place, by 
unilateral action or mutual agreement, in the actual strength and 
condition of the weapons system under inspection. For long-range 
aircraft we suggested that the hypothetical changes in question might 
concern force levels, the pattern of aircraft operation, and aircraft 
types and other equipment.

FIVE-POINT PLAN OF WORK

The five-point plan of work which we proposed and which has been 
published as annex 3 to the report of the conference2 was aimed at 
avoiding political issues and insuring an orderly and logical progres
sion from the relevant data to sound technical conclusions. Our plan 
was consistent with the increasing stress which the United States has 
given in both internal study and proposals for international discus
sion of disarmament and to the study of technical problems of 
inspection and control. The reason for this emphasis has, as you 
know, been to develop more negotiable proposals of more reliable and 
efficient arrangements and to derive a more detailed knowledge of

1 Deletion in original.
2 Ante, doc. 319.
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alternative possibilities which would give our representatives greater 
flexibility in negotiation and a stronger posture in the face of propa
gandist proposals. We were hopeful of technical discussions at Ge
neva like those of last July and August on the detection of nuclear 
tests.

DOCUMENTS PRESENTED BY WESTERN EXPERTS

In the course of the conference we submitted a series of papers 
aimed at explaining and illustrating the kind of discussion we wished 
jointly to undertake with the experts on the other side and indicating 
the area of evidence which would be relevant to such discussion. We 
tabled an analytical listing of the significant instruments of surprise 
attack together with relevant technical data on each. In addition 
we presented a survey of techniques for the observation and inspection 
of the instruments of surprise attack. The western experts also 
described illustrative systems of observation and inspection for cer
tain instruments of surprise attack, and in addition presented a tech
nical analysis of the value of warning systems and of factors to be 
considered in planning an integrated system. In view of the rejection 
by the other side of our plan of work and their refusal to put forward 
any meaningful technical data or propositions, we did not reach the 
point of developing these explanatory documents into finished techni
cal submissions for the conference. We had to be content to block 
out in general terms the technical questions which we believed should 
be dealt with in a factual and scientific manner. Nevertheless, as I 
shall indicate later, we believe this was useful.

THE SOVIET POSITION

The Soviet representatives found in our approach three principal 
obstacles. In the first place, the Soviet experts and their colleagues, 
who were supported by exclusively political and military advisers, 
maintained that technical discussion of the kind conducted in July 
and August was not applicable to surprise attack. They insisted that 
the problem of surprise attack arose because of the military policies 
of specific governments such as the United States and that our con
cern to establish the relevance of certain data on weapons and detec
tion devices was designed to evade what they called political realities. 
In this connection, they stressed above all the denuclearization of Ger
many, which was central to their November 28 proposals.1 I t seems 
likely that they may have hoped to convert this particular technical 
conference into a forum for the political discussion of disarmament. 
[Deleted.] 2

1 Ante, docs. 327 and 328.
* Deletion in original.
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Secondly, they insisted that discussion of the problem of surprise 
attack should, from the outset, clearly embrace what they called 
measures for arms limitation and reduction. They maintained that 
the sole purpose of. the western experts was to create an observation 
system, which they pronounced worthless and which they maintained 
would only serve to gather military intelligence for the West and 
thus increase the danger of surprise attack. In this connection they 
claimed that our approach was inequitable and, in fact, as political 
as theirs. In addition they claimed that our approach overlooked 
the possibility of immediately practicable measures and aimed at the 
creation of an impossibly extensive system.

Thirdly, the Soviet representatives refused categorically to meet 
our desire to begin discussion of long-range missiles as well as air
craft. They would not clearly acknowledge the relevance of mis
siles to the problem of surprise attack. They stated that they would 
only discuss missiles when agreement had been reached on the elimi
nation of nuclear weapons or on simultaneous discussions of this 
subject.

THE DECISION TO ADJOURN

All of these elements in the position of the other side led us to the 
conclusion that we could not have moved on to a useful discusssion 
without widening of the scope of the conference well beyond the 
area we were authorized and prepared to treat. [Deleted.] 1 Accord
ingly, the wisest course seemed to be to suspend the meetings and 
from that vantage point seek to negotiate some more acceptable 
formula for future discussion of the problem of surprise attack.

In my conclusions I shall attempt to respond to questions which 
you, Mr. Chairman, have addressed to me both on the problem of 
devising a system to guard against surprise attack and on the con
ference itself. I  do not think these two kinds of questions can be 
readily separated, since the form and desirability of various systems 
can ultimately only be worked out in international discussion, and 
evaluation of alternative possibilities must take account of tactical 
realities. Since our conference was concerned with the technical 
aspects of only one facet of the problem of disarmament, I shall only 
touch lightly on political issues.

SIMILARITY TO TECHNICAL CONFERENCE ON NUCLEAR TEST INSPECTION

Senator H u m p h r e y . Am I to understand, then, that this confer
ence on surprise attack was similar to the earlier conference on 
nuclear testing? This was not a political conference. It was essen
tially a conference of experts to prepare the way for further political 
discussions?

Mr. F o st e r . That is correct. The terms of reference for this 
conference provided that we, the western group, would send to this

1 D eletion  in  original.
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conference technical military experts who, in much the same fashion 
as last summer’s discussions on the cessation of nuclear tests, would 
attempt to involve systems of detection and inspection which would 
help in reducing the danger of surprise attack. A political frame
work for such systems would be the subject of discussion in a later 
phase of the consideration of the problem by governments. We, how
ever, as a group, were not authorized to do this and did not have the 
competence to do it. Our delegation was made up of scientists and 
military people. We had political’advisers rtiainly to make sure that 
we were consistent in procedure. We were hopeful that we would 
progress, as had the summer conference, toward an agreement on 
technical measures. Our approach was that before building any 
machine one needed to have an agreement on the units of measure 
which would be applied to the design of parts.

We were hopeful that by an interchange between us they would 
agree on such units of measure that a machine might later be con
structed. Without such agreement, we believed it would be very 
difficult to design a machine which both sides could feel would produce 
the kind of goods or end objects in which we were both interested. 
And therefore, we presented this point of view, believing it to be 
logical, and also presented the point that it would be very helpful to 
later negotiators, of whom Mr. Kuznetsov might be one, if there was 
such an understanding so that political pressures could be arrived at 
with some assurance.

PUBLIC RECORD TO AID FUTURE DISCUSSION

So that the first point which seems important, Mr. Chairman, is 
that we were able to get on public record a variety of documents 
which will help to elicit realistic discussion of surprise attack in the 
future. The Soviet experts did accept obliquely on the record that 
the instruments listed in our submission on item 1 were those that 
could be used in a surprise attack. They also indirectly agreed that 
the techniques of observation and inspection listed in our submission 
on item 2 were those that would be available to governments. We 
also succeeded in bringing the Soviets to present for the first time an 
outline of the specific type of air and ground inspection they envisage, 
the shortcomings of which will be easily recognized by informed 
peoples. Incidentally, the outline of their system is presented in the 
conference report (annex 12).1 It is quite obvious that what they 
proposed was a system of self-inspection, inadequate at best, with 
very limited numbers of personnel assigned to the ground control 
posts, with very definite limitations on the way that they could move 
out, and with an unrealistic assignment of responsibilities.

1 Ante, doc. 331.
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UNDERSTANDING OF PROBLEM WAS ADVANCED

Also important is the fact that our understanding of the problem— 
the understanding of the U.S. experts and other Western experts 
associated with us—advanced considerably in the preparation of these 
papers. Our Government now has a conceptual foundation and a 
store of expert talent for dealing with this problem which it has really 
never had before.

•  • • • • • «

We also have now a much more precise notion of the difficulty of 
separating the technical from the political in analyzing the problems 
of surprise attack and of the need, in pursuing technical discussions 
on the subject, to have agreement all around on what questions should 
be answered.

[Remarks deleted regarding the character of a future conference on 
preventing surprise attack.] 1

WORLDWIDE SYSTEM VERSUS SPECIFIC AREAS

You have asked, Mr. Chairman, whether I envision a system to 
guard against surprise attack on a worldwide basis or related to 
specific areas. To this I shall reply with a number of quite limited 
propositions. I  have arrived at no conclusions on what would be an 
ideal system. In contrast to the Conference of Experts last July on 
the detection of nuclear tests, we did not conclude our Conference 
with agreement on the technical requirements of a given system which 
might be the subject of political negotiation. We are still at the 
point of considering hypothetical alternative systems rather than the 
political framework within which a given system might work. How
ever, the requirements of a comprehensive system to reduce the 
danger of surprise attack affecting long-range weapons systems are 
so broad that we should continue to examine the possibility of more 
limited arrangements which might be safely implemented over a short 
period of time.

At the same time, however, I  feel strongly that there are hazards 
in going into a discussion of the question of surprise attack without 
a better understanding with the U.S.S.R. on the central importance 
of long-range weapons systems to the problem and without additional 
study and discussion with our allies. We need, for example, detailed 
study of what zones of varying dimensions might mean for the balance 
of forces which exists in certain disputed areas. This study should 
take account not only of the weapons systems and forces situated 
within these areas but also those of global application. It should take 
account of both military and political implications.

1 Deletion in original.
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UNANIM ITY WITH EUROPEANS

Senator H u m p h re y . Y ou are talking, for example, about the 
European security system ?

Mr. F o s te r .  [Deleted.] 1 The Europeans are understandably much 
more sensitive on this subject than we are, as you know, and they went 
into this Conference along with us, and one of the great strengths of 
this Conference was the fact that on every question and every pres
entation, every document that we put forward, we had complete 
unanimity. We had, of course, many discussions at many points, 
but we also had complete unanimity and almost invariably this was 
accomplished right at Geneva in the Conference, itself. [Remarks on 
various subjects, including discussion of scope of future conferences, 
deleted.] 1

SOVIET SECRECY AS A MILITARY ASSET

One quite different point which I might mention, Mr. Chairman, is 
that we were much impressed by the importance which Soviet repre
sentatives attach to secrecy as a military asset. In effect, they seem 
to believe it enables them to possess a form of “hardening” of their 
bases which we do not have. Thus they regard any encroachment 
upon this secrecy as a unilateral disarmament step-----

SOVIET ATTITUDE ON OPENING UP MILITARY SECRETS

Mr. F o s te r .  The Soviet representative appeared to regard any en
croachment upon this advantage of secrecy which they believe they 
have as a unilateral disarmament step on their part, which must be 
compensated for by other measures. The technical argument which 
the Soviets used to give respectability to their opposition to measures 
limited to observation and inspection was that merely to disclose 
location of all the possible targets and the state of military activity 
to a would-be aggressor would improve the chances for a successful 
surprise attack. [Discussion on relation of inspection to other arms 
control measures deleted.] 1

EVOLUTION OF SOVIET POLICY

I might note that there was some movement in Soviet policy at the 
Conference. The Soviet proposal of November 28, which links a 
European inspection zone with political proposals for prohibition on 
nuclear and rocket weapons in Germany and a one-third reduction of 
foreign military forces within the inspection zone, represents a varia
tion of a Soviet suggestion contained in their disarmament proposal 
of March 27, 1956,2 and to some extent in their proposal of April 30,

1 Deletion in original.
a Ante, doc. 156.
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1957.1 In their latest proposal, however, the Soviets revised the pro
posal of April 30, 1957, in that the proposed Western area to be 
inspected would be expanded to include Greece, Iran, and Turkey, 
and the Eastern zone to include Japan and Okinawa.2

Senator H u m p h r e y . A rather broad expansion.
Mr. F o s t e r . Yes.

They also limited the prohibition of nuclear weapons to Germany 
rather than to the entire European area of inspection, and proposed 
a one-third troop reduction in Europe in place of previous proposals 
for agreement upon specific force level figures for Europe. The 
Soviet proposal, moreover, is in some respects a shift in the Soviet 
position on the number—as distinct from the importance—of disar
mament measures which must be included in any package containing 
areas of inspection. As you know, the U.S.S.R. has consistently taken 
the position that surprise attack measures should include measures 
of disarmament. In proposals in the London Disarmament Con
ference in 1957 the Soviets insisted that beginning measures of in
spection be tied to force level and armament budget reductions, 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, a nuclear test ban and 
agreement on specific foreign bases to be liquidated during the first 1- 
or 2-year period.3

s u m m a r y  o f  c o n c l u s io n s

To sum up my conclusions, I  repeat that I  believe that the confer
ence was potentially very valuable. To carry on further what was 
accomplished, we need intensive study of our own policies as well as 
agreement with the U.S.S.R. and other countries on the terms of 
reference for another conference. Our resources for this purpose 
are now to my mind much improved over what they were last 
September.

345. Statement by the Department of State on Suspen
sion of Nuclear Testing, February 3, 1959 4

The Soviet position on the procedures which would govern the 
control of suspension of nuclear testing makes a shambles of the 
entire project. Effective control is of the essence and this has been 
made clear from the beginning. Yet, under the Soviet formula, the

1 Ante, doc. 203.
a Ante, doc. 331.
* See ante, doc. 218.
4 Department of State press release 88, Feb. 3, 1959.
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control organs would be utterly impotent since every significant 
aspect of their activity would be subject to Soviet veto.

The Soviet position throws doubt on whether they ever really in
tended or desired that the negotiations should reach a successful out
come. It remains to be seen whether the negotiations in Geneva will 
be wrecked by the Soviet veto demands or whether, in spite of these 
present demands, there can be a positive and constructive outcome. 
The United States will continue to strive for this. But we cannot 
accept an agreement which would involve putting dependence upon 
such illusory control machinery as the Soviet delegation demands.

346. Statement by the Soviet Foreign Ministry Regarding 
the Geneva Negotiations on Discontinuance of Nu
clear Tests, February 7, 1959 1

On January 242 and February 3 of this year,3 the U.S. State Depart
ment published statements on so-called new data relating to the tracing 
of underground nuclear explosions. In these documents, the State 
Department refers to the Soviet Government’s statement of January 
23 [££] 4 on the attitude taken, on the basis of new data, by the repre
sentatives of the United States and Great Britain at the Geneva Con
ference on the question of the cessation of tests of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons.

As is known, in this statement the Soviet Government expressed 
the apprehension that the United States and Great Britain are trying 
to use these data as an excuse for a revision of the proposals worked 
out by the Geneva Conference of Experts in the summer of last year.5 
The attempts of the U.S. Government to revise the agreement which 
had already been reached at the Geneva Conference of Experts on 
the possibility of creating a reliable control system relating to the ob
servance of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear and hydrogen 
weapon tests evoked an unfavorable reaction both in the United States 
itself and in other countries. Judging by everything, this has forced 
the opponents of the cessation of tests to maneuver, and this is clearly 
evident from the January 24 statement of the State Department.

Recognizing that the new data obtained as a result of the latest 
underground nuclear tests do not invalidate the system on which

d ep artm en t of State files.
2 Ante, doc. 341.
* Anter doc. 345.
4 Ante, doc. 340.
* Ante, doc. 284.
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agreement had been reached in Geneva in the summer of last year, at 
the same time the State Department again makes an attempt to prove 
the need to revise the system of control evolved by the Experts in 
Geneva on the excuse that unless this control system is changed, this 
would allegedly lead to a burdensome amount of on-the-spot checking.

The maneuvering of the Governments of the United States and 
Great Britain on this question is also confirmed by the fact that the 
representatives of the United States and Great Britain at the Geneva 
Conference are insisting that the working out of an agreement on the 
question of the cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapon tests should 
in the future be based on some kind of new scientific data, although no 
convincing data of this kind exist. One cannot fail to see that such 
a demand signifies nothing but the endeavor to delay conclusion of an 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

The attitude of the United States and Great Britain becomes in no 
way more convincing because they are trying without any grounds to 
cast doubts on the effectiveness of the system of control evolved in 
Geneva. It is well known that, with the development of science and 
technology, the range and precision of the recording and identifica
tion of underground nuclear explosions will in the course of time not 
deteriorate, but improve, both through perfection of the methods and 
instruments for registering seismic waves and through perfection of 
the methods of differentiating between earthquakes and nuclear exr 
plosions as is perfectly clearly indicated also in the Report of the Con
ference of Experts.

The State Department’s statement says that the U.S. Government 
intends to pass on to Soviet scientists in the immediate future the 
preliminary conclusions drawn by American scientists in connection 
with the appearance of new data relating to the detection of sub
terranean nuclear explosions. The Soviet Government will entrust its 
scientists with making a careful study of these conclusions as soon 
as they are received. However, this ought not to influence in any 
way the work of the Geneva Conference on working out a control 
system, which—as previously agreed—must be based on the Report 
of the Conference of Experts approved by the Governments of the 
USSR, the United States, and Great Britain.

The Soviet Government takes note of the State Department’s state
ment to the effect that the Government of the United States has 
renounced its groundless demand that the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests should be made dependent on progress in the solution of the 
disarmament question. This request, artificially attached to the issue 
of banning tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons, was as is known 
put forward for a long time by the United States and Great Britain 
as one of the main obstacles along the road to agreement on the cessa
tion of tests.
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The Soviet Government cannot fail to draw from the State Depart
ment statement the conclusion that the Government of the United 
States continues to occupy, on a number of most important issues, a 
position which in effect renders impossible the conclusion of an agree
ment on the cessation of the tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons. In 
the first place, this concerns the attitude of the United States toward 
the issue of the duration during which the agreement on the cessation 
of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons will remain in force.

The State Department statement says that the United States is 
ready to conclude an agreement on cessation of tests of nuclear weapons 
for an indeterminate time on condition that the control system func
tions satisfactorily. The Soviet Government would like to know 
whether, from the wording referred to above, it follows that the parties 
to the agreement on the cessation of the tests would state annually 
whether the control system is functioning efficiently or not—as is 
foreseen in the documents submitted by the United States to the Geneva 
Conference, which the U.S. Government has not renounced so far— 
and, depending on that, settling the question of their further participa
tion in the Treaty.

If this is indeed so, then the United States is pursuing a course to 
the effect that any party to the agreement, on the grounds that in its 
view the Control System does not, allegedly, function sufficiently, 
could demand the reconsideration of the agreement in as little as a 
year’s time and renounce the pledge to cease nuclear weapons tests. 
In essence, this would boil down to taking a stand on the former 
position of the U.S. Government with regard to the discontinuation 
of nuclear weapons tests for a period of only one year; that is, the 
tests would not in effect cease and things would boil down to determin
ing a period necessary for preparing for the next test.

If the Government of the United States agrees to cease nuclear 
weapons tests without time limit, that is, for all time, and to embody 
this agreement in a treaty (Kuss: Dogovor)—obviously with the set
ting up of the necessary control system—it must give a clear answer 
to this question. Such an answer has hitherto been absent.

It is pointed out in the State Department statement that the effi
ciency of the Control System allegedly depends on the Soviet Union’s 
agreement to decisions in the Control Commission being taken by a 
majority vote, to the composition of control post personnel excluding 
citizens of the country on the territory of which they are situated, and 
to the setting up of permanent inspection groups entitled to travel 
freely over the whole territory of the countries signatory to the 
Treaty.

The Soviet Government deems it necessary once again to introduce 
the requisite clarity into these questions.
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The State Department attempts to present things as if the Soviet 
Union, by objecting to the decisions of the Control Commission being 
taken by a simple majority vote, demands for itself some exceptional 
privileged position. In reality, it is not the Soviet Union but the 
United States and Great Britain which strive to get for themselves 
a privileged position in the Control Commission. By insisting that 
the decisions of the Control Commission be arrived at by majority 
vote, the United States and Great Britain are at the same time striving 
to insure that the socialist countries should be in a minority in this 
Commission.

It can be easily understood that under such conditions, the U.S. 
demand that decisions be adopted by a majority vote amount to a de
mand for insuring a concealed U.S. veto. Of course the Soviet Union 
cannot agree that decisions concerning her security be adopted by a 
commission in which the majority of votes would belong to the West
ern powers, members of the NATO aggressive bloc.

In order to disclose the obviously non-objective approach of the 
U.S. Government to the solution of this problem, it suffices to ask the 
following question: What attitude would the U.S. Government take 
if the Soviet Union proposed to it that decisions concerning the se
curity of the United States should be taken by a majority of votes 
in a control commission in which the majority of votes belonged to 
the Soviet Union and her allies ?

In order to exclude the use of the control commission in the interests 
of one country or another, it is essential to find a procedure of voting 
in that organ which would insure the equality of all sides and which 
would take their security into account in equal measures. The Soviet 
Government is prepared to cooperate in trying to find this kind of 
procedure. The Soviet Government considers that the adoption of a 
voting procedure in the control commission under which decisions on 
questions of substance would be arrived at by agreement between the 
primary participants in the treaty—that is, between the USSR, the 
United States, and Great Britain—would be just and in accordance 
with the interests of all states possessing nuclear weapons. As re
gards questions of procedure, decisions should be taken by a simple 
majority vote.

It would also be possible to come to an agreement on an alternative 
solution of the question, namely that the treaty itself should precisely 
define the questions on which decisions must be taken by agreement 
between the primary participants of the treaty.

In submitting these proposals, the Soviet Union pursues but one 
sole aim: To exclude the possibility of an arbitrary forcing on any 
side of decisions which would endanger its security and which will 
not derive from the business of control.
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purposes. By proposing that all the technical personnel of a control 
post should consist of foreign citizens only, the United States ap
parently proceeds from the idea that it cannot trust the personnel of 
a post composed of representatives of the USSR, the United States, 
and Great Britain, as proposed by the Soviet Union.

It may be asked: How can the Soviet Government take on faith, 
in such conditions, the conclusions arrived at by a control post in which 
there is not a single Soviet specialist ? The aforementioned demand of 
the United States is calculated either to prevent the reaching of an 
agreement or to plant throughout the territory of the Soviet Union as 
many intelligence agents as possible, under the guise of so-called in
ternational control post personnel and under cover of the international 
control organization.

The State Department’s statement raises the question whether in
ternational inspection groups will be organized and whether they will 
be ready to proceed speedily to the scene of any event suspected to have 
been an explosion. However, a reply to this question has already been 
given in the recommendations contained in the report of the Confer
ence of Experts approved by the USSR Government. The Soviet 
Government has already expressed its agreement that if, as a result of 
the readings of instruments, suspicion exists that a nuclear explosion 
has taken place, the Control Commission will set up a special inspecr 
tion group to hold investigations on the spot.

Naturally, the decision to send such a group must be taken in the 
Control Commission by agreement among the original pact partici
pants. This by no means signifies that the question of sending such a 
group would entail many weeks of discussion, as the State Department 
statement asserts. I f anyone has such an intention, it is certainly not 
the Soviet side.

The Soviet Government considers that if the United States really 
desires to come to agreement on the question of discontinuing atomic 
and hydrogen weapon tests, as the State Department statement says, 
they must give up trying to impose a control system which would leave 
the USSR in an unequal position in relationship to the United States 
and its partners in the military blocs.

The Soviet Government hopes that the U.S. Government will study 
with due attention the considerations set out in the present statement, 
and will cooperate on its own part in settling the question of discon
tinuing atomic and hydrogen weapon tests. A settlement which all 
nations are impatiently awaiting.

As for the Soviet Union, it will continue its efforts to insure that 
such an agreement is concluded as soon as possible.
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The Soviet Government must also point put that in the Course of 
the previously held talks on disarmament, thie Western Powers them
selves, including the United States and Grfcat Britain, submitted pro* 
posals that decisions on the most important questions of the activities 
of control organs should be takto by agreement between the main 
participants in the disarmament treaty. In this connection, one can 
recollect that the draft of the U.S. working document of April 3, 
1956 stipulated that all decisions of the Executive Committee of the 
Organization for the Regulation of Armaments must be taken unani
mously by permanent members and. by the majority of votes of the 
nonpermanent members.1

The proposals of the United States, Great Britain, France, and 
Canada of August 29, 1957. stated that important decisions in the 
Control Council must be adopted only when there is unanimity be
tween the USSR, the United State?, Great Britain, France and 
Canada.2

Why then has the U.S. Government now changed its attitude?
The State Department’s statement alleges that the Soviet Union 

proposes that the personnel of the control posts should consist exclu
sively of citizens of the country on whose territory these control posts 
are located. Such an assertion does not correspond with reality, be
cause the Soviet Government deems it essential that control posts 
should be manned by international personnel. The personnel of con
trol posts will carry out their functions under the direction of the 
Control Commission, which is an international organ. It is quite 
natural that these personnel should include citizens of the United 
States, th6 USSR, and Great Britain.

At the same time, the interests of the matter do not at all demand 
that the personnel of a control post located on the territory of any 
one state should be wholly recruited from citizens of other states, on 
which the United States and Great Britain insist. It is sufficient that 
there should be in a control post of one side a certain number of 
experts frotn the other side, organically included among the personnel 
of the control post and directly participating in the functioning of 
the post which would be analysis of the readings of the instruments 
and installations and processing of these readings, in order to exclude 
the possibility of distortion of the data and to insure an effective 
international control.

The demand of the United States that the personnel of posts of 
the territory of the USSR should not include a single Soviet citizen 
demonstrates perfectly clearly that in this question the United States 
is guided, not by a wish to insure the effective functioning of the 
control system, but by a wish to utilize the control posts for other

1 Art. 10 (ante, doc. 157).
* Art. VIII (ante, doc. 219).
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347. Findings of the United States Panel on Seismic Im
provement, March 16, 19591

Findings of the Pcmel on Seismic Improvement
1. The Panel on Seismic Improvement, a group of distinguished 

American scientists under the Chairmanship of Dr. Lloyd Berkner, 
President of Associated Universities, has recently completed a series 
of studies on the feasibility of improving the capability of the system 
recommended by the Geneva Conference of Experts last summer to 
detect and identify underground events. The Panel was appointed 
by the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology 
at the request of the State Department when it became apparent from 
the analysis of new data obtained from the underground tests in 
Hardtack I I  last fall that the capability of the Geneva System against 
underground tests was considerably less than had been originally 
estimated by the Geneva Conference of Experts. The studies under
taken by the Panel were directed at three basic problem areas: (1) 
the possibility of improving the Geneva System within existing tech
nology; (2) the possibility of further improving the Geneva System 
through a program of research in seismology; and (3) the possibility 
that the capability of the Geneva System might be reduced by the 
concealment of underground tests. The following analysis, prepared 
in consultation with the Chairman of the Panel, summarizes all of 
the conclusions contained in the studies by the Panel on Seismic 
improvement.

2. In order to interpret the conclusions of the Panel on Seismic 
Improvement, it should be recalled that the Geneva Conference of 
Experts last summer concluded that, although it was not possible to 
identify an underground explosion by seismic means alone, it would be 
possible to identify a large fraction of seismic events as natural 
earthquakes when the direction of first motion of the seismic signal 
was observed at several, appropriately located stations.2 This pro
cedure reduces the number of seismic events which would be unidenti
fied and, therefore, could be suspected of being underground tests. 
As was reported in the Statement of the President’s Science Advisory 
Committee on January 5, 1959,3 the analysis of later data from the 
underground tests at Hardtack last fall indicated that this method 
of distinguishing earthquakes from explosions was less effective than 
had been estimated. In addition, it developed that there were about

1 Department of State press release, June 12, 1959. See also report of Mar. 
31 (post, doc. 349). Introduced by the U.S. delegation a t the Geneva Confer
ence on Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, June 12, 1959.

2 Ante, doc. 284.
* Antet doc. 337.

DOCtJMENt 347 : MARCH 16, 1959 1 1367



1368 DOCUMENT 3f7 : MAB.CH 16, 1959

twice as many natural earthquakes equivalent to an underground 
explosion of a given yield as had been eafclier estimated. These two 
factors meant that there would be & substantial increase In the num
ber of earthquakes that could not be distinguished from underground 
nuclear explosions by seismic means alone. For example, the Geneva 
net of 180 stations without modification would have about the same 
capability (in terms of numbers of unidentified events) for seismio 
events above 20 kilotons equivalent as was originally estimated by the 
Geneva Conference of Experts for seismic events above 5 kilotons.

3. In considering the existing state of technology, the Panel on Seis
mic Improvement concluded [that,~] with improved equipment and 
techniques that can be specified today, the Geneva net of 180 stations 
would acquire the same capability (in terms of numbers of unidenti
fied events) for seismic events above 10 kilotons equivalent as was 
originally estimated by the Geneva Conference of Experts for seismic 
events above 6 kilotons equivalent. This partial recovery of the 
originally estimated capabilities of the Geneva System depends upon 
the incorporation of two improvements into the system. The first 
improvement would increase the number of seismometers in the arrays 
at each station from 10 to 100 which would increase the ability of the 
system to distinguish first motion by reducing background “noise”. 
On the basis of recent experiments, this improvement will increase the 
ability of the array to distinguish “first motion” by a factor of 2.5 over 
background noise. The second improvement adds a new criteria for 
identifying natural earthquakes by means of the analysis of long 
period surface waves. An analysis of the Love waves (horizontally 
polarized surface waves) from five earthquakes similar in magnitude, 
direction, and distance to the Logan and Blanca nuclear shots indicated 
that the peak frequency in the explosions was twice that for earth
quakes. Another study of experimental data on the ratio of Love 
waves to Rayleigh waves (vertically polarized surface waves) and on 
the relative amplitude of surface waves and the P waves (used to 
determine first motion) also showed diagnostic possibilities to dis
tinguish earthquakes from explosions. This experimental evidence 
led the Panel to conclude that the analysis of long period surface waves 
can probably identify about 50 percent of earthquakes equivalent to 
five kilotons or more.

4. The following table compares the capabilities of the Geneva Sys
tem, as initially estimated at Geneva last summer, with the estimates 
of the degradation of the system made in the light of data from the 
Hardtack tests and with the new estimates by the Panel on Seismic 
Improvement in the light of improvements that are now technically 
feasible.
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T able I

ESTIMATED ANNUAL NUMBER OF U N IDENTIFIED WORLDWIDE 
CONTINENTAL EARTHQUAKES

5 KT and lOKTand tOKTand
Estimate—Geneva Conference of Experts August greater greater

195S . . . . . . . . . .  ................ 20-100
Estimate—Geneva Network and Equipment on

basis of Hardtack data January 1959 . 1500 400
Estimate-—Geneva NetWork with improvements

within the present state of technology
on basis of Hardtack data April 1959 . 300 40

In presenting these estimates together with its other conclusions, the 
Panel emphasized the limited nature of the data on which all esti
mates of seismic detection capabilities depend. There have been 
only a few underground nuclear shots; and all of these have been 
in the same type of rock, and in a single geographical location. The 
type of rock, location, and shot chamber design can all have major 
effects on the strength of the seismic waves produced by a test of a 
given yield. The degree of coupling to the seismic waves achieved 
in the Rainier shot is the standard to which all estimates are adjusted.

5. The Panel concluded that a vigorous research program in seis
mology would result in important improvements in the ability to 
detect and identify earthquakes of small magnitude. Specifically, 
the Panel believed that the program of research it recommended 
would in three years probably result in further improvements which 
could achieve the same capability in the Geneva net of 180 stations 
as was originally estimated by the Geneva Conference of Experts. 
The Panel submitted a very detailed technical report on the require
ments for such a research program which will be published in the 
near future by the Department of State. Of the many ideas advanced 
by the Panel, one of particular promise is the so-called “deep-hole” 
technique. There is evidence that the “background noise” which 
interferes with the detection of “first motion” is for the most part 
transmitted along the earth’s surface. Therefore, seismometers lo
cated in holes thousands of feet below the earth’s surface may be 
able to detect “first motion” with much greater sensitivity than 
instruments on the surface. Another method of particular interest 
exists in the possibility of developing techniques to reconstruct the 
initial shock motion of an event from the seriously distorted and 
complex seismic waves observed at a distance. It may be possible 
to achieve this through the use of computor techniques which com
pensate for the passage of the seismic wave through the earth in such 
a way as to remove the distortions introduced. The Panel noted
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more generally that experience in analogous scientific fields suggests 
that vigorous research in the comparatively neglected field of seis
mology is likely to produce new ideas or approaches which will make 
additional large improvements possible. *

6. The Panel concluded that, in addition to the improvements dis
cussed above, the augmentation of the Geneva net with an auxiliary 
network of unmanned seismic stations offers the possibility of major 
improvement in the capability to discriminate between earthquakes 
and explosions. For example, if such unmanned stations were spaced 
at 170 kilometer intervals in and adjacent to the seismic areas of the 
world, about 98 percent of the events as small as one kiloton equiva
lent, located within the network would be identified by this system. 
This capability would be reduced to about 75 percent for events 
located at the peripheries of continents. The capability of such a 
net would depend primarily upon the degree of reliability of 
equipment that could be achieved.

7. All of the above estimates by the Panel refer to nuclear explo
sions conducted under conditions similar to those of Rainier, Logan, 
and Blanca in the Nevada Test Sites. The Panel concluded that, al
though the differences in seismic signals from shots conducted in dif
ferent geological environments cannot be predicted with any certainty, 
it is entirely possible that some natural conditions will yield seismic 
signals much smaller for a given size shot than those from shots in 
the volcanic rock at the Nevada Test Site. The Panel recommended 
that, in order to resolve the uncertainty on this question, an experi
mental test program involving many high explosive and some nuclear 
shots should be undertaken as soon as feasible.

8. In considering the possibility that the capabilities, now or in the 
future, of the Geneva System might be reduced by the intentional 
concealment of underground tests, the Panel concluded that de
coupling techniques existed which could reduce the seismic signal by 
a factor of ten or more. Moreover, preliminary theoretical studies 
have shown that it is possible in principle to reduce the seismic signal 
from an explosion by a much greater factor than this. Nevertheless, 
in view of the many complexities involved, it is necessary that these 
ideas be tested with appropriately designed experiments to determine 
how large a decoupling factor can actually be realized in practice. 
While many of these tests can be carried out with high explosives, com
plete evaluation of the theory probably cannot be made without nu
clear explosions. Such tests may also disclose some characteristics 
which might allow long range detection of such decoupled under
ground tests.

9. The Panel emphasized the need to construct a complete proto
type experimental station incorporating all features of the seismic 
stations recommended by the Geneva Conference of Experts. Operat-
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ing this station for a period of time would serve the two immediate 
objectives of providing experimental evidence on the capability of such 
stations to detect and identify earthquakes, and of assisting in working 
out installation and operational problems which would be encountered 
in establishing a control network. Subsequently, the station should be 
expanded to include facilities for testing other detection methods 
proposed by the Panel or methods which may be developed through 
future research programs.

10. The following scientists, representing the fields of seismology, 
geophysics, electronics, physics, and mathematics, were members of 
the Panel:

Dr. Lloyd Berkner, Associated Universities, Inc., Chairman 
Prof. Hugo Benioff, California Institute of Technology 
Prof. Hans A. Bethe, Cornell University 
Prof. W. Maurice Ewing, Columbia University 
Dr. John Gerrard, Texas Instruments, Inc.
Prof. David T. Griggs, University of California a t Los Angeles
Mr. Jack H. Hamilton, The Geotechnical Corporation
Dr. Julius P. Molnar, Sandia Corporation
Dr. Walter H. Munk, Scripps Institute of Oceanography
Dr. Jack E. Oliver, Columbia University
Prof. Frank Press, California Institute of Technology
Dr. Carl F. Romney, Department of Defense
Dr. Kenneth Street, Jr., Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, University of 

California
Prof. John W. Tukey, Princeton University

In addition, Dr. Warren Heckrotte, Lawrence Radiation Labora
tory ; Dr. Montgomery Johnson, Aeronutronic Systems, Inc.; and Dr. 
Albert Latter, Rand Corporation, participated as special consultants 
to the Panel.

348. Statement by Ambassador James Wadsworth Before 
the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament, March 
25, 1959 1

Mr. Chairman [Hubert Humphrey], I  welcome the opportunity 
which this committee has given me to appear here and to discuss the 
Geneva negotiations for the discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests. 
I  understand that the full records of the negotiations are provided 
to the committee staff as they are received by the Department of State.

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 18, 1959, pp. 700-704. Mr. Wadsworth 
was the chairman of the U.S. delegation to the Geneva Conference on Discontin
uance of Nuclear Weapon Tests.
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Members of this committee have served as advisers on the U.S. deJer 
gation from time to time, including yourself. That was much too 
short a ^ay that you gave us at this time. Perhaps next, time you can 
flfcay longer,suv In addition I  lqiow t h e l i a s  in both public 
Ufid ex^utiva sessions been giving extensive consideration to the nego
tiations and to the problems of policy involved.

Speaking personally I  have been most appreciative of: the com
mittee’s close and sympathetic interest in the work of the conference^

Because of the extensive knowledge whieh members of this commit
tee already have of the matters under discussion in Geneva, I  shall sum
marize only briefly the progress and status of the negotiations. After 
my statement, however, I  shall of course welcome an opportunity 
to discuss any specific questions relating to the negotiations which 
members of the committee may wish to raise.

As you have said, Mr. Chairman, negotiations have been under way 
since October 31st of last year. Seventy-two formal meetings have 
been held, as well as a considerable number of informal sessions, on 
both the political and the technical aspects of the negotiations.

U.S. Proposals at Geneva Meetings
The United States delegation has in the course of these negotiations 

developed and submitted for the consideration of the conference 14 
draft treaty articles. These draft articles set forth in specific treaty 
language the position and proposals of the United States delegation 
with respect to the obligation to discontinue nuclear weapons tests and 
to cooperate with the control organization established under the: 
treaty.

In addition they include a draft preamble, an article on functions, 
of the control commission, an article on the installation and operation 
of the system in territories of parties to the treaty, an article on the 
specific obligations to cooperate with the system, an article on the 
administrator and the international staff of the system, and another on 
the conference of parties to the treaty.

We have proposed an article on detonations for peaceful purposes 
and others on parties to the treaty, on periodic review of the system, 
on duration, on signatures, on ratification, on acceptance and entry 
into force, and on authentic texts.

We have also supported in the negotiations articles introduced by 
the United Kingdom delegation on components of the control organi
zation, on the composition of the control commission, on the procedures 
and voting arrangements within the commission, on relationships with 
other international organizations, on privileges and immunities, on 
registration of the treaty with the United Nations, and oh annexes 
to the treaty.



In additionthe United States delegation lias submitted a draft 
annex No. 1 to. the treaty, which deals in some detail with the detec
tion and identification system. In its 16 articles the annex deals with 
the establishment of a system, with its components, with data report
ing and ^Valuation, and with the support facilities that would be 
required. Provision is made for the phased installation of the s y s t e m ,  
although no detailed provisions on this question have been put forward 
thus far.

In connection with consideration of the annex the United States and 
United Kingdom delegations have submitted detailed working papers 
on the staffing of control posts and of other components of the system.

On the purely technical side our delegation on January 5th1 sub
mitted for consideration by the other delegations new seismic data 
which showed that it may be more difficult than had been believed 
to distinguish between earthquakes and underground nuclear explo
sions. We believe the system agreed at Geneva, if unadjusted, would 
result in a burdensome number of on-site inspections, which would be 
the principal remaining tool to identify possible underground nuclear 
explosions. We proposed that the data be studied carefully by our 
respective scientists, who would consider how we plight overcome 
the difficulties developed by these data.

The Soviet Unioii has not yet, however, been willing to join in such 
studies, and I  note, from an unofficial translation of a letter written 
by Premier Khrushchev to the organization that sent the letter3 
’around,2 that they are badly distorting our actions in this regard,; 
and perhaps at a later time during our session we can discuss this mat
ter morefully.

The important part of the work of the delegation thus far, however, 
has been the day-to-day process of exploring through carefully de
tailed presentations and exchanges of views the positions of the re
spective delegations and ways and means of reconciling these 
differences within the framework of principles upon which the United 
States position is based.

Seven Draft Treaty Articles Agreed
Of these, of course, the most fundamental is the requirement for 

effective international control. Thus far at the conference, as you have 
said, seven draft treaty articles have been agreed to.

Draft article I  states the obligations of parties to the treaty subject 
to the provisions of the treaty and its annexes—the obligations to 
discontinue nuclear weapons test explosions at any place under their
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1 Ante, doc. 337.
* See The Times (London), Jan. 29,1959, p. 10.
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jurisdiction or control and to refrain from causing or participating in 
such explosions anywhere.

Draft article I I  states the obligation of the parties to cooperate 
fully and promptly with the control organization established under 
the treaty and to assist the organization in the discharge of its 
responsibilities.

Draft article I I I  enumerates the component parts of the control 
organization, namely, a control commission, a detection and identifi
cation system, an administrator, and a conference of parties to the 
treaty.

Draft article IY on the composition of the commission provides 
that the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union 
would each be represented as permanent members, plus representatives 
of four other nations party to the treaty, to be elected by the conference 
of parties.

Three other draft articles have been adopted but have not yet had 
article numbers assigned. One of these provides for review of the 
system by the commission at intervals to evaluate its effectiveness and 
consider whether in the light of experienced scientific progress any 
specific improvements should be made. Another provides for regis
tration of the treaty with the United Nations, and, finally, an ap
proved duration article provides that the treaty is to remain in force 
indefinitely subject to the inherent right of a party to withdraw and be 
relieved of obligations if the provisions of the treaty and its annexes 
are not being fulfilled and observed, and this, of course, includes the 
provisions for the timely installation and effective operation of the 
control system.

Three key issues have developed in the negotiations to date. All 
three center around the establishment and operation of a reliable con
trol system. I t is to these three issues that most of our efforts have 
been devoted in the period since the Christmas recess.

These issues are of importance not only in relation to the current 
negotiations but also because they could establish a precedent for 
future agreements on the control of other aspects of disarmament. 
If  an effective control system for discontinuing nuclear tests can be 
constructed, it could advance the prospects for later agreement on 
other measures.

I t seems useful, then, to summarize these key issues and to look 
briefly at how the positions of the respective parties to the negotiations 
would affect the operation of the control system.

Question of Veto
The issues are as follows:
First, the veto. The Soviet Union proposes that the affirmative 

votes of all three initial parties to the treaty, U.K., U.S., and U.S.S.R.,
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shall be required for all decisions on matters of substance. Only 
procedural questions, according to the Soviets, would be resolved by 
simple majority vote.

Under the Soviet formula, which they handed us some weeks ago, 
each of the three parties would have veto power over the following: 
amendments to the treaty, all matters relating to treaty violations, 
the dispatch of inspection teams to investigate events which could 
be nuclear explosions, the findings of such inspection teams, improve
ments to the control system, positioning of control posts and establish
ment of aircraft sampling flight routes, and finally all fiscal, adminis
trative, logistics, and personnel questions.

The United States and the United Kingdom maintain that this 
across-the-board application of the veto power would render the con
trol system meaningless and ineffective. I t  would give a possible 
violator full power to prevent the dispatch of inspection teams to 
the site where a suspected nuclear explosion took place or to prevent 
special aircraft flight to investigate, in the case of an unidentified 
event, whether a radioactive cloud is present.

While data obtained by instruments at the control posts would in a 
number of cases conclusively identify certain signals as natural events, 
in many cases aircraft flights and particularly on-site inspection 
would be required to determine whether a violation had occurred. 
Thus the entire purpose of the control system to verify that a nuclear 
explosion did or did not take place could be frustrated by the veto of 
a possible violator.

The United States and the United Kingdom believe that it is es
sential that there be no veto power over decisions relating to the 
everyday operations of the control system.

While there are certain matters such as amendments to the treaty 
which could, and we believe should, require affirmative action of 
the three permanent members, the United States and the United 
Kingdom believe that the factfinding process of the system should 
be as nearly automatic as possible. The evidence of the scientific 
instruments must be paramount, and it must be possible to follow 
through on that evidence without hindrance.

The knowledge that such followthrough may automatically take 
place is the major deterrent to a potential violator. But if the possi
ble violator knows in advance that he will have the chance to halt 
the investigation process before it can start, and before therefore 
it could verify his violation, he could then feel free to circumvent 
the agreement with impunity. And, as the Secretary of State [John 
Foster Dulles] has said, this would make a shambles of the entire 
project.1

1 Ante, doc. 345. -v



1376~ ~

The Soviet Union contend^ that the p^m a^nt, Dptembersiof the 
control commission must , possess absolute veto powers because the 
commission would also provide an automatic majority for; the United 
States^y^iited Kingdom side. This is a. change repeated in the latest 
:Khr,ushchev statements. ■;

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the United Statest and the, United 
^Kingdom have pointed out that the commission, international in com
position, would not be so made up as to be capable of domination 
by any one or any two of the permanent members.
. There are several formulas, one of which you have suggested your
self, which might be considered in this situation.
On-Site Inspection

Now, the second of the major issues between us in the negotiation 
is that of the on-site inspection itself. i

The Soviets propose that inspection of an unidentified event shall 
be carried out only after a positive decision by the control commisr 
sion, which must include the affirmative votes again, of course, of 
the three permanent members. After the; control commission had 
consulted with the government on whose territory, the event had 
taken place, inspection teams would then be created on an ad hoc 
basis, apparently drawn from personnel at the headquarters, for each 
event to be inspected, and they would be composed of nationals from 
the country to bo inspected, accompanied by what they [the Soviets] 
call “foreign specialists” from the other side.
_ As already stated, we bel;eve the decision to dispatch on-site in
spection teams must not be subject to a veto*, But further than that, 
the U.S. and the U.K. believe that numerous delays could accompany 
the formation of ad hoc inspection teams so that by the .time they 
were dispatched the evidence of the suspected event, if in fact a 
nuclear explosion, could have been well concealed.

The U.S. and U.KJ. also maintain that inspection teams originated 
on an ad hoc basis could not be adequately trained or equipped, as, 
for example, to conduct possible drilling operations.

What is required is trained, permanent, mobile inspection teams 
which could be promptly dispatched to the site of an event suspected 
of being a nuclear explosion and which would be internationally 
staffed and not staffed by nationals of the- country being inspected.

1 Address of Feb. 24,1959: “What is the value, for instance, Of the latest pro
posals of the US and Great Britain on control over the discontinuation of nu
clear weapons tests? They want to obtain our support for their proposal that 
the control agency decide all questions, including questions affecting the sover
eignty and security interests of our state, by simple majority vote. This major* 
ity, according to their schemes, is to belong to the USA and its allies. As you 
see, their appetite is not small.” (Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Mar. 25, 
1959, p. 8; Pravda, Feb. 25, 1959, pp. 1-3.)
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The Soviet Union claims that these teams could travel unhindered 
throughout ‘ the U.S.S.R. and could act as a cover for espionage; 
They contend that the experts’ report did not envisage any such 
inspection teams as j>r6posed by the United States arid the United 
Kingdom.

However, the experts’ report, while not describing the character- 
of these inspection teams in detail, concluded that,

When the control posts detect an event which cannot be identified by the 
international control organ and which could be suspected of being a nuclear 
explosion, the international control organ can send an inspection group to the 
site of this event. , , .*

Also, there is nbthing in the experts’ report, nor in subsequent 
U.S.-U.K. proposals, which would lend credence to the assertion that 
inspection teams would have the license to roam indiscriminately for 
espionage purposes in any country.

However, in order to overcome Soviet concern on this matter the 
United States and the United Kingdom have suggested that the host 
country could prescribe the routes to be taken by on-site inspection 
teams and could assign liaison officers to insure that inspections did 
not exceed their proper function.

Staffing Control Posts
The third and final issue is that of staffing of control posts, which 

also includes sbitt& of the staffing in other components such as inspec
tion teams. The Soviet Union has proposed th a t, all .supervisoryy 
technical, and service personnel at control posts shall be nationals 
of the country in whicl\ the post is Ipcated. However, what they 
term the “other side” may station four or five what they now call 
“foreign specialists”—they used to call them “controllers”—to observe 
the operation of the control posts., ;.. i

We have att^jnpted, without suqcess, to find out what the exact 
nature of the prerogative^ and duties of, suph,, personnel would bev 
and the plaijificatipn  ̂ ^hich we have Requested havp; not. ..beei* madfl. 
They continue to about functions similar to the functions of the , 
other technician^, in the control, posfy; They continue to talk about, 
the possibility th^tt such foreign specialists, can fill what they call; 
leading positions, but they ref use to answer where these people would 
be in the chain of command or whether they would have actual 
supervision over groups of personnel or over equipment.

Under these conditions the United States and the United Kingdom 
consider tjiat such a staffing pattern, being all host country except 
for these few foreigners, would be tantamount ,to self-inspection. ,

The Western delegations maintain that all supervisory and senior- 
technical positkmS, Tfrhich would comprise about one-third of the con-

1 Ante, p. 1109.
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trol post complement, should be filled by nationals of the United 
States and United Kingdom in each post located on the territory of 
the U.S.S.R., with an equal number of U.S.S.R. personnel in each 
post located in the United States and United Kingdom. Technical 
personnel, which would constitute another one-third of the comple
ment at each control post, would be international and would be 
recruited from countries other than the three permanent members of 
the commission. The remaining one-third, which would be largely 
service personnel, would probably be nationals of the country in which 
the post is located.

We have also proposed that the state on whose territory posts are 
located may station observers at each post to satisfy itself that the 
post is being operated in an objective manner.

These then, Mr. Chairman, are the main issues which have thus 
far been considered. The United States delegation, for its part, is 
continuing its efforts to arrive at sound solutions to the difficult 
problems involved and to implement the policy of the United States 
Government to seek a permanent discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests under effective international control.

349. Report of the United States Panel on Seismic Im
provement: The Need for Fundamental Research in 
Seismology, March 31, 1959 1

I—SUMMARY REPORT
1. Introduction

An earthquake or underground nuclear explosion excites seismic 
waves which propagate into the earth’s interior and emerge again at 
a continuous succession of distances from the source. These waves, 
which are not unlike sound waves, may be recorded with seismographs 
distributed over the surface of the earth. The characteristics of rec
ords written by seismographs depend on the nature of the source 
and effects of earth structure on the seismic waves. The fundamental 
problems of seismology are to infer separately the nature of the 
seismic source and the conditions in the earth’s interior from analysis 
of a set of seismograms.

The problems of detection and identification of underground nuclear 
explosions have focused attention on the need for increased support 
of seismological research. At present (neglecting private research

1 Department of State press release, June 12, 1959. Introduced by the U.S. 
delegation at the Geneva Conference on Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, June 12, 1959.
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in "petroleum exploration geophysics, most of which does not apply to 
the present problem), the annual budget in the United States from 
all sources for seismological research amounts to roughly several 
hundred thousand dollars. This supports investigations at a modest' 
level of the earth’s internal constitution and limited analytical studies 
on seismic wave propagation. Research at this level and less over 
the last half century has been sufficient to delineate the major elements 
of the earth’s internal constitution and to explain many features of 
seismograms. We have learned that the earth has a solid inner core 
surrounded by a liquid outer core, a solid mantle and a crust which 
thickens and thins in response to variations in topographic load. We 
can locate earthquakes and explosions and distinguish between them 
if they are large. However, seismologists have long recognized that 
major advances in their field could be realized only if the level of 
research were significantly increased. Then more physicists, mathe
maticians and engineers could be brought into the field, and modern 
computing machine methods of data reduction and analysis could be 
more fully exploited.

I t is obvious that progress in the field of seismic detection is in
separable from advances in the major subdivisions of seismology. 
Thus, the identification of earthquakes as events distinct from ex
plosions requires knowledge of earthquake mechanisms. The fine 
details of the internal constitution of the earth must be known, and 
analytical methods must be found to determine the effect of propaga-, 
tion in the earth on the character of seismic waves. The nature of 
microseisms must be understood before optimum methods of increas
ing signal-to-noise are realizable. All of these examples, where ; 
advances in fundamental seismology bear significantly on the detection 
problem, represent fields which seismologists would choose to empha
size eyen if there were no need for improvements in seismic detection.

THe U.S.S.R. in recent years has emphasized seismological research 
to such an extent that the Soviets enjoy a position superior in many 
respects to our own. In the field of sounding the earth’s crust by 
means of small explosions, as one example, Soviet annual expenditure 
on crustal studies has been estimated by visiting American scientists 
to be about $1,000,000, in contrast to a budget of perhaps $100,000 for 
such crustal studies in the U.S A. Comparison of recent U.S.S.R. and 
U.S.A. publications in this field clearly reflect the resulting higher 
level of Soviet work.

The strategic requirements of detection, together with the need to 
maintain a competitive position in one of the most significant fields 
in the earth sciences make it a matter of urgency to institute a high 
level of support of seismological research. Various phases of seis
mology whichhave special priority are reviewed in ttiis report, briefly 
in this summary, and more fully in appendices. We treat, in that



orqler, conditions, at the source, effects of transmissioi^ through the 
earth, instrumentation for recording seismic signal^, and certain sug- 
gesfepns for more sophisticated processing of the recorded data.
2; Source Phenorm nd

We hope to learn, from seismic evidence, hoV to distinguish be
tween natural earthquakes and explosions, at least, in the great ma
jority of cases. I f  we are to do this, it is essential that we improve 
our knowledge of the phenomena associated with the various, types 
of sources of seismic waves. We need to know more about the 
mechanism of seismic wave generation when the source is a, nuclear 
or chemical explosion, but it is equally important* perhaps .more so, 
to understand the mechanisms of all kinds of natural earthquakes.
. Our present state of knowledge in this field results from a variety 

of approaches, all of which have been explored to only a minor degree. 
The radiation pattern from the source has been studied for, at most, 
a few hundred earthquakes, the majority of which were large shocks 
recorded throughout the world. The raw data for such studies al
ways suffer from inadequate, non-uniform instrumentation. Further 
studies, based on large shocks and on a world-wide network with im
proved instrumentation ( l) ,1 shpuld be conducted to improve our 
understanding of the fundamental tectonic processes in the earth. I t 
is equally important to conduct studies of the radiation pattern (2) 
oil a smaller scale in seismic localities. Semi-permanent installations 
(3) Should be concentrated in a region of known seismicity, operated 
uhtil sufficient data on shocks in the region are obtained, then moved 
to a new locality. Data collected in such a manner would provide 
information, not only on the radiation pattern of the source, but also ,, 
on the depth of focus and on aftershock sequencesr (4) •

Depth 6f focus is difficult to determine with sufficient precision: 
using present techniques, largely because of insu^cient ̂ density of 
seismographs. I f  adequate data can be obtained Qn focsj depth fo r« 
a number of shocks in different regions  ̂ it may then be, possible to r 
find other methods of determining depth using seismo^rams from 
nlore widely spaced stations, llxe Panel recommends a thorough in
vestigation of such possibilities.

' Aftershock sequences are important because they provide a possible 
nieans of identifying earthquakes, and because the pattern of after
shocks, with regard to magnitude, location and fault motion,- is of 
great importance to our understanding of the forces which cause 
earthquakes. An appropriate field program is recommended.

I'heoreticaF studies relating to source phenomena should parallel, 
and in some cases be closely related to, the fiel<J programs. The
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1 Numbers in parentheses refer to Appendices. [FootnoteIn original; append
ices not printed here.]
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existing theWf Sslargely limited to elementary concepts of explosive 
and faulting spurc&s. New studies on the excitation of body waves 
and surface waves of all significant modes of propagation (5, 6) 
should be conducted, which take into account npn-linear effects near 
the source? effects of variation in the surrounding medium, effects of 
heterogeneity in the' region of the source, effects of finite fault length,, 
and effects of depth and fault mechanism. r

Model studied should be used to supplement both the field programs 
arid tile theoretical programs. In addition to the conventional ultra- 
sonic'techniques using transducers'as repetitive sources, small scale 
explosive sources wbuld, on occasion, provide valuable data.

When the quality of Seismic instrumentation is improved through
out the world, or even within a small seismic region, it will be possible 
to re-evaluate our present techniques for assigning magnitudes to 
seismic disturbances, and especially for improving the relationship 
between magnitude and energy release. It is distressing that, as a re
sult of present instrumerital limitations, seismologists are unable to fix 
such a fundamental physical quantity as the seismic energy release in 
an earthquake within a factor of 10 or more.

Whenever there is evidence of surface faulting or other macro- 
seismic phenomenon, field studies should be made in an attempt to 
relate observ&fele effects near the source with propagating seismic 
disturbances. - Intensity data should be included as well as related 
surf ace geology.

Our knowledge of seismic wave generation by large explosions, 
particularly iniclear explosions, is very limited  ̂ Only thriee com
pletely contained underground explosions with yields greater than one 
kiloton have be&i fired, all: under very similar environmehtai condi
tions. 'I'he parameters that-can significantly affect the magnitude and 
type of seismic effects produced by nuclear explosions should be ex
perimentally exploded So that theories can be developed which will . 
pfennit reasonable confidence in our understanding of these ‘param
eters deductions abbut them (T). The following parameters 
require study dependence of spectta of body and stirface waves; 
on yield of the fexploSiori; (b) dependence of seismic wave feiciiation 
on the medium surrounding the shot̂  (6) effect of i£ptli of! burial, 
(d) ieffect of local environment, such as shot-cavity Size arid shape, 
etc*, êffect of Ideal geology and topography. ;

In many cases, but not all, it will be possible to investigate these 
matters through the use of high iexplosive rather than nuclear energy.

The following experimental nuclear shots should be carried out as 
soon as feasible ,̂ (a) a 5 KT shot in granite for information on the 
effect of scooting in another medium, (b) a shot in an environmental 
situation designed to decouple explosionnenergy from seismic energy,
(c) two 5 KT shots near the Rainier site but at appreciably greater

51454a—60—vol. 2------ 44
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depths. Theoretical studies which suggest the possibility of con- 
<jealment by reduced coupling should also be experimentally tested as 
soon as feasible.
3. Propagation of Seismic Waves

Compressional, shear and surface waves are the principal types of 
seismic waves initiated by an earthquake or underground nuclear ex
plosion. Compressional waves are transmitted most rapidly and 
follow ray paths through the earth’s interior. The polarity of the 
initial motion in compressional waves was cited by the Geneva Con
ference of Experts as the main diagnostic feature for distinguishing 
earthquakes from explosions. Shear waves traverse similar paths at 
lower velocities. Shear waves may be resolved into transverse hori
zontal (SH) components and transverse vertical (SV) components. 
Surface waves are channeled in the wave guide formed by the earth’s 
<jrust. They may be Rayleigh waves or Love waves. In the former, 
the vibration is restricted to the vertical plane of propagation; in the 
latter, the vibration is of the SH type.

An explosion in an homogenous earth is a symmetrical source which 
initiates only compressional, SV and Rayleigh waves. An earth
quake excites these waves together with SH and Love waves—the 
fcxact partition of energy having an azimuthal dependence with the 
orientation of the fault, and the direction of faulting as parameters. 
In principle this difference between earthquake and explosion sources 
offers a possible method of identification (2, 5, 8). In practice the 
heterogeneity in the earth leads to mode conversion by which SH and 
Love waves are also initiated in explosions. Fortunately, the effi
ciency of mode conversion decreases with increasing wave length, as 
shown by observations that long period Love wave/Rayleigh wave 
amplitudes are larger for earthquakes than for explosions (5).

An earthquake relieves strain over a volume measured in cubic 
kilometers and behaves like an extended source. An explosion is 
essentially a point source. This essential difference may show up 
in differences in the spectra of seismic waves radiated from earth
quakes and explosions (2, 5, 8). Similar effects may also result from 
the difference in the shallow depth of the explosions as compared with 
the greater ^optjh of njost earthquakes. Further investigations 
should be conducted for proper understanding and exploitation of 
such effects.

The problem of interpretation of seismograms is probably simplest 
for the case of long period surface waves, i.e., waves with periods of 
about 10 seconds and greater. Such waves are guided by the earth’s 
crust and local irregularities are so small compared to a wave length 
as to have little effect. The duration of the source will almost always
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be short in comparison with the period, consequently the source can 
always be treated as an impulse. There is every reason to suppose 
that these long period wave trains will have a sense (i.e., of direc
tion), and that this sense will vary with azimuth from the source in 
much the same manner, although not in direct correspondence, as the 
P waves. Thus, explosions and anomalous earthquakes will initiate 
disturbances of the same sense in all directions, but most earthquakes 
will initiate disturbances having different senses in different sectors. 
Given a seismogram of a long period wave train then, we wish to de
termine a sense of motion at the origin, or, at least, a sense relative 
to that obtained from waves at other azimuths from the same source.

One approach to this problem which offers great promise is the so- 
called “black-box” approach (9). This method has the advantage 
that it does not rely on detailed knowledge of wave propagation in 
the earth and of the effect of the seismographs on the wave train. By 
cross-correlating, for many different lags, a standard output (one 
whose input was a single impulse of known sign) against output of 
current interest, and plotting the result against lag, a computational 
black box is obtained whose phase shift is equal and opposite to the 
black box under study. This means cross-correlating the record from 
a standard earthquake with the record from the shock being analyzed 
to obtain a rough approximation of the seismic pulse shape in the 
vicinity of the source. Experience to date suggests that the match 
of distances and directions between standard and analyzed shocks 
need not be too precise. Analog networks and multipen recorders 
could be adopted in an extensive field program. Preliminary trials 
indicate that the Sense of initial Rayleigh motion can be detected 
across the North American continent (3700-plus km) for at least 
some earthquakes of magnitude down to 4.5 and there is a good pos
sibility that the method can be pushed to or below magnitude 4.0, 
which corresponds to about 1 or 2 KT. Additional work is recom
mended.

A second approach is the “phase compensation” method (5, 9, 9a) 
which attempts to synthesize source motion through the application 
of the proper Fourier transform. This method requires detailed 
knowledge of the propagation characteristics and of the instrumental 
response. Testing is only in the pifelimiriary stage but there appears 
to be no major difficulties involved in obtaining this information with 
sufficient precision.

The problem of the structure of the earth’s crust and upper mantle 
is of fundamental importance to seismology and is closely and in
herently interrelated with the problem of detection and identification 
of explosions and earthquakes. One well known method of exploring 
crustal structure uses the dispersion of long and intermediate period
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surface waves (5; 8)* This method, particularly the group velocity 
approach, gives peerage structure oyer fairly large portions of the 
crust./ ; -

More; jdetailed analysisj of smaller regions may be obifcaified from 
seismic sounding with the shorter period waves generated by explo
sions (10). The outstanding;work in this particular field has been 
done by the U.S.S.R., because of the large effort which has been made 
in comparison, to that of the U.S. Sufficient talent and instrumenta
tion are available in the U.S. to match and surpass this Soviet effort 
and at the same time to exploit a major tool for, exploration of the 
solid earth. A program of crustal exploration based on explosion 
seismology, and including supplemental studies such as gravity 
traverses, etc., should be begun which draws on the skills, instrumen
tation and manpower of commercial geophysical exploration and 
which takes advantage of the experience and judgment of geophysi
cists specializing in the broader aspects of crustal structure. Such 
a program is certain to produce information on such basic questions 
as the modification of seismic waves by earth structure, the origin and 
manner of growth of continents, the mechanism of orogeny and 
isostatic compensation, and the composition, of. the crust and upper 
mantle.

Development of seismic instrumentation for use on the ocean bot
tom is discussed in a later section. ■ Such instruments, strategically 
located in the deep oceans, may perform a valuable function in a de
tection and identification network and may also provide unique and 
important information on wave propagation (11)* .This jcould lead 
to understanding of the mechanism of generation and propagation 
of microseisms j the effect of continental boundaries on surface waves*, 
the possible guiding effects of the sedimentary and crust&l layers, 
propagation of low frequency underwater souind, and many others.

The. series of test shots of both nuclear and chemical nature 
described earlier will contribute significantly to wave propagation 
studies a$ well as to the study of near-spurc0 phenomena (7). These 
shots should be highly instrumented and thoroughly exploited, partly 
because of the uniqueness of the source itself and also because of the 
precision with which the source may be located in space and time.

In many problems involving elastic waves in layered media, wave 
length X occurs in a dimensioiiless pariameter H/X, where H  is the 
layer thickness. Models of elastic wave propagation in the earth 
may be constructed by greatly decreasing tfie layer thickness and 
increasing wave frequency in the same ratio. Thus, ultrasonic elas
tic waves in a 1 cm layer can correspond to seismic waves in the 35 
km layer which forms the earth’s crust. Ultrasonic models offer 
the possibility of duplicating conditions of seismic wave transmission 
in the earth as well as at the seismic source. Models of explosions
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and earthquakes should be studied to test proposals for discrimi
nating between these sources. As an example, equalization methods 
of operating on Rayleigh waves may be exariiined trfider controlled 
conditions when the polarity and shape of the impulse and the 
dispersion of the wave train are known beforehand. '

The basic1 data of seismology are recordings o f‘earthquakes and 
explosions as gathered by first class seismograph stations;1 Advances 
in research would accompany an increase in the number of such sta
tions in the world and the most effective way to accomplish this is to 
upgrade existing stations (1). I t is recommended that 100-200 of 
the existing stations in the world be equipped with modern instru
ments as soon as possible, without obligating the grantee beyond 
agreeing that the station would be maintained arid operated at his 
expense. Existing traditions in seismology provide for access to 
records by qualified investigators. I t seems desirable as a step in 
improving the U.S. seismic capability to first equip existing Ameri
can stations with the best instruments now available, and to establish 
new stations since the existing distribution is not optimuiri. I t  
should be made clear that this action should in no way justify a 
decrease in the number of stations in a monitoring network.

4. Detection
The Panel recommends a broad program to find ways for im

proving the detectability of seismic waves from explosions and earth- 
•quakes. Such improvements will result iri part from increased 
knowledge of the' waves generated at the source and from more 
detailed knowledge of the influence of the propagation, character
istics of the earth, as discussed in sections 2 and 3 above. In addi
tion to these factors, however, improvements are. certain to result 
from basic studies of the characteristics of ihicroseismic noise, from 
the application of the most modern engineering techniques to the 
design of improved instruments and from experiments with novel 
detection methods. In the latter connection, it may be pointed out 
that the recent development of ultra-long period seismographs has 
provided one of the! most powerful new means for detecting explo
sions, in spite of the facts that these instruments were developed 
for totally uiirelated purposes and that earlier attempts to record 
explosions with the then-existing long period instruments were 
unproductive.

Before an adequate description of microseismic noise is possible, 
further information will have to be obtained in regard to its spectrum 
and its coherence from site to site as a function of frequency. I t  is 
also desirable to obtain information on the causes of variations of 
these properties, particularly the influence of storms and local winds, 
as well as the influence of the local geological structure. The Panel
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recommends a field program for recording noise characteristics at 
frequencies between about 10 and 0.01 cps. Measurements should be 
taken over long enough intervals of time to show seasonal variations 
and should be taken at numerous locations to include sites with mas
sive crystalline substructures, layered substructures and sedimentary 
substructures, both in coastal and inland locations. For this pur
pose, it will be necessary to equip teams with suitable broad band seis
mographs, perhaps recording the frequency ranges of 10 to 1 cps, 1.0 
to 0.1 cps, and 0.1 to 0.01 cps. Data analysis will require the use of 
high-speed computers. There will be a need to develop agreed stand
ards for describing noise properties, along the lines suggested in 
Appendix 12. Once satisfactory measurements of noise and signal 
chacteristics are obtained, the specification of acceptable signal-to- 
noise ratios, acceptance bandwidths of seismographs and charac
teristics of filters and associated instrumentation should be possible*

A specific program for the development of improved general pur
pose seismographs is recommended in Appendix 13. I t  may be noted 
that sufficient information now exists to commence with certain parts 
of this work particularly those parts which deal with the incorpora
tion of advanced engineering concepts into the design of new equip
ment. Other parts of the work can be most profitably undertaken 
only after new information has been accumulated on properties of 
noise and signals.

Certain special purpose detectors are also recommended (3, 14). 
The development of unattended telemetering seismic detectors would 
permit the establishment of a network of auxiliary stations around 
selected primary stations. These proposed auxiliary units would be 
capable of receiving, storing and transmitting seismic data, either 
continuously, on an internally programmed basis, or upon demand by 
the primary station. They should be sealed, tamper-proof devices, 
capable of operating for 30 to 60 days without servicing. All major 
functions of these units can be performed by equipment which can 
be assembled using components and circuits presently existing or in 
development. At the primary station, which would be manned, the 
data would be recorded and processed. Equipment to perform these 
latter functions should be developed on a parallel schedule with the 
unattended units. The main use of such stations would be to obtain 
more comprehensive information on the first-motion patterns of earth
quakes. A second special purpose instrument is the “throw-away” or 
portable seismic detector (14). Such detectors, designed for rapid 
deployment in as many environmental situations as possible, could be 
used both for research purposes and by inspection groups for investi
gating unidentified events. They could provide comprehensive infor
mation on first-motion patterns as well as on the areal extent of oc
currence and on the size of aftershocks. The instruments must be
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capable of continuous operation and transmission of data in analog 
form to a central recording station over periods of several days.

Of great importance in the detection and identification problems is 
the degree of signal enhancement that may be gained through instru
mental and computational operations on the improved sampling of 
the seismic data made possible by the use of large arrays of seis
mometers (15). When the operations incorporate the elaborate com
plete signal enhancement techniques that can be performed on special- 
purpose digital data processing equipment, they may realize an 
improvement in signal-to-noise amplitude ratio in excess of n 1/2> 
where n is the number of seismometers in the array (16).

To realize the full benefit of arrays further investigation should be 
made into the use of communication theory as it has been applied to 
antennas and data sampling. Proper use of this study will require 
a knowledge of the signal and noise characteristics of the seismogram. 
On the basis of this knowledge, a theoretical study should be made of 
the optimum array patterns that could be used under the various en
vironmental conditions encountered. In this study, attention should 
be given to obtaining a “universal” array, or at least obtaining maxi
mum flexibility by switching and data processing. An investigation 
would be made into the influence of different geological, climatologi- 
cal, and seismological conditions on the responses of individual seis
mometers and of arrays of seismometers. On the basis of this study,, 
selection would be made of the best array systems to be used under 
the several classes of environmental conditions.

These systems would be evaluated experimentally under the en
vironmental conditions for which they were selected and mobile 
laboratories might be constructed for this work. By monitoring the 
responses of these systems, and by operating on the direct or recorded 
outputs with a computer the ability of the various systems to record 
natural earthquakes and possible explosion tests would be evaluated. 
The field tests would permit experimental determination of the in
fluences of the station environment on the individual seismometer 
output and on the array capabilities. As a result of the field determi
nations, a selection of either a group of flexible systems or one univer
sal system would be made (15).

The Panel places great emphasis on the immediate need to con
struct a complete experimental station incorporating all features of 
the seismic stations recommended by the Geneva Conference of Ex
perts (17). Operating this station for a period of time would serve 
the two immediate objectives of providing experimental evidence on 
the capability of such stations to detect and identify earthquakes, and 
of assisting in working out installations and operational problems 
which would be encountered in establishing a control network. Sub
sequently, the station should be expanded to include facilities for test
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ing other detection methods proposed by this Panel or methods which 
may be developed through future research programs. A high priority 
should be given to testing Arrays of up to 100 seismometers and testing 
a system of Unmanned auxiliary stations. For maximum effective
ness, the station should be installed in a seismic region where the 
data collected would assist in more general research problems.

Finally, research should be stimulated to develop new methods of 
detection. The Panel suggests two specific approaches (18,11). One 
method is based on a line of theoretical reasoning, supported by some 
experimental data, which suggests that seismographs installed and 
operated at depths of several thousand feet below the earth’s surface 
may have the capability to detect smaller P-waves than those detect
able at the surface. This approach is suggested by considerations 
which show that the surface noises  ̂which now limit detection, may 
die off more rapidly with depth than do the signals of interest from 
explosions and earthquakes. A second approach, based on a some
what similar line of reasoning, suggests that there may be extremely 
low noise levels at the bottoms of the oceans, at least at some frequen
ces. The development of a reliable operational detection system, 
based on either of these approaches, involves the solution of some 
major engineering problems j the expected signal-to-noise improve
ments, however, are potentially so great that the experiments neces
sary to test the basic theories should be conducted as soon as possible. 
Work is in progress at the present time on the first method, and 
some preliminary equipment design work has been completed on the 
ocean-bottom seismometer.

5. Data Processing
One of the most significant new research tools which has become 

available to science in recent years is the high-speed computer. 
Because of the extremely high rate of information collection at seis- 
mographic stations, and because of the complexity of the mathemati
cal problems whose solutions are necessary in understanding the 
meaning of seismograms, major advances could be made if such 
machines were to become more generally available to seismologists. 
At the present time, such machines are available only on a very lim
ited basis. Yet, if the research necessary to solve the problem of 
identifying a high percentage of small seismic events is to be accom
plished soon, and if the vast quantities of data which would result 
from a Geneva-type monitoring network are to be processed in a 
timely fashion, there is an immediate need for the services of a high
speed computer with the capability of the IBM 704 or 709 machines 
and competent operating personnel. The Panel recommends the 
establishment of a central computer facility, available to all seismolo
gists, where the computations necessary to the research outlined in
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this report can be made (19). Allowance should be made for sup
plementary computing facilities which will also be required by indi
vidual research projects. A library of digitalized seismograms, 
to include earthquakes, explosions and noise samples should be 
maintained at the computing center.

The computer center might also undertake the initial development 
and evaluation of techniques for the continuous automatic process
ing of data from a Geneva-type monitoring system. The importance 
and magnitude of this task is evident when it is considered that a 
Single station, as supplemented by certain possible equipment for 
improving the capability beyond that of the Geneva-type stations, 
might have an input data rate of as much as 2000 samples per second. 
This data must be analyzed, filtered, and combined in different ways 
to take full advantage of the array, and possibly of outlying remote 
seismometers, before it will be possible to make a decision as to 
whether any seismic event is a natural earthquake or whether it justi
fies further investigation. Since there are many thousands of events 
recorded per year at some seismic stations, to perform this analysis 
adequately by manual methods will require a large skilled staff. The 
use of computers should be investigated as a means of performing 
at an adequate rate the tasks of filtering and decision making that 
are required of the Geneva system.

As a result of research referenced in Sections 2, 3 and 4, new meth
ods will emerge for analyzing seismic data to infer properties of 
sources and characteristics of the earth. As soon as such methods 
show promise of assisting in the specialized problem of the Geneva 
monitoring system, or of assisting in general problems of seismology, 
they should be developed into practical operating techniques. Cer
tain methods, such as the applications of equalization, machine filter* 
ing, etc., appear to be sufficiently well-developed so that work could 
commence in the near future on the design of operating units to per
form the required specialized functions. These operating units could 
be field tested in the test station recommended in Section 4.

6. The New Level of Seismological Research: A Discussion of its
Administration, its Budget and its Implications
A seismological research program of the magnitude discussed in 

this report must draw upon the facilities of the universities, the gov
ernment and industry for implementation. I t is anticipated that 
many groups will submit proposals under the new program of sup
port. Some mechanism must be established for collating, evaluating 
and following the projects. I t  is recommended that an advisory 
panel be established, perhaps through the National Academy of Sci
ences, to perform these functions. The Panel has demonstrated how 
effectively a group drawn from research seismologists, physicists,
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mathematicians and engineers can function in advancing seismologi
cal research and it is recommended that the advisory panel be similar
ly constituted.

I t  is strongly recommended that this program be viewed as a “pack
age,” one centrally funded and directed, in order to derive the fullest 
l>enefits.

In addition to projects definable as research, there is clearly a need 
to initiate immediately activity that may be described as “system 
development.” Such activity would include planning in detail the 
complete world-wide seismic detection system. In its first phase of 
implementation, the system will probably resemble closely that en
visaged in the Geneva proposal (since it will not likely be possible to 
develop anything more sophisticated in the time available). But plan
ning must extend to later phases, in which improvements coming from 
results of research will be incorporated, because these improvements 
must be anticipated as much as possible to permit their orderly im
plementation into the then existing system.

“System development” will include development of new equipment, 
such as improved seismometers, and data processing and transmission 
apparatus, described earlier in this report. I t will also include the 
field trials, mentioned earlier, of significant elements of the detection 
system as well as the planning of the operational procedures. As the 
system plan is established (and approved by the appropriate govern
ment agency), implementation must be programmed and executed 
with due consideration of funding limitations, manufacturing capabil
ities, logistical problems, and international agreements.

The Panel believes that the research program can best be carried 
out by various existing private, university and government labora
tories, coordinated by a panel of scientists, possibly under the aegis 
of the National Academy of Sciences. In contrast to this arrange
ment for research, the Panel recommends that the “system develop
ment” responsibility be assigned to a single well organized central 
laboratory. Such a laboratory should have competence not only in 
seismology, but also in development, engineering, and large system 
operation. The laboratory would likely sub-contract with private 
industry for much, or perhaps all, of the specific hardware develop
ment and procurement. However, it is essential that the laboratory 
have full responsibility for the planning of the system (including its 
orderly metamorphosis with time), for field trials, for implementa
tion, and possibly for the American portion of its operation.

Tentative cost estimates are given below for the first two years of 
a program which will continue thereafter at least at the levels indi
cated. The estimates are divided among three categories: (a) Re
search, (b) System Development, and (c) Nuclear and HE Detona
tions.



Individual Research Projects 1st year 2nd year
(thousands of dollars)

Equipping of selected stations with modern seismic
equipm ent................ ... ...................................................  $1,250 $1,000

Study of shear waves . ........................................................  225 170
Identification from aftershocks........................ ...  100 100
Long-period surface and body w aves................................  1, 000 1, 000
Geophysical investigation of crustal structure................  1, 000 4, 000
Equalization experiments....................................................  300 1,000
Model studies........................................................................  100 100
Noise studies and development of standards....................  150 150
Large a r r a y s ........................................................................  500 1,000
Deep hole d etection ............................................................  500 500
Deep ocean seismograph....................................................  400 400
Research computing facilities............................................ 750 750
Library of digitized seismograms........................................ 50 100
Theoretical studies of explosion sources............................  100 100
O t h e r ....................................................................................  150 150
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S ub-to ta l....................................................................  $6,575 $10,520

System Development

Unattended seismic stations................................................  $750 $1, 250
Improved seismographs........................................................ 300 300
Portable or “throw-away” seism ographs........................  200 230
Automatic data p rocessing ................................................  1, 000 1, 700
System planning and field t r ia ls ........................................  2, 000 4, 000
Implementation of detection sy s te m ................................  Not estimated

Sub-to tal.................................................................... $ 4, 250 $ 7, 480
Nuclear and HE d e to n a tio n s............................................  12, 000 12, 000

Total, not including implementation___________  $22, 825 $30, 000

The items in the research budget are not meant to be all-inclusive. 
Although they represent aspects of seismological research which are 
pertinent to the detection problem, each project can be justified on 
the basis of significance to fundamental seismological research. On 
the other hand, the appendices are not meant to define specific pro
grams in detail but rather to outline broadly needed research areas.

The Panel submits this program of research as a means of realizing 
the optimum contribution to seismology to the detection problem. In 
so doing it also recognizes that this program will result in dramatic 
advances in our knowledge of the earth’s interior, of the mechanism 
of earthquakes, and of elastic wave propagation. Now that seismo- 
graphic stations are being planned for placement on other planets, 
seismological research will bear on new questions relating to the 
origin of the solar system. Seismology is a fundamental tool, pro
viding data to geologists, geochemists, geophysicists, astronomers, 
engineers, petroleum prospectors and underwater acousticians, etc., 
and rapid developments in these fields can be expected from this 
program.
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I t  is the opinion of the Panel that the research studies described in 
this document will certainly improve detection capabilities of under
ground nuclear detonations. However, die improvement^ are not 
likely to b© evaluated adequately for proper assessment of value in a 
detection system before one year of research activity at best. Most 
of them will undoubtedly require more time, perhaps three years. 
Thus, it is important to conceive of the detection system as one which 
will gradually evolve with time and reach a high level of detection 
capability only after several years.

350. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Khrushchev), April 13, 1959*

D e a r  M r. C h a irm a n  : Today the Geneva negotiations for the dis
continuance of nuclear weapons tests are resuming. During the 
recess I  have considered where we stand in these negotiations and 
what the prospects are for the successful conclusion which I  earnestly 
desire. I  have also talked with Prime Minister Macmillan,2 who 
reported to me of his frank discussions on this matter with you.

The United States strongly seeks a lasting agreement for the dis
continuance of nuclear weapons tests. We believe that this would be 
an important step toward reduction of international tensions and 
would open the way to further agreement on substantial measures 
of disarmament.

Such an agreement must, however, be subject to fully effective safe
guards to insure the security interests of all parties, and we believe 
that present proposals of the Soviet Union fall short of providing 
assurance of the type of effective control in which all parties can 
have confidence: therefore, no basis for agreement is now in sight.

In my view, these negotiations must not be permitted completely 
to fail. If  indeed the Soviet Union insists on the veto on the fact 
finding activities of the control system with regard to possible under
ground detonations, I believe that there is a way in which we can 
hold fast to the progress already made in these negotiations and 
no longer delay in putting into effect the initial agreements which 
are within our grasp. Could we not, Mr. Chairman, put the agree
ment into effect in phases beginning with a prohibition of nuclear 
weapons tests in the atmosphere? A simplified control system for

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 18,1959, pp. 704^705. Premier Khrushchev
replied on Apr. 23 (post, doc. 352).

3 Prime Minister Harold Macmillan of the United Kingdom was in Washington 
for informal discussions from March 19 to 24. [Footnote in original.]
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atmospheric tests up to fifty kilometers could be readily derived from 
the Geneva experts’ report, ajpid would not require the automatic 
on-site inspection which has created the major stumbling block in 
the negotiations so far.

My representative [Ambassador James J. Wadsworth} is putting 
forward this suggestion in Geneva today. I  urge your serious con
sideration of this possible course of action. If you are prepared to 
-change your present position on the veto, on procedures for on-site 
inspection, and on early discussion of concrete measures for high 
altitude detection, we can of course proceed promptly in the hope of 
concluding the negotiation of a comprehensive agreement for sus
pension of nuclear weapons tests. If you are not yet ready to go this 
far, then I  .propose that we take the first and readily attainable step 
of an agreed suspension of nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere 
up to fifty kilometers while the political and technical problems asso
ciated with control of underground and outer space tests are being 
resolved. If  we could agree to such initial implementation of the 
first—and I  might add the most important—phase of a test suspen
sion agreement, our negotiators could continue to explore with new 
hope the political and technical problems involved in extending the 
agreement as quickly as possible to cover ajl nuclear weapons tests. 
Meanwhile, fears of unrestricted resumption of nuclear weapons test
ing with attendant additions to levels of radioactivity would be 
allayed, and we would be gaining practical experience and confidence 
in the operation of an international control system.

I  trust that one of these paths to agreement will commend itself 
to you and permit the resuming negotiations to make a far-reaching 
response to the hopes of mankind.

Sincerely,
D w i g h t  D .  E i s e n h o w e r

351. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the Amer
ican Embassy: Protest Against NATO Nuclear and 
Missile Armaments, April 21, 1959 1

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the instruction of the Soviet Government considers it 
necessary to draw the attention of the Government of the United 
States of America to the following.

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 25, 1959, pp. 741-742. The United States 
replied on May 8 (post, doc. 359). See also North Atlantic Council statement 
of May 7 (post, doc. 358).
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Efforts which have been undertaken in the course of a prolonged 
period by the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
as well as by the governments of a number of other states have led to 
the achievement by the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, United States of America, England and France of an agree
ment to proceed toward a solution of urgent international questions 
by means of negotiations. Great hopes are being placed in the whole 
world on the Conference of Foreign Ministers opening 11 May in 
Geneva and on the conference to follow of Heads of Governments. 
The Soviet Government belongs among those who sincerely want these 
conferences to be crowned by the liquidation of the cold war and to 
open the way for healthy interrelations and peaceful cooperation of 
states. I t will not be an exaggeration to note that the agreement of 
the states of East and West to meet at the negotiating table with the 
aim of settling acute international problems is the most significant* 
positive result of the development of international relations in recent 
years.

I t  is clear that now, on the eve of negotiations, their participants 
as well as governments of other states interested in a favorable out
come of these negotiations ought to consider it their duty to do every
thing dependent on them in order to facilitate the strengthening of 
confidence and mutual understanding, to ease the search for mutually 
acceptable solutions and above all to refrain from actions which could 
complicate the international situation and prevent the success of the 
conferences.

Nevertheless reports have appeared in the press of Western coun
tries recently that the Government of the United States of America 
is undertaking measures in order to push the nuclear and rocket arma
ment of certain state-participants of the North Atlantic bloc, to 
speed up the implementation of plans for stationing its rocket bases 
on the territories of these countries. Following Italy, which has just 
concluded with the United States of America an agreement about the 
stationing on its territory of American rocket sites, the conclusion of 
analogous agreements with the Governments of Greece, Turkey, Fed
eral Republic of Germany and certain other countries is now being 
prepared.

It is beyond any doubt that the creation of American rocket bases 
in Greece would cause a sharp worsening of the situation in the Balkan 
peninsula and in the south of Europe and the atomic armament of 
Turkey, which besides that is included in the Baghdad Pact, would 
lead to a serious increase of the military danger in the Near and Middle 
East which is even without this a region extremely subject to shocks.

As for the Federal Republic of Germany, the Soviet Government 
has already repeatedly drawn the attention of the Governments of 
the United States of America, England and France as well as the
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Government of the Federal Republic of Germany itself to the 
extremely serious and dangerous consequences to the cause of peace 
to which the atomic armament of Western Germany would inevitably 
lead.

At the same time the Soviet Government considers it necessary 
especially to point out that by expanding preparations for atomic 
war on the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany and by 
aiding in the equipment of the Bundeswehr with nuclear and rocket 
armament, the Government of the United States of America is violat
ing the conditions worked out by the Allied Powers after the rout 
of Hitlerite Germany at the time of its capitulation and accepted; 
by the German representatives, which prohibited the armament and 
militarization of Germany [and] which was a guarantee of future' 
peace and security. Therefore the Soviet Government considers mea
sures for the atomic armament of the Federal Republic of Germany as 
illegal and protests against them. The Soviet Government retains for 
itself the right, as a party which fought against Hitlerite Germany 
and signed the document of military capitulation1 and the declara
tion about the defeat of Germany,2 to draw the appropriate conclusions 
for itself in relation to Western Germany.

At the present moment, when the Governments of the United 
States of America, England and France and also the Government 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, have expressed agreement to 
discuss in forthcoming negotiations the question about a peace treaty 
with Germany, it would be impossible to evaluate measures for the 
atomic armament of the Federal Republic of Germany otherwise 
than as an attempt beforehand to torpedo these negotiations. It 
is impossible not to come to the conclusion that the measures being 
prepared for the atomic armament with nuclear and rocket weapons 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Turkey, and certain 
other state-participants of the North Atlantic bloc and the plans for 
the stationing on the territories of these countries of American sites for 
launching rockets are in contradiction with those tasks which stand 
before the Conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs and the 
Summit Conference.

The question arises whether an attempt is not here being made to 
confront the forthcoming conferences with accomplished facts in 
order to bring to naught the possibilities of achieving agreements, if 
not in general to undermine the very understanding about negotiations 
between East and West.

It goes without saying that all responsibility for the consequences 
of this would fall on the Government of the United States of America 
and the governments of those allies of the United States of America

1A Decade of American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-49, pp. 555-506..
2 Ibid., pp. 506-511.



1396 DOCUMENT 352 : APRIL 23, 1959

in NATO who are so little concerned with facilitating the success of 
the forthcoming negotiations.

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has 
regarded with understanding the statements which the Ambassadors 
of the United States of America, England and Franca in Moscow 
made on March 26 of this year to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, namely, that in the opinion 
of the three above governments unilateral actions of any government 
in the period of preparation for the forthcoming conferences will 
hardly facilitate their successful outcome. The Soviet Government 
therefore would have a right to expect that the Government of the 
United States of America as well as the Governments of the other 
Western Powers will also themselves act in the same manner and 
not be limited by the expression to the Government of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics of such hopes.

In connection with the above the Soviet Government expresses the 
hope that the Government of the United States of America will regard 
with all seriousness the considerations expressed in the current note.

352. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
President Eisenhower, April 23, 19591

D e a r  M r. P r e s id e n t :  I have received your communication of April 
132 in connection with the renewal of negotiations at Geneva on the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests. I am glad that you also are of 
the opinion that these negotiations must not be allowed to fail.

You ask whether we could begin by coming to an agreement to 
stop nuclear weapons tests exclusively in the air at altitudes of up 
to 50 kilometers, leaving aside temporarily the solution of the ques
tion of the cessation of other types of nuclear explosions, that is to 
say, at altitudes of more than 50 kilometers and under ground.

The Soviet Government has studied with all care and thoroughness 
the considerations set forth in your communication, and considers that 
the cessation of only those explosions of nuclear weapons which take 
place at altitudes of up to 50 kilometers does not solve the problem.

If we were to sign such an agreement now the question would arise 
as to what it would offer to peoples that now long for complete pro
hibition of all tests of nuclear weapons. By such an action we would 
only be misleading the public, since in fact the tests would continue

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 18, 1959, p. 705. Cf. White House state
ment of Apr. 27 (post, doc. 355).

* Ante, doc. 350.
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to be carried out under ground and at higher altitudes. Thus the 
aim which is before us—that of preventing the production of new 
and ever more destructive types of nuclear weapons—would not be 
attained.

On the other hand, explosions of nuclear weapons at altitudes of 
more than 50 kilometers would also poison the atmosphere and the 
earth, contaminating with radioactive fallout the vegetation which 
finds its way into the food of animals and into the human organism, 
just as is occurring at the present time. I think that you will agree 
with me that, from the viewpoint of concern for human health, it 
does not make any difference whether radioactive fallout originates 
in an explosion carried out at an altitude of 40 or, let us say, 60 kilo
meters. Consequently, from this point of view the objective toward 
which we must move would still not be attained. Thus, peoples 
would have a right to judge and condemn the conclusion of a treaty 
on the cessation of tests in the air alone at altitudes of up to 50 
kilometers as a dishonest deal. I t goes without saying that such a 
treaty could be concluded only if there were assumed a lack of aware
ness on the part of the public at large. This is something that is not 
possible at the present time, for scientists would immediately under
stand the meaning of such a treaty and make it clear that it would not 
solve the problem but would leave the situation just as it was before 
the conclusion of the treaty.

I  feel, Mr. President, that we should not be stopped by difficulties 
and that we should find in ourselves the strength of will and an under
standing of the need to conclude a treaty that would provide for the 
cessation of all types of nuclear weapons tests—in the air, under 
ground, under water, and at high altitudes.

It is my opinion that, on the basis of the proposals made by you 
and by us, we are quite able to find a solution to the problem of dis
continuing tests that would satisfy both the interests of the powers 
having nuclear weapons and the interests of all other countries, and 
to establish such controls as would guarantee strict observance of the 
treaty.

It seems that the most serious difference between us is the question 
of the sending of inspection teams for the investigation of phenomena 
suspected of being nuclear explosions.

As you know, during his stay in Moscow Prime Minister Macmil
lan of Great Britain expressed the opinion that it would be possible 
to agree to carry out each year a certain previously determined num
ber of inspections on the territory of the Soviet Union as well as on 
the territories of the U.S.A., Great Britain, and their possessions if 
the reports of control posts would indicate the existence of phenomena 
that might be suspected of being nuclear explosions.1 It is under

1 See post, docs. 353 and 354.
55145-1:*— 6 0 — v o l. 2 -------- 4 5
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stood that such inspections would not be numerous. I  consider that, 
strictly speaking, it would not be necessary for many trips to be made 
to each country.

The very fact of possible investigation in areas where test instru
ments indicate the existence of phenomena suspected of being nuclear 
explosions would deter governments or persons within governments 
who might wish to carry out explosions in violation of the obliga
tions undertaken by them. This is understandable, since in such case 
no government and no organization within such a government could 
be free from actual inspection of the areas in which it is suspected 
that nuclear explosions are being carried out. Naturally such sus
picions must be based, not on conclusions on the part of persons 
working in the control organization but on objective readings of 
instruments.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I should like to express the hope that 
the proposals put forward by the Soviet Government will meet with 
understanding on your part and that an agreement will be reached 
between us on one of the most important and acute problems of our 
time. For our part, we shall make every effort to achieve agree
ment on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests, and you can be certain 
that if we sign a document we shall, even if there is no control what
soever, faithfully carry out the obligations assumed by us, because 
for the Soviet Union public opinion and the opinion of nations is 
dearer than anything else.

Respectfully yours,
N. K h r u s h c h e v

353. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
the British Prime Minister (Macmillan) Regard
ing Nuclear Tests, April 23, 19591

D e a r  M r . P r im e  M i n i s t e r  : I  acknowledge the receipt of your letter 
of April 13 2 in which you express your support of the proposal made 
by President Eisenhower8 concerning the cessation of tests of nuclear 
weapons to begin with only in the atmosphere at an altitude up to 50 
kilometers. The Soviet Government has thoroughly studied the con
siderations expressed by President Eisenhower and our stand on the

1 Department of State files.
* Not printed here.
'Ante, doc. 350.
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substance of this proposal has been set forth in my message to the 
President of the United States1 a copy of which I  enclose.

I  must point out right now that this proposal in our opinion does 
not solve the problems connected with the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests. Permit me to explain my views.

Let us assume that only explosions in the atmosphere up to an alti
tude of 50 kilometers are banned. I t is clear that this would not 
cover all other possibilities of staging nuclear weapons tests, namely 
at altitudes exceeding 50 kilometers as well as under ground and under 
water. Hence we would not attain our aim—to halt the nuclear arms 
race or at least the designing of ever more destructive types of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons.

Nor would we attain the other aim of no lesser importance—to 
prevent the pollution of the atmosphere, the soil and the water by 
radioactive products harmful to human health, the pollution of vege
tation which is used as food by animals and finds its way into man’s 
organism.

I recollect with satisfaction the talks we had in Moscow when dis
cussing the state of affairs at the Geneva conference on the discontinu
ance of nuclear weapons tests. You, Mr. Prime Minister, expressed 
at that time considerations aimed at eliminating one of the principal 
difficulties at the conference, namely the procedure for on the spot 
inspection of phenomena suspected to be nuclear explosions. You 
pointed out that the possibility of concluding an agreement on the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests would be brought closer if we 
reached an understanding to determine in advance for each side the 
number of annual trips of inspection teams to the site.

Of course, the number of annual trips by inspection teams should 
not be great. Indeed, there is no need for many groups to travel to 
each of the countries concerned.

The possibility of control being effected in areas where according to 
instrument readings nuclear explosions are suspected will inevitably 
restrain the states from violating their obligations, since they will have 
to reckon with the fact that inspection teams might detect the viola
tion of their obligations. It goes without saying that suspicions con
cerning explosions must be based on objective readings of instruments 
and not on conclusions drawn by staff members of the control agency.

As you may well remember, Mr. Prime Minister, we took at the time 
a favorable attitude towards your proposal. We still believe that 
this proposal might provide a sound foundation for insuring success in 
solving the problem of discontinuing tests of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons and for reaching a comprehensive agreement on this ques
tion. The Soviet delegation has been instructed to present this pro
posal for consideration at the Geneva Conference.

1 Ante, doc. 352.
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May I  express, confidence, Mr. Prime Minister, that you will in
struct your representative at the Geneva Conference to exert the nec
essary effort for a solution of this difficult problem taking into 
account the considerations you expressed in Moscow.

I  think you will agree that an understanding on the question of dis
patching inspection teams would pave the way for agreement oil the 
cessation of tests of all types of nuclear weapons  ̂which would help 
greatly towards creating a favorable climate for a solution of other 
international problems in the interests of consolidating peace.

Yours sincerely,
N ik it a  K h r u sh c h ev

354. Statement by the British Foreign Secretary (Lloyd) 
to the House of Commons {Extract}, April 27, 
1959x

The fifth and most important area of difference relates to the veto. 
The veto is of special importance in relation to underground tests, 
because, to detect whether or not there has been an underground test 
it is vital to have an on-site inspection. Eather different considera
tions apply to tests in the atmosphere. The Soviet position up to 
now has been that there must be unanimity that there is something 
to be investigated—in other words, that an event has taken place 
which could have been a nuclear explosion. Secondly, they claim 
that there must also be unanimity before an inspection group can be 
dispatched to the site of the suspected incident. On both those points 
we feel that we cannot accept a veto.

One idea for breaking this disagreement is a British idea which 
was discussed in Moscow and in Washington by the Prime Minister 
with Mr. Khrushchev and President Eisenhower, and which is men
tioned in Mr. Khrushchev’s Note.2 It is that each side should have 
the right of a limited number of inspections each year which could 
not be challenged by the other side. There would be free choice to 
select for inspection a limited number from the suspicious cases dis
closed by instruments at the control posts. On a golfing analogy, 
each side should have a certain number of bisques, X in number. 
[Hon. Members: “What is that?”] A bisque is a stroke which can

1 Department of State files.
1 Ante, doc. 353.
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fee taken by the opponent of the person against whom it is given. I  
am glad to add to the right hon. Gentleman’s knowledge.

The Soviet fear of an inspection system has been that it would be 
used to gain military intelligence, quite apart from investigating 
suspected tests. They say that if there is the right to have some hun
dreds of inspections a year and there is to be a decision by a majority 
vote when they are to take place, that would amount to complete 
intelligence cover of the Soviet Union, and they are not satisfied by 
the answer that the same would apply to the United States and the 
United Kingdom. We believe that this fear could be allayed if the 
number of inspections were limited. In any case, every suspicious 
seismological incident cannot be investigated for purely physical and 
practical reasons. There are not sufficient resources to do it and not 
enough scientists available to investigate every suspicious seismologi
cal incident. But the risk of inspection and discovery would be a 
deterrent against breach of the treaty.

Both the United States and the Soviet Governments were interested 
in this idea which we put forward, but the difficulty will lie in assess
ing the figure X—what is to be the limited number of inspections— 
and also in agreeing what is required to initiate the right to inspect. 
We would agree that this right must be founded upon some definite 
scientific criterion, but again, in evaluating the scientific evidence we 
could not accept a veto. We could not accept the veto on the question 
of evaluating the scientific evidence justifying the inspection.

There is another new factor. New data on underground explosions 
and their detection have been produced since the experts met and 
made their agreement in Geneva last August.1 So far, the Soviet 
Government have refused to examine these new data, but it seems to 
me that if any agreement is to be reached along the lines which we 
have suggested, these new data must be examined. There are new 
data about underground explosions and about the nature of the in
strumentation to detect them, and whether it is possible to detect 
differences between natural earthquakes and man-produced 
explosions.

Upon that there is new data, and it seems to me that on examina
tion of the new data must depend the limited number of inspections 
and also the scientific criteria to which I  have just referred. That 
i§ where this new suggestion is at the moment. We think that it is 
valuable, but, of course, it must depend on what number is fixed and 
what is the criteria.

1 Ante, doc. 284.
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355. White House Statement on Nuclear Test Suspen
sion, April 27, 1959 1

The President and the Secretary of State are disappointed that 
Mr. Khrushchev has not been willing to take the practical and imme
diately feasible measure of nuclear test suspension proposed in the 
President’s letter of April 13th.2

Contrary to the impression given in Mr. Khrushchev’s letter,3 the 
United States does want a complete test ban. That is what President 
Eisenhower proposed in August 1958 4 and what we have been trying 
to get agreement on for 5 months in Geneva. The Soviets have thus 
far, however, been unwilling to accept the controls which would make 
such agreement possible.

The Soviet suggestion does not address itself to the key point—the 
veto—which has thus far blocked agreement. The President and the 
Secretary of State hope that, when clarified, the Soviet position may 
reflect a change in attitude on this question so that progress can be 
achieved.

356. Senate Resolution 96: Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Tests, April 30, 1959 5

W h e r e a s  the goal of the people of the United States is a just and 
lasting peace; and

W h e r e a s  the peace of the world is threatened by an arms race of 
major proportions among the leading powers of which key aspects 
are the continuing development of devastating nuclear weapons and 
the maintenance of large standing armies by some states; and

W h e r e a s  for thirteen years negotiations to control and limit arma
ments and armed forces have not led to agreement; and

W h e re a s  representatives of the United States, the United King
dom, and the Soviet Union are now meeting in Geneva for the pur
pose of drafting a treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests; and

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 18, 1959, p. 706. Read to correspondents 
by James G. Hagerty, the President’s Press Secretary.

* Ante, doc. 350.
* Ante, doc. 352.
4 Ante, doc. 285.
5 Department of State Bulletin, May 25,1959, pp. 742-743. The text of the reso

lution was transmitted to the Soviet Foreign Ministry by a note of May 5 (ibid., 
p. 742). For the Soviet reply, see post, doc. 363.
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W h e re a s  an effective agreement to discontinue nuclear weapons 
tests would result in a reduction of the hazard from radioactive fall
out which contaminates the air that the people of the world must 
breathe, and which is a matter of grave concern to all mankind; and 

W h e re a s  an effective worldwide control system is a necessary com
ponent of any international agreement on the cesssation of nuclear 
weapons tests in which all states are to have confidence; and 

W h e re a s  an agreement regarding the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests under an effective control system would provide an 
opportunity to ease world tensions and realize a small but significant 
first step toward the goal of the control and reduction of nuclear and 
conventional armaments and armed forces: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Members of the Senate support the efforts of 
the United States to continue to negotiate for an international 
agreement for the suspension of nuclear weapons tests; and be it 
further

Resolved, That the Senate emphatically endorses the principle that 
an adequate inspection and control system must be part of any such 
international agreement involving a suspension of nuclear weapons 
tests; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Senate requests the President of the United 
States to submit to the Soviet Government the contents of this reso
lution so that the desire of the American people speaking through 
their representatives in the Senate will be known and be made clear 
for the successful outcome of the negotiations in Geneva for an 
effective and reliable agreement for the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests.

357. Letter From President Eisenhower to the Soviet 
Premier (Khrushchev) Regarding Nuclear Test Sus
pension, May 5, 19591

D e a r  M r. C h a irm a n  : I have your reply2 to my communication of 
April thirteenth8 in which I suggested ways in which we might move 
more rapidly toward the achievement of a lasting agreement for the 
discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests under adequately safeguarded 
conditions.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Jane 8,1959, pp. 825-826. Premier Khrushchev
replied on May 14 (post, doc. 360).

* Ante, doc. 352.
* Ante, doc. 350.
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I do not disagree with your statement of the need to conclude a 
treaty which would provide for th§ cessation of all types of nuclear 
weapons tests in the air, underground, under water, and at high alti
tudes. This is the objective I  proposed last August,1 which my repre
sentatives at Geneva have sought since the beginning of negotiations 
there, and which in my most recent letter I  reaffirmed as the goal of th? 
United States. I  sincerely hope that your affirmation of this objective 
will prove to mean that you would now be willing to accept the essen
tial elements of control which would make this possible.

You refer to the possibility mentioned by Prime Minister Macmil
lan for carrying out each year a certain previously determined num
ber of inspections. I have also been informed that your representa
tive at the Geneva Conference has formally proposed that agreement 
be reached on the carrying out annually of a predetermined number 
of inspections, both on the territory of the Soviet Union and on the 
territories of the United States, the United Kingdom and their pos
sessions. In keeping with our desire to consider all possible ap
proaches which could lead to agreement for discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests with effective control, the United States is prepared to 
explore this proposal through our representatives in the negotiations 
at Geneva  ̂ In particular it will be necessary to explore the views of 
the Soviet Government on the voting arrangements under which this 
and other essential elements of control will be carried out, the criteria 
which will afford the basis for inspection, and the arrangements which 
you would be prepared to accept to assure timely access to the site of 
unidentified events that could be suspected of being nuclear explosions. 
I t will be necessary to know, also, the scientific basis upon which any 
such number of inspections would be determined and how it would 
be related to the detection capabilities of the control system. I have 
noted your understanding that these inspections would not be numer
ous. The United States has not envisaged an unlimited number of 
inspections, but adheres to the concept that the number should be ift 
appropriate relationship to scientific facts and detection capabilities.

As I stated in my last communication, if you are prepared to 
change your present position on the veto, on procedures for on-site 
inspection, and on early discussion of concrete measures for high alti
tude detection, we can proceed promptly in the hope of concluding 
the negotiation of a comprehensive agreement for suspension of 
nuclear weapons tests. I  hope that your position on these basic 
issues will change sufficiently to make this possible.

There are reports that your representative in Geneva has given 
some reason for thinking the Soviet Government may be prepared to 
modify its approach regarding these questions. If this should prove 
not to be the case, however, I could not accept a situation in which

1 Ante, doc. 285.
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we would do nothing. In that event I  would wish to urge your 
renewed consideration of my alternative proposal. I t  is that start
ing now we register and put into effect agreements looking toward 
the permanent discontinuance of all nuclear weapons tests in phases, 
expanding the agreement as rapidly as corresponding measures of 
control can be incorporated in the treaty. I  would again propose 
that toward this end we take now the first and readily attainable 
Step of an agreed suspension of nuclear weapons tests in the atmos
phere up to the greatest height to which effective controls can under 
present circumstances be extended.

In my communication of April thirteenth, I suggested that the first 
jtfiase of such an agreement should extend to the altitude for which 
controls were agreed upon by the Geneva Conference of Experts last 
summer.1 We would welcome discussions of the feasibility at the 
present time of extending the first phase atmospheric agreement to 
higher altitudes and our representatives in the present negotiations at 
Geneva are prepared to discuss the technical means for controlling 
such an agreement.

It is precisely because of my deep desire for a complete discontinu
ance of nuclear weapons tests that I  urge again that you either 
accept the measures of control that will make such agreement pos
sible now or, as a minimum, that you join now in the first step toward 
this end which is within our reach. Such a step would assure that 
no time will be lost in setting up the elements of the system already 
substantially agreed and in stopping all tests that can be brought 
under control. While this is being done our negotiators would con
tinue to explore the problems involved in extending the agreement 
to other weapon tests as quickly as adequate controls can be devised 
and agreed upon.

Sincerely, D w ig h t  D . E is e n h o w e r

358. Statement by the North Atlantic Council Regard
ing Soviet Protest Against NATO Armaments, May 
7, 19592

The Council considered on 6th May the recent Soviet notes ad
dressed to several NATO Governments,8 in which it was represented 
that the current programmes of the NATO powers for the introduc

1 Ante, doc. 284.
• Department of State Bulletin,, May 25, 1959, pp. 739-740. See also U.S. note 

of May 8 (post, doc. 359).
1 See mte, doc. 351.
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tion of modem weapons were an attempt to torpedo in advance the 
negotiations which will begin in Geneva on 11th May.1 The same 
allegations are to be found in the communique issued after the War
saw Pact meeting of 28th April.

On the eve of the Geneva Conference, the Soviet leaders appear to 
be misinterpreting Western intentions in proceeding with the orderly 
development of their programme for modernising the forces of the 
Alliance. The Council have reviewed, in consultation with the 
NATO military authorities, the progress made in the equipping and 
training of the forces of the Alliance with modem arms, including 
arrangements concluded or under negotiation between certain NATO 
countries for the necessary training of personnel and exchange of in
formation in this field.

The Council noted that these programmes for improving NATO 
defences are the consequence of long-established NATO policies which 
were arrived at through joint decisions of NATO countries. Certain 
aspects of these programmes now require parliamentary approval in 
some member countries. They have been in the process of implemen
tation for over two years, as is shown by the statement issued after 
the Heads of Government meeting of December 1957, reaffirming the 
decision previously taken to equip the NATO forces with modem 
weapons. This disposes of any suggestion designed, as alleged in the 
Soviet notes, to prejudice the success of the forthcoming meeting in 
Geneva.

The Council agreed that the considerations expressed in its com
muniques of May2 and December 1957 are still valid today. On 19th 
December, 1957, the NATO Heads of Government stated that

The Soviet leaders, while preventing a general disarmament agreement, have 
made it clear that the most modern and destructive weapons, including missiles 
of all kinds, are being introduced in the Soviet armed forces. In the Soviet 
view, all European nations except the U.S.S.R. should, without waiting for gen
eral disarmament, renounce nuclear weapons and missiles and rely on arms of 
the pre-atomic age. As long as the Soviet Union persists in this attitude, we 
have no alternative but to remain vigilant and to look to our defences. We are 
therefore resolved to achieve the most effective pattern of NATO military de
fensive strength, taking into account the most recent developments in weapons 
find techniques.8

The Council recalls and emphasises particularly the following 
statement which was included in the communique of 3d May, 1957:

Pending an acceptable agreement on disarmament, no power can claim the 
right to deny to the Alliance the possession of the modern arms needed for ite 
defence. If, however, the fears professed by the Soviet Union are sincere, they

1 Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom,
the Soviet Union, and France.

* Department of State Bulletin, May 27,1957, p. 840.
• Ante, doc. 239.
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•could be readily dissipated. All tha£ is needed is for the Soviet Union to accept 
a general disarmament agreement embodying effective measures of control and 
inspection within the framework of the proposals made on numerous occasions 
by the Western Powers, which remain an essential basis of their policy.

Finally, the Council recalled the following statement in the Heads 
of Government communique: “We are also prepared to examine any 
proposal, from whatever source, for general or partial disarmament, 
and any proposal enabling agreement to be reached on the controlled 
reduction of armaments of all types.”

359. Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry: Reply to Soviet Protest Against 
NATO Armaments, May 8, 1959 1

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its com
pliments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and with reference to the Ministry’s Note num
ber 28/OSA of April 212 has the honor to state on instruction of its 
Government the following:

In its note the Soviet Government, citing selected press reports, 
has presented certain elements of long-established defense programs 
of the United States and its Allies in a misleading manner. I t dis
cussed its version of recent developments in these programs as if they 
were in some way comparable to the type of unilateral action men
tioned in connection with the United States note of March 26 s 
relating to the Soviet threat to disavow its responsibilities for Berlin 
and access to Berlin and to sign a separate peace treaty with the 
so-called German Democratic Republic.4 The Soviet Government, 
on this basis, asserted that the United States Government is attempt
ing to jeopardize the success of the forthcoming negotiations at 
Geneva beginning May 11.

To correct the distortions contained in the Soviet Government’s 
note, the United States Government wishes to draw the attention of 
the Soviet Government to the press communique issued by the North 
Atlantic Council on May 7, 1959, which sets forth clearly the facts

1 Department Of State Bulletin, May 28, 1059, pp. 740-741. The Soviet Foreign 
Ministry replied on May 23,1959 (post, doc. 364).

a Ante, doc. 351.
* Documents on Germany, 1944-1959 (S. Committee print, 86th Cong., 1st 

sess.), pp. 409-410.
4 See Soviet note of Nov. 27, 1958 (ibid., pp. 317-331).
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regarding the nature of the defense programs of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization of which the United States is a member.1

In this press communique the Council noted that these programs 
for improving NATO defenses are the consequence of long-established 
NATO policies which were arrived at through joint decisions of 
NATO countries. Certain aspects of these programs now require 
parliamentary approval in some member countries. They have been 
in the process of implementation for over two years, as is shown by 
the statement issued after the Heads of Government meeting of 
December 1957,2 reaffirming the decision previously taken to equip 
the NATO forces with modern weapons. This disposes of any sug
gestion that these measures, which have no aggressive purpose, are 
designed, as alleged in the Soviet notes, to prejudice the success of 
the forthcoming meeting in Geneva.

The Council went on to say that the considerations expressed in its 
communiques of May and December 1957 are still valid today, refer
ring particularly to the statement of the NATO Heads of Government 
of December 19, 1957, pointing out that: “The Soviet leaders, while 
preventing a general disarmament agreement, have made it clear that 
the most modem and destructive weapons, including missiles of all 
kinds, are being introduced in the Soviet armed forces. In the 
Soviet view, all European nations except the U.S.S.R. should, with
out waiting for general disarmament, renounce nuclear weapons and 
missiles and rely on arms of the pre-atomic age.”

Recent statements by Soviet leaders, notably by Marshal Malinov- 
ski on February 9, 1959, make clear that the Soviet Government 
persists in this attitude.

The United States Government has noted the reference in the 
Soviet Government’s note to the hopes which are being placed 
throughout the world on the conference of Foreign Ministers begin
ning May 11 as well as the Soviet Government’s statement that it 
is among those who sincerely want this conference to open the way 
for healthy relations and cooperation among governments. The rec
ord clearly shows that the United States has consistently sought 
a meaningful meeting of the Foreign Ministers. As was stated in 
its note of March 26, the United States Government believes that the 
Foreign Ministers’ meeting should reach positive agreements over 
as wide a field as possible and in any case narrow the differences 
between the respective points of view. The United States is proceed
ing to the forthcoming negotiations at Geneva with a full desire to

1 Ante, doc. 358.
* Ante, doc. 239.
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make every effort to bring them to a fruitful conclusion. I t  looks to 
the Soviet Union to display the same attitude in accordance with the 
many Soviet public protestations of such a desire.

360. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
President Eisenhower Regarding Nuclear Test 
Suspension, May 14, 1959 1

D e a r  Mr. P r e s id e n t :  Your answer 2 to my communication to you 
of April 23rd3 of this year has been received. The Soviet Govern
ment expresses its satisfaction in regard to the statement of the 
Government of the United States to the effect that the latter does not 
object to the conclusion of a treaty which would contemplate the 
cessation of all types of nuclear weapons tests—in the air, under
ground, under water, and at high altitudes—and that such an agree
ment is the aim of the United States. In this respect I would like 
to tell you, Mr. President, that the Soviet Government has always 
considered and continues to consider that it is precisely such a solu
tion which would fully correspond to the task of preventing the devel
opment of new and ever more destructive types of nuclear weapons, 
and of removing the danger derived from atomic radiation emanating 
from explosions of such weapons.

The Soviet Government notes with satisfaction the readiness of 
the Government of the United States to study the proposal concern
ing the carrying out, on a yearly basis, of a certain previously deter
mined number of inspections both on the territory of the Soviet 
Union and on the territories of the U.S.A., Great Britain, and their 
possessions, if the indications of the instruments of control posts give 
evidence of the presence of phenomena which might be suspected of 
being nuclear explosions. We continue to be of the opinion that this 
proposal constitutes a good basis for a solution of the most difficult 
problem—the problem of sending inspection teams for investigations 
on the spot. Obtaining agreement on this proposal would open the 
way to the conclusion of an accord on the cessation of all types 
of tests.

With respect to the question raised by you, Mr. President, as to 
the control of the observance of the agreement on the cessation of

1 Department of State Bulletin, June 8,1959, pp. 826-827.
* Ante, doc. 357.
* Ante, doc. 352.
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tests, and to the opinion of the Soviet Government in respect to the 
procedure of voting which would determine the implementation of 
the more important elements of such control, I  should like to bring 
the following to your attention: We consider that agreement on a 
previously determined number of visits of inspection teams precludes 
the necessity of voting or of obtaining agreement on that question 
within the control commission or within any other organization. The 
sense of our proposal consists precisely in such an elimination of the 
question of the so-called “veto” in regard to sending inspection teams 
on the spot. Inspection teams could, for instance, be sent, within the 
limitations of the agreed number of visits, upon the request of any 
of the initial parties to the agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests, that is to say: the U.S.A., the U.S.S.R., and Great 
Britain, in those cases where the indications of the instruments of 
control posts provide a basis for suspecting a phenomenon of being 
a nuclear explosion. We are ready to accept the obligation guaran
teeing opportune and unhampered access of the inspection teams to 
the area within the territory of the Soviet Union in which there are 
observed phenomena suspected of being an atomic explosion, and to 
which an appropriate party expresses the desire to send such teams.

We note your statement that the United States does not contemplate 
an unlimited number of inspections and that you are taking into con
sideration our opinion, according to which such inspections should 
not be numerous. You write that the number of such inspections 
should be in definite conformity with scientific facts and opportunities 
of detection. But I think that you will agree, Mr. President, that 
there is hardly any need to engage in a study of any criteria for 
solving such a simple and obvious problem as determining a specific 
number of visits of inspection teams. Disputes over criteria of this 
kind might be conducted endlessly, especially if one of the parties did 
not aim at concluding an agreement for the cessation of nuclear weap
ons tests. The Soviet Government considers that it might be possible 
to agree on a number of inspections which will fully guarantee the 
possibility of detecting violations of the agreement. In this con
nection in order to restrain countries which might be tempted to vio
late the agreement and conduct nuclear explosions secretly, no large 
number of inspection visits would be necessary, of course. The agree
ment itself as to a specific number of such verifications will have a 
sobering effect on all governments which might be inclined to con
duct concealed nuclear weapons tests.

As far as the Soviet Government is concerned, we have solemnly 
stated and do state that even in advance we shall strictly adhere to 
the agreement and shall not violate the agreement concerning the 
cessation of tests, which will be signed by us.
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But we shall not object to having the question of the number of 
inspections according to agreement between the initial participants 
of the treaty revised, shall we say, once every two years, on the basis of 
the estimate of the experience of the work of the control organization.

I  do not think that voting on other questions pertaining to the 
activity of the control organization would be an obstacle to the con
clusion of the agreement. It might be agreed that the decision on 
the matter of appointing an administrator, for example, would be 
undertaken by agreement between the initial treaty members in the 
control commission, and you do not object to this either. We might 
be guided by the same principle in appointing the personnel of the 
control posts, inspection groups, etc.

In your letter, Mr. President, you also raise the question of dis
cussing in the very near future concrete measures for the detection 
of explosions conducted at high altitudes. We agree that on the 
matter of the cessation of nuclear weapons tests there would be con
ducted in a short time a technical discussion of concrete measures 
as to methods of detecting nuclear explosions at high altitudes on 
the basis of the conclusion of the Geneva meeting of experts, for the 
purpose of including such methods in the system of control.1

The Soviet Government, whose constant desire is the cessation of 
all types of nuclear weapons tests in any medium and for all time, 
which is in keeping with the interests of nations, is convinced that 
on the basis of the considerations set forth above it may be possible to 
find a solution to such problems as separate us, and sign such an 
agreement in the very near future.

With sincere esteem,
N. K h r u sh ch ev

361. Letter From the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
the British Prime Minister (Macmillan) Regard
ing Nuclear Test Suspension, May 14, 1959 2

D e a r  M r. P r im e  M in is te r  : I  have received your answer8 to my 
letter of the 23rd of April, 1959.4 The Soviet Government hoped and 
continues at present to hope that the coincidence of our positions with 
regard to the ideas put forward by you for carrying out annually a

1 See post, doc. 368.
* Department of State files.
6 Not printed here.
4 Ante, doc. 353.
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predetermined number of inspections on the territory of the Soviet 
Union and also on the territories of the United States of America and 
Great Britain and their possessions may prove to be the means of 
solving the difficulties in the question of carrying out inspections on 
the spot. This suggestion successfully resolves the dispute about the 
so-called veto in deciding the question of sending such inspections 
to the spot.

We well remember that you had in mind to send inspection groups 
only to those areas where according to data from scientific instruments 
any phenomena suspected of being nuclear explosions are observed. 
However, Mr. Prime Minister, in our conversations we did not raise 
the question of defining the number of inspections with the help of 
any scientific criteria.

The Soviet Government considers that there is hardly any need to 
undertake the study of any scientific criteria to decide such a simple 
and clear question as the establishment of a specific number of jour
neys by inspection groups and because of this to hold up the conclu
sion of an agreement. Indeed, disputes over criteria of this sort 
might, as you understand, go on indefinitely particularly if one side is 
not determined to conclude an agreement on the cessation of tests of 
nuclear weapons. We note with pleasure, Mr. Prime Minister, your 
statement that the British Government prefers an agreement on the 
cessation of all types of nuclear tests. I  have received President 
Eisenhower’s message,1 in which he also writes that the United States 
do not object to the conclusion of an agreement of this sort. We are 
sending an answer2 to President Eisenhower’s message in which we 
are clarifying the Soviet Government’s point of view on certain ques
tions set out in his message. The text of this answer is being for
warded to you with this letter. The Soviet Government is convinced 
that it is precisely an agreement on the cessation of all experiments 
with nuclear weapons—in the air, underground, under-water and at 
great heights—which accords with the aim of preventing the creation 
one after another of new, more destructive types of nuclear weapons 
and which can eliminate the threat to the life and health of people.

We hope that the explanations of the Soviet Government will 
facilitate the conclusion of an understanding and that we shall be able 
to fulfill the will of the peoples of the world in the very near future by 
concluding an agreement on the cessation of tests of nuclear weapons.

I  sincerely hope, Mr. Prime Minister, that you will do everything in 
your power so that a way may be found to the achievement of this 
noble aim.

With sincere respects,
N . K h r u s h c h e v

1 Ante, doc. 357.
2 Ante, doc. 360.
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362. Western Peace Plan Introduced at the Geneva 
Foreign Ministers Meeting, May 14,19591

The Governments of France, the United Kingdom and the United 
States of America are convinced of the urgent need for a settlement 
of the German problem. They desire to seek, in such a settlement, 
progressive solutions which would bring about German reunification 
and security in Europe. Moreover they believe that progress on 
each of the problems of general disarmament, European security and 
a political settlement in Europe affects the degree of progress pos
sible in the solution of each of the other problems.

They accordingly propose to the Government of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics an agreement between the Four Govern
ments which would include the measures outlined below relating to 
a general settlement of the problems at issue. The measures en
visaged are closely interrelated and the present proposals are there
fore to be regarded as an inseparable whole. They would come into 
effect progressively at the stages indicated.

S ta g e  I
Reunification

1. The Four Powers would establish suitable arrangements for 
consultation among the parties to supervise the implementation of 
the agreement and to settle any disputes which might arise before the 
conclusion of a peace settlement with a reunified Germany.

2. With regard to Berlin, the Four Powers would agree that:
(a) Berlin is one city and belongs to all of Germany. East and 

West Berlin should, therefore, be united through free elec
tions held under quadripartite or UN supervision. A freely 
elected Council would be formed for the whole of Berlin until 
German reunification was achieved and as a first step towards 
it. Thus Berlin would be retained as the future capital of a 
reunified Germany.

(b) Subject to the supreme authority of the Four Powers, (with 
voting procedures as adopted by the Allied authorities in 
Vienna), the freely elected Berlin Council would be free to 
administer the city.

1 Department of S tate Bulletin, June 1, 1959, pp. 779-781. Introduced by 
France, the United Kingdom, and the United States. See also statement of the 
same date by Secretary of State Herter (ibid., pp. 776-779). The plan was 
rejected by the Soviet Union; see Foreign Minister Gromyko’s statement of 
May 18 (Foreign Ministers Meeting, May-August 1959, Geneva (Department of 
State publication 6882; 1959), pp. 98-112).

514543— 60—vol. 2------ 46
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: (c) The freedom and integrity of the united city of Berlin and 
access thereto would be guaranteed by the Four Powers who 
would continue to be entitled as at present to station troops 
in Berlin.

(d) The Four Powers would take the necessary steps to carry 
out during Stages I and I I  of the “Phased Plan” the measures 
described in (a) to (c) above.

Security
3. In a common declaration, with which other interested states 

would be invited to associate themselves, they would undertake to:
(a) settle, by peaceful means, any international dispute in which 

they may be involved with any other party;
(b) refrain from the use of force in any manner inconsistent with 

the purposes of the Charter of the United Nations;
(c) withhold assistance, military or economic, to an aggressor.
4. In order to facilitate further the solution of political problems 

and the improvement of international relations, the Four Powers 
would, in an appropriate forum, initiate discussion of possible staged 
and controlled comprehensive disarmament measures.

5. The Four Powers would arrange discussions to develop proce
dures for exchanging information in Stage I I  on military forces in 
agreed areas of Europe.

S t a g e  II
Betmification

6. Bearing in mind the complex issues involved in reunification, a 
transitional period would be agreed. The Four Powers would set 
up a Mixed German Committee.

7. The Mixed Committee would consist of 25 members from the 
Federal Republic of Germany and 10 members from the so-called 
“German Democratic Republic”. These members would be appointed 
by the Federal Government and the authorities of the so-called Ger
man Democratic Republic respectively.

8. The Mixed Committee would take its decisions by a three quar
ter majority.

9. The Mixed Committee would be entrusted with the task of formu
lating proposals:

(a) to coordinate and expand technical contact beween the two 
parts of Germany;
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{b) to ensure the free movement of persons, ideas and publications 
between the two parts of Germany;

(c) to ensure and guarantee human rights in both parts of Ger
many;

(d) for a draft law providing for general, free and secret elections 
under independent supervision.

10. The Mixed Committee would transmit any proposals made by 
it under subparagraphs (a) to (c) inclusive of paragraph 9 above 
to the appropriate authorities in both parts of Germany. Such pro
posals, if no objections are raised with respect of them, should be 
implemented as appropriate in both parts of Germany.

11. (a) Any agreed proposal for an electoral law in accordance
with sub-paragraph (d) of paragraph 9 above would be 
submitted to a plebiscite in both parts of Germany.

(b) If within one year no such draft law had been formulated 
by the Committee, the group of members from the Federal 
Republic on the one hand and the group of members from 
the so-called German Democratic Republic on the other 
would each formulate a draft law approved by a majority of 
its members. These two draft laws would then be sub
mitted to a plebiscite as alternatives. The electoral area for 
each draft law would consist of both parts of Germany.

<c) If  any proposal for an electoral law obtained a majority of 
valid votes in each of the two parts of Germany, it would ac
quire the force of law and be directly applicable for the 
entire electoral area.

■(d) The Four Powers would, at the time of signature of the 
agreement, expressly authorize the competent German au
thorities to promulgate any electoral law so approved.

(e) The Four Powers would adopt a statute providing for the 
supervision of the plebiscite.

12. If  all-German elections had not been held on or before the 
^termination of a thirty months’ period beginning on the date of the 
signing of the agreement, the Four Powers would determine the 
disposition to be made of the Committee.
Security

13. An exchange of information on military forces in the areas re
ferred to in paragraph 5 above would be undertaken.
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14% The Four Powers would restrict or reduce their armed forces 
to agreed maximum limits* for example, United States 2,500,000; 
Soviet Union 2,500,000. During this same period, these states would 
place in storage depots, within their own territories and under the 
supervision of an international control organization, specific quan
tities of designated types of armaments to be agreed upon and set 
forth in lists annexed to the agreement.

15. The Four Powers would be prepared to negotiate on a further 
limitation of their armed forces and armaments to become effective 
in Stage I I I  subject to :

(a) verification of compliance with the provisions of paragraph 14 
above;

j

(b) agreement by other essential states to accept limits on their 
armed forces and armaments, fixed in relation to the limits 
of the armed forces and armaments of the Four Powers;

(c) installation of an inspection and control system to verify com
pliance with all agreed security measures.

16. Measures of inspection and observation against surprise attack, 
helped by such technical devices as overlapping radar systems, could 
be undertaken in such geographical areas throughout the world as 
may be agreed by the Four Powers and other states concerned.

17. Since in 1954 the Federal Republic of Germany renounced 
the production of chemical, biological and nuclear weapons,1 the 
Four Powers will make such arrangements as might be appropriate 
to secure similiar measures of renunciation in the remainder of Ger
many and in other European countries to the East.

18. Inspection systems would be worked out for ensuring compli
ance with the appropriate security measures envisaged in Stage III.

S ta g e  I II
Revmiflcation

19. Not later than two and a half years after the signature of the 
agreement elections for an all-German Assembly would be held in 
both parts of Germany under the terms of the electoral law drafted 
by the Mixed Committee, approved by the Four Powers and adopted 
by the German people in a plebiscite (in accordance with the 
provisions in Stage II  above).

1 See declaration by Chancellor Adenauer in Final Act of the London Confer
ence (Oct. 3, 1954) ; American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, 
vol. I, p. 1478. A similar declaration by the Chancellor was included in Paris 
Protocol III (Oct. 23, 1954) ; ibid., pp. 980-981.
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20. The elections would be supervised by a supervisory commission 
and supervisory teams throughout all of Germany. The commission 
and teams would be composed of either (a) United Nations Personnel 
and representatives of both parts of Germany, or (b) representatives 
of the Four Powers and representatives of both parts of Germany.

21. The all-German Assembly would have the task of drafting an 
all-German constitution. It would exercise such powers as are neces
sary to establish and secure a liberal, democratic and federative 
system.

22. As soon as an all-German Government has been formed on the 
basis of the above-mentioned constitution it would replace the 
governments of the Federal Republic and the so-called German 
Democratic Republic and would have:

(a) full freedom of decision in regard to internal and external 
affairs, subject to the rights retained by the Four Powers as 
stipulated in paragraph 23 below;

(}>) responsibility for negotiating, as soon as possible after its 
establishment, an all-German Peace Treaty.

23. Pending the signature of a Peace Treaty with an all-German 
Government formed on the basis of the all-German constitution, the 
Four Powers would retain only those of their rights and responsi
bilities which relate to Berlin and Germany as a whole, including 
reunification and a peace settlement and, as now exercised, to the 
stationing of armed forces in Germany and the protection of their 
security.

Security
24. Implementation of the following security provisions would be 

dependent upon the establishment of effective control and inspection 
systems to assure verification and upon the agreement, where appro
priate, of the all-German Government to the security measures called 
for in Stage III.

25. Upon the establishment of an all-German Government, the 
Four Powers and such other countries as are directly concerned would 
agree that in a zone comprising areas of comparable size and depth 
and importance on either side of a line to be mutually determined, 
agreed ceilings for the indigenous and non-indigenous forces would 
be put into effect.

26. After conclusion of the Peace Treaty, no party would station 
forces in any country in this area without the consent of the country
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involved. Upon the request of the country involved, any party sa 
stationing forces would withdraw them within a stated period and 
would undertake the obligation not to send forces to that country 
again without the consent of the government of that country,

27. Should the aU-Qerman Government decide to adhere to any 
security pact:

(a) there might be special measures relating to the disposition of 
military forces and installations in the area which lies closest 
to the frontiers between a reunited Germany and countries 
which are members of another security pact;

(b) the Four Powers would be prepared to join with other parties 
to European security arrangements in additional mutual obli
gations, covering especially the obligation to react against 
aggressions;

(c) the Four Powers would be prepared to join with other parties 
to European security arrangements herein described in giving 
an assurance that they would not advance their forces beyond 
the former line of demarcation between the two parts of 
Germany.

28. Providing that the limitations and conditions set forth on 
armed forces and armaments in Stage II  are met, the Four Powers 
would further limit their armed forces together with corresponding 
reduction on armaments to agreed maximum levels, for example U.S. 
2,100,000; and U.S.S.R. 2,100,000. Reductions in the armed forces 
and armaments of other essential states to agreed levels would take 
place at the same time in accordance with paragraph 15 of Stage II.

29. After verified compliance with the above limitations, and sub
ject to the same conditions, negotiations would be undertaken on fur
ther limitations (for example, U.S. 1,700,000; and U.S.S.R. 1,700,000) 
together with corresponding reductions on armaments. The levels 
of armed forces and armaments of other essential states would be 
specified at the same time through negotiations with them.

30. The measures provided for above would be harmonized with 
general disarmament plans so as to be included in a general 
framework.

31. All of the security measures of the “Phased Plan” would con
tinue in force as long as the control system is operative and effective 
and the security provisions are being fulfilled and observed.
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S ta g e  TV
Since a final Peace Settlement can only be concluded with a Gov

ernment representing all Germany, it should be concluded at this 
stage. The Settlement should be open to signature by all states mem
bers of the U.N. which were at war with Germany. The Settlement 
should enter into force when ratified by the Four Powers and by 
Germany.

363. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the 
American Embassy Regarding Cessation of Nuclear 
Tests, May 23, 1959 1

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics confirms receipt of note Number 941 of the Embassy of 
the United States of America of May 5, 1959,2 which brings to the 
attention of the Soviet Government United States Senate Resolution 
96 of April 30, 1959,3 regarding negotiations on cessation of nuclear 
tests, and on instruction of the Soviet Government has the honor to 
state the following:

The Soviet Government, having acquainted itself with the content 
of the said resolution of the Senate, has brought this resolution to 
the attention of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and the Soviet 
Government consider it necessary in this connection to emphasize 
that the Soviet Union has always stood and continues to stand for 
the immediate conclusion of an international agreement providing 
for the universal cessation of tests of all types of atomic and hydro
gen weapons forever, with the establishment of the necessary inter
national control for the fulfillment of such an agreement. I t pro
ceeds from the fact that the cessation of tests of nuclear weapons 
would spare the peoples from the severe consequences of radioactive 
fallout arising as the result of such tests, would be a serious obstacle 
in the path of the creation of new, even more destructive types of 
this weapon, and would open up the prospect for further, broader 
measures in the field of disarmament in recent years. The Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR has repeatedly sent the Congress of the United

1 Department of State flies.
* Department of S tate Bulletin,, May 25,1959, p. 742.
• Ante, doc. 856.
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States messages1 in which it has directed the attention of the Con
gress to the real need for the cessation of tests of nuclear weapons and 
has proposed the adoption of agreed measures in this direction. Unr 
fortunately, the Congress of the United States has not responded to 
the appeals of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and the Soviet 
Government note with satisfaction that the U.S. Senate has now come 
forth with a resolution in support of the negotiations for the working 
out of an agreement on cessation of tests of nuclear weapons.

The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR and the Soviet 
Government would like to hope that this decision of the Senate will 
serve the cause of the most rapid achievement of agreement on the 
cessation of tests of nuclear weapons for which the peoples of the 
whole world wait with impatience. They express the hope that the 
U.S. Senate as well as the U.S. Congress as a whole will apply all its 
influence and authority for the purpose of aiding the successful com
pletion of negotiations on the cessation of tests of atomic and hydro
gen weapons.

For its part the Soviet Union will, as before, apply all efforts for 
the most rapid achievement of a mutally acceptable agreement on the 
cessation of tests of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Government appeals to the U.S. Government to bring 
the above to the attention of the U.S. Senate.

364. Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the 
American Embassy: Renewed Protest Against 
NATO Armaments, May 23, 1959 2

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics presents its compliments to the Embassy of the United 
States of America and referring to the Embassy’s note No. 958 of 
May 8, 1959,3 has the honor on instruction of its Government to state 
the following.

In the note of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. of 
April 214 the attention of the Government of the United States was

1 See New York Times, May 11,1957, p. 1.
• Department of State Bulletin, June 15, 1959, pp. 866-867. See also post, doc.

365.
8 Ante, doc. 359.
4 Ante, doc. 351.
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drawn to information which has appeared recently that the United 
States of America is taking measures to hasten the nuclear and mis
sile armament of certain countries—members of NATO, and to speed 
up the implementation of plans for locating missile bases on the ter
ritories of these countries. The Soviet Government has observed 
that measures of this kind in relation to certain NATO countries, and 
in particular the Federal Republic of Germany, will involve extremely 
dangerous consequences for the cause of peace and are incompatible 
with those tasks which stand before the Conference of Foreign 
Ministers and the conference at the summit.

As is apparent from the note of the U.S. Embassy, the fact of 
tfye implementation of the above-mentioned measures is not denied. 
In its note the Government of the United States of America in essence 
openly declares its intention also in the future to carry on a policy 
of equipping with nuclear and missile weapons the countries of 
NATO and in the first rank the Federal Republic of Germany. The 
supply of these weapons to the Federal Republic of Germany, where 
militarism and revenge aspirations are being strongly revived, repre
sents in itself a threat to the security of European states and a direct 
challenge to all peace-loving peoples.

In the note of the U.S. Embassy an attempt is made to portray 
these measures as defensive, and it is asserted that they have not been 
timed especially for the Conference of Ministers of. Foreign Affairs, 
but “are a result of long-term NATO policy.” However, this does 
not change the aggressive essence of the said measures and, therefore, 
they not only cannot serve the objectives of improving the interna
tional situation, but, on the contrary, can lead to a serious aggravation 
of the relations between countries.

Surprise also results from the attempt contained in the note of the 
Embassy to regard the proposals of the Soviet Union on the conclu
sion of a peace treaty with Germany and on the peaceful solution of 
the Berlin question as supposedly directed toward an aggravation of 
the situation and in this way to draw attention away from the measures 
of the Western Powers for the creation of ever new bases of missile 
and nuclear weapons, which really lead to a worsening between the 
relations between states. I t  is scarcely necessary to prove that at 
a time when the Soviet proposals set as their goal the normalisation 
of the situation in Central Europe and the elimination of the threat 
of the outbreak of a military conflict in this area the measures of the 
United States and its allies in the North Atlantic bloc, by thus poison
ing the international atmosphere, are leading to a strengthening of 
the war danger.
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The Soviet Government again expresses the hope that the Govern
ment of the United States will consider the views expressed in the 
present note and will refrain from actions which lead to an increase 
in international tension. This is especially important at the present 
moment when our states have entered into a period of negotiations 
for the solution of the sharpest international problems in the interest 
of strengthening peace and assuring security.

365. Statement by the Chief of the News Division of 
the Department of State (White), May 25, 1959 1

I  have a statement on the Soviet note of May 23.2 There is nothing 
new in the Soviet note of May 23. I t repeats Soviet criticism8 of the 
legitimate defense measures which have been undertaken by the 
NATO countries. This criticism has already been effectively answered 
by the communique of the North Atlantic Council of May 7 4 and by 
the note of the United States of May 8.® We see no need for carrying 
on the correspondence.

This decision by NATO countries, which is, of course, not new, that 
they cannot rely for their defense on arms of the preatomic age while 
Soviet forces are being equipped with the most modem weapons is not 
in any sense a threat to the peace, as the Soviet Government alleges. I t 
is rather the continued misrepresentation of the motives which under
lie this decision that adds to international tension.

We share the view which the Soviet Government expresses in its 
note that actions which cause tension should be avoided at this time 
when important negotiations are under way in Geneva. In this con
nection it would be helpful if the Soviet Government would cease its 
threats of unilateral action with regard to the problems under discus
sion—threats which have been repeated within the past few days by 
high Soviet spokesmen. As Secretary of State Herter has made clear 
in Geneva, such threats can scarcely improve the chances of successful 
negotiations at any leveL

1 Department of State Bulletin, June 15,1959, p. 866.
a Ante, doc. 364.
* See ante, doc. 351.
4 Ante, doc. 358.
■ Ante, doc. 359.
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366. Statement by the Department of State Regarding 
Summary Reports of the Panel on Seismic Im
provement, June 12, 19591

As was reported in a statement by the President’s Science Advisory 
Committee on January 5, 1959,2 the analysis of data obtained from 
the underground nuclear explosions conducted by the United States 
last fall indicated that the capability of the control system recom
mended by the Geneva Conference of Experts last summer to detect 
and identify underground events was considerably less than the Ex
perts had estimated. At the request of the Department of State, the 
Special Assistant to the President appointed on December 28, 1958, 
a Panel on Seismic Improvement to review the feasibility of improv
ing the Geneva system.

The Panel reported its findings on March 16. A summary of their 
conclusions is attached hereto. The Panel subsequently submitted a 
detailed report on the need for fundamental research in seismology, 
the first and summary section of which is also attached. Both docu
ments were submitted today in Geneva to the Conference on Dis
continuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests for study by the other delega
tions.

Release of the attached reports by the Department of State has 
been concurred in by the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and by the Special Assistant to the President for Science 
and Technology.

367. Statement by the Soviet Government: Proposal for 
an Atom-Free Zone in the Balkan-Adriatic Region, 
June 25, 1959 8

In connection with the statements recently of governments and 
statesmen of a number of countries on the question of insuring peace 
and security in the region of the Balkans and the Adriatic, the Soviet 
Government considers it necessary to state the following:

Guided by the interests of peace and security in Europe, the Head 
of the Soviet Government, N. S. Khrushchev, as known, introduced

1 Department of State press release, June 12, 1959. The reports are printed 
ante, docs. 347 and 349.

* Ante, doc. 337.
* Department of State files. See also statement of July 11 by the Department 

(post, doc. 369).
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a proposal about the creation in the Balkans and the region of tlj© 
Adriatic of a zone free of atomic and rocket weapons.1 This proposal

1 During his trip to Albania, Premier Khrnshchev repeatedly attacked Italy 
for agreeing to the establishment of American missile bases on her territory and 
warned Greece not to conclude a similar agreement. Speaking to the workers 
of the Stalin textile plant at Tirana (May 26), he said:

“The Soviet government has called the attention of the Italian and Greek 
governments to the fact that this policy is fraught with grave consequences 
and that it jeopardizes security. We propose that the Balkan peninsula be 
made into a peninsula of peace, free from missiles and atomic weapons. This 
would benefit the Greek people, the Italian people and in general all the peoples 
who live in the Balkan peninsula and the Mediterranean basin. (Prolonged 
applause.)

“Our aim must be to rid the entire globe of nuclear weapons. This would 
be a great relief to all people on earth.

“If the governments of Italy and Greece permit the Americans to set up 
missile bases on their territories, we may have to reach an agreement with 
the government of the Albanian Peoples Republic to set up something against 
them here. (Prolonged applause, shouts: 'Hurrah!')

“The Americans are installing medium-range missiles in Italy. If medium- 
range or even short-range missiles were installed in Albania, they could cover 
all of Italy. . . .

. . If, however, the devil, as the saying goes, ensnares the Greek govern
ment and it adopts an imprudent decision and gives the Americans permission 
to maintain their missile bases on its territory, it will thereby compel us to 
build up forces with which to offer a fitting reply. We shall talk and reach 
agreement among ourselves as to where our missile installations will be 
stationed—whether they will be here on Albanian territory or whether missiles 
will rain on the missile bases in Greece from Bulgaria or another country. 
That is not the point. There are now missiles that can hit a target accurately 
over a range not of hundreds but of thousands of kilometers, and we have 
considerable choice of places where missiles might be installed. (Prolonged 
applause.)”—Current Digest of the Soviet Press, June 24, 1959, pp. 13-14; 
Pravda, May 27,1959, p. 2.

Premier Khrushchev made similar statements in a speech at Korfce (May 28) 
and added that rocket bases in Italy “can be destroyed by rockets launched from 
the territory of the Soviet Union” (Moscow radio broadcast, May 29, 1959). In 
another address at Tirana (May 30), he repeated the atom-free zone proposal but 
Earned that, if Greece agreed to American missile bases, the Soviet Union and 
Albania would “arrange for the establishment on Albanian soil of missile bases 
$imed at Italy and Greece” (Current Digest of the Soviet Press, July 1, 1959, 
p. 5; Pravda, May 31, 1959, p. 2). After returning to Moscow, he made a public 
address (June 6) in which he threatened to set up missile bases in Albania, 
Bulgaria, and other Warsaw Treaty countries unless the atom-free zone was 
accepted. “To be sure,” he said, “we can cover the adversary’s bases with mis
siles from our own territory. However, if missiles are installed against us on 
the territory of Greece and Italy, why, we may ask, should we fire at them from 
long range, when we can use small missiles to destroy the enemy’s bases from 
Albanian and Bulgarian territory?” (Current Digest of the Soviet Press, July 
1,1959, p. 7; Pravda, June 7,1959, p. 3.)
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was confirmed in the recent joint Albanian-Soviet Declaration.1 The 
Soviet Government is profoundly convinced that the refusal of the 
countries of this region to establish on their territories atomic and 
rocket bases would meet the vital interests of the peoples of these 
countries and would be a great contribution to the cause of European 
security and to the transformation of the Balkans and the Adriatic 
into a zone of tranquillity and peace.

The importance and timeliness of this proposal stems from the 
dangerous situation for the case [c a u s e of peace which at the present 
time is developing in this region. As a result of pressure on the part 
of the United States of America, the Governments of Turkey and Italy 
have decided to establish on their territories American atomic and 
rocket bases and thus to use the strategic position of the Balkan Penin
sula for aggressive purposes. The Greek Government also intends to 
transform Greece into an atomic beachhead; now more than ever be
fore a direct threat to peace and security.

It is natural that the Soviet Union as a state contiguous to the Balkan 
countries and therefore directly interested in the preservation and sup
port of peace in the Balkans, could not fail to pay attention to such a 
development of events dangerous for its security. At the same time 
the feelings of the Balkan peoples, who are opposing the transforma
tion of the Balkans into the breeding ground of a new war and are ever 
more actively supporting the idea of an atom-free zone, are near and 
understandable to the peoples of the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Government highly values the efforts of the Governments 
of those countries which persistently and consistently come out in sup
port of the strengthening of peace, for the broadest cooperation among 
the Balkan peoples on the principles of equality, mutual respect, and 
non-interference in internal affairs.

In this connection it is impossible not to note the Declaration of 
the Rumanian Government of June 6, 1959,2 in which the proposal is 
once more advanced for the convocation of a meeting of Heads of 
Government of the countries of the Balkan Peninsula for examination 
of urgent questions which concern the countries of this region, includ
ing consideration of the proposal about creating in the Balkans a zone 
of peace free from atomic and rocket weapons.

The Soviet Government welcomes the Declaration of the Govern
ments and statesmen of the People’s Republic of Albania and of the 
People’s Republic of Bulgaria, who are actively advocating the for
mation of an atom-free zone in the Balkans and the region of the 
Adriatic.

The Government of the U.S.S.R. observes that the Yugoslav Gov
ernment, as is apparent from the statement of the Federal People’s

1 Pravda, June 1, 1959, p. 1.
* See New York Times, June 7,1959, p. 3.
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Republic of Yugoslavia President I. Broz Tito of June 8, 1959,1 also 
supports the proposal for the creation of an atom-free zone in the 
Balkans and the region of the Adriatic. I t  agrees also that the crea
tion of an atom-free zone in the Balkans would be most effective if 
all the countries of the Balkan Peninsula and Italy take part in it.

Along with this, the Soviet Government notes with regret that the 
position of the Governments of Italy, Turkey and Greece is a serious 
obstacle in the path of creating an atom-free zone. In the situation 
which is developing when the majority of the Balkan countries has 
declared themselves for the creation of an atom-free zone it would 
be possible to expect that the Governments of Italy, Turkey and 
Greece listen to the sensible voice of their neighbors and the peoples 
of their own countries and, while it is still not late, review their posi
tions on this question.

As for the statements of certain Governments that the security of 
their countries allegedly in this case would not be sufficiently guaran
teed, such apprehensions, insofar as they concern the Soviet Union, 
are deprived of any basis whatever. In the opinion of the Soviet 
Government the creation of an atom-free zone also need not be made 
dependent on whether the countries having signed an agreement on 
this zone will or will not be members of NATO2 or the Warsaw 
Treaty.8

Confident that the creation of an atom-free zone in the region of 
the Balkans and Adriatic would be a significant contribution to the 
cause of easing international tension and strengthening peace and 
security, the Soviet Government declares its readiness to become a 
guarantor of this zone together with the other great powers.

The Soviet Government appeals to the Governments of the United 
States of America, England, and France in every way to aid the 
creation of an atom-free zone in the Balkans and the region of the 
Adriatic, and also on the achievement of an agreement with the in
terested countries on this question, to guarantee together with the 
Soviet Union the security and independence of the country partici
pants of the indicated zone.

The Soviet Government expresses the hope that the countries in
terested in the creation of an atom-free zone in the Balkans and the 
region of the Adriatic will treat with due attention the considerations 
set forth in the present declaration.

1 See ibid., June 9, 1959, p. 74.
8 For the texts of the North Atlantic Treaty and related protocols, see Ameri

can Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, voL I, pp. 812-815, 853-854,
and 871-873.

8 Ibid., pp. 1239-1242.
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368. Report to the Geneva Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests by the Technical 
Working Group on the Detection and Identification 
of High-Altitude Nuclear Explosions, July 10,19591

At the direction of the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, the Technical Working Group has examined the 
possible techniques for the detection and identification of high-alti- 
tude nuclear explosions under the following terms of reference:

“The Technical Working Group should assess the capabilities 
and limitations of possible techniques for the detection and identi
fication of nuclear explosions at high altitudes (more than 30-50 
kilometres) above the earth and, on the basis of the discussions and 
conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts, recommend tech
niques and instrumentation for consideration by the Conference 
for incorporation in the Detection and Identification System”.
The Technical Working Group considered the detection of nuclear 

explosions in the region extending from 30-50 kilometres above the 
earth to hundreds of millions of kilometres from the earth.

Recognizing that the Geneva Conference of Experts in 19582 con
sidered that it is possible to use the methods of recording gamma 
radiations and neutrons by instrumented earth satellites, pointing 
out the capabilities and limitations of the methods of recording 
gamma radiations, and also the methods of recording optical phe
nomena and ionospheric phenomena at ground stations for the detec
tion of nuclear explosions at high altitudes, the Technical Working 
Group additionally considered and assessed the capabilities and limi
tations of these techniques. The Technical Working Group has also 
assessed the capabilities and limitations of new techniques of detec
tion based on observing electrons trapped in the earth’s magnetic 
field by instrumented earth satellites, soft thermal X-rays by instru
mented earth and solar satellites, and backscatter radar signals from 
the ionosphere at ground stations.

As a result of further consideration of the detection and identifi
cation techniques mentioned in the conclusions of the Geneva Con
ference of Experts and of methods and techniques which are not 
mentioned in the conclusions of the Experts, the Technical Work
ing Group has arrived at the following conclusions in regard to the 
capabilities and limitations of the possible techniques for the detection 
and identification of nuclear explosions at high altitude (more than 
30-50 kilometres) above the earth.

1 Department of State files.
* See ante, doc. 284.
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A. Detection of High-Altitvde Nucleon* Explosions by means of 
Apparatus i/nstdlled in Satellites

1. I t is technically feasible by means of a multiple coincidence 
arrangement of suitable counters, for example scintillation counters, 
to detect the prompt gamma rays from a one-kiloton nuclear explo
sion at an estimated distance of about 300,000 kilometres when the 
explosion is unshielded; the distance could be reduced by one order 
of magnitude when the explosion is shielded in a manner that would 
increase the total weight of the device by several times. The number 
of counters necessary for recording would be lower if the satellites 
were located outside the inner radiation belt of the earth and greater 
if the satellites were located within the inner radiation belt. The 
counters must be separated by a sufficient distance to avoid signals 
due to cosmic ray showers.

2. I t is technically feasible by means of suitable counters, for 
example scintillation counters, with appropriate geometry and capable 
of discriminating against the hard component of penetrating par
ticles, to detect the delayed fission gamma rays from a one-kiloton 
nuclear explosion at an estimated distance of about 300,000 kilo
metres. When operated outside the inner radiation belt of the earth 
the system of counters would be simplified. This method is not 
sensitive to shielding of the nuclear explosion.

3. I t is technically feasible by means of neutron counters, employ
ing a moderator and not located within the inner radiation belt of 
the earth, to detect the prompt neutrons from a one-kiloton nuclear 
explosion at an estimated distance of up to 100,000 kilometres when 
unshielded and at shorter distances when shielded. The weight of 
shielding would be smaller than in the case of gamma radiation for 
a comparable reduction in detection distance. At distances of the 
order of 10,000 kilometres, it is possible to detect such an explosion 
by means of delayed neutrons. This method of detecting delayed 
neutrons is not sensitive to shielding of the nuclear explosion.

4. It is technically feasible by means of an array of photomulti
pliers or a system of appropriate counters (for example, thin inor
ganic scintillation counters covered with thin foils) to detect soft 
thermal X-rays from an unshielded 10 kiloton nuclear explosion at an 
estimated distance of a few hundred million kilometres when the 
detector is not located within the earth’s radiation belt. When the 
X-ray detector is located within the earth’s radiation belt, the esti
mated detection distance is reduced by an order of magnitude. When 
the explosion is shielded by means of a reflector having large dimen
sions and a weight which is comparable to the weight of the device, 
the estimated detection distances of high yield nuclear explosions (in 
the megaton range) can be reduced by one or two orders of magni
tude and by an even greater amount for low yield nuclear explosions
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(in the kiloton range). Lighter shields will accomplish the same 
reduction in detection capability against detectors covered by foils.

5. I t is technically feasible by means of simple electron counters 
to detect the electrons trapped in the earth’s magnetic field and re
sulting from a one-kiloton nuclear explosion occurring between ap
proximately 70° N. and 70° S. magnetic latitude and at altitudes of 
from 100-700 kilometres, depending on the longitude, up to an altitude 
of 20*000 kilometres. Outside this special region the capabilities of 
this method decrease very rapidly.

6. A group of 5-6 earth satellites, maintained in appropriate orbits 
at altitudes of several tens of thousands of kilometres, allows for 
complete earth surveillance and, given the presence of instrumenta
tion listed in paragraphs 1-4 of this Section, is capable of detecting 
nuclear explosions at altitudes above the altitude at which radiation 
could escape from the atmosphere (i.e. 30 kilometres for gamma rays 
and neutrons and 75-100 kilometres for soft thermal X-rays) and 
also nuclear explosions in cosmic space up to distances in accordance 
with the recording capabilities of detectors of radiation listed in para
graphs 1-4 of this Section. If complete earth surveillance were car
ried out by satellites operating at lower altitude, a large number of 
satellites would be required, depending on the altitude. Such detec
tion systems cannot detect nuclear explosions which might be car
ried out behind the moon or the sun away from the earth.

7. Since the difficulty of establishing a satellite in orbit around the 
earth increases with altitude and since the difficulty of establishing a 
system of satellites at a given altitude increases as the number of 
satellites becomes greater, the Technical Working Group notes that 
it is technically feasible to detect high altitude nuclear explosions by 
means of techniques specified in paragraphs 1-4 of this Section with 
various systems of earth satellites. It is possible to detect explosions 
over the entire surface of the earth by using satellites with lower 
orbits and correspondingly increasing the number of satellites. A 
system of satellites ensuring full surveillance of the earth will at the 
same time ensure the surveillance of a considerable part of the earth 
by more than one satellite at a time. Such detection systems cannot 
detect nuclear explosions which might be carried out behind the moon 
or the sun away from the earth. If the use of satellites is to be 
limited to detecting explosions carried out above certain altitudes 
over the earth, the number of satellites may be correspondingly re
duced. For example, while 50-70 satellites at 700 kilometres and 
10-20 satellites at 2,000 kilometres are needed for complete earth sur
veillance, a system of 8-10 satellites will detect nuclear explosions ex
cept in limited predictable areas near the (Barth extending to altitudes 
of about 550-2,000 kilometres for the 700 kilometre orbits and to alti
tudes of about 120-750 Jkilometres for the 2,000 kilometre orbits.

514543—60—vol. 2------ 47
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The number of satellites required depends upon the accuracy of 
their position in the orbits.

8. A single satellite equipped with simple electron counters, and in 
an appropriate orbit which intercepts the region in which electrons 
may be trapped in the earth’s magnetic field, could detect the trapped 
electrons from nuclear explosions occurring in the region indicated 
in paragraph 5 of this Section.

9. The systems of earth satellites described in paragraphs 6 and 7 
above cannot detect nuclear explosions carried out in certain regions 
of controlled space, namely, behind the moon or the sun away from 
the earth. Unshielded nuclear explosions in these regions can, how
ever, be detected by the apparatus for X-ray detection, assessed in 
paragraph 4 above, when installed in a system of four satellites 
circling the sun in appropriate orbits, provided data from these 
satellites is regularly received on the earth. Bearing in mind that 
shielded nuclear devices will have to be stabilized in all cases, the 
Technical Working Group notes that for nuclear explosions at great 
distances from the earth, heavier shields would be required to reduce 
the capabilities of such a system of solar satellites than would be re
quired to reduce the detection capabilities of the earth satellite system.

B. Detection of High Altitude Nuclear Explosions by means of 
Apparatus installed at Control Posts

1. It is technically feasible by means of a system of optical detec
tors, mounted behind telescopic lenses, to detect the visible light from 
a one-kiloton nuclear explosion at estimated distances of about 100,000 
kilometres during the day and about 300,000 kilometres during the 
night. These ranges will be three times greater for megaton explo
sions. The minimum altitude for complete surveillance is determined 
by both the control post spacing and the angular aperture of the 
detector. For the 1,700 kilometre spacing of control posts the mini
mum altitude for complete surveillance is about 1,000 kilometres for a 
60° aperture and about 2,500 kilometres for a 30° aperture. Larger 
apertures would allow a reduction of the minimum altitude for com
plete surveillance depending on atmospheric conditions. The per
formance of this detection method is not substantially affected by 
shields. Cloud cover over a control post will nullify the effectiveness 
of the detector at that post. However, simultaneous cloud cover for 
all line-of-sight posts is unlikely for a nuclear explosion at very high 
altitude.

2. I t is technically feasible by means of an optical detector and 
a narrow band filter, mounted behind a wide angle lens, to detect the 
visible fluorescence created in the upper atmosphere by thermal radia
tion from a 10-kiloton nuclear explosion at an estimated distance of 
several hundred thousand kilometres from the earth. Detection at
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somewhat larger distances is possible at night. For the 1,700 kilo
metre spacing of control posts, the minimum altitude for complete 
surveillance above the earth is about 400 kilometres. For heavy 
cloud cover the range detection is reduced by a factor of ten.

3. It is technically feasible, by means of a network of 25 to 50 
backscatter radar installations operating at frequencies of 10-30 mega
cycles, to detect the appearance of additional ionization at the source 
of the explosion and of additional ionization in the atmosphere pro
duced by high-altitude nuclear explosions with a yield above one kilo
ton at altitudes from 30-50 kilometres and extending to several thou
sand kilometres. The location of the explosion and the region of 
additional ionization might be separated by considerable distances. 
Additional ionization in the atmosphere at the two magnetic conjugate 
points of the earth arises from nuclear explosions occurring in regions 
of space limited by 70° N. and 70° S. magnetic latitudes and by alti
tudes from 70-100 kilometres up to several thousand kilometres. Out
side this region of latitudes increased ionization could occur only at. 
the magnetic conjugate point nearer the explosion. The main diffi
culty with this method is the occurrence of natural phenomena giving 
similar signals. The use of this method is substantially more difficult 
in polar regions where aurorae occur. Simultaneous observations 
from several stations are desirable to help in discriminating nuclear 
explosions from the natural background. The use of this method 
might produce interference with instruments at control posts and 
would require measures to overcome this interference.

4. It is technically feasible by means of observation of absorption 
of cosmic radio noise in the ionosphere to detect the changes in the 
ionosphere produced by unshielded nuclear explosions of 10-20 kilo
tons occurring in the height range extending from 30-50 kilometres up 
to an altitude ranging from thousands to tens of thousands of kilo
metres, depending on the spectrum of thermal X-rays produced by 
the nuclear explosion and on the type of detection apparatus em
ployed. The explosion and the disturbance of the ionosphere can 
occur at considerable distance from one another. The main difficulty 
with this method for identification purposes is the possibility of the 
occurrence of effects of a similar type in the sunlit ionosphere during 
so-called “sudden ionospheric disturbances”, during auroral disturb
ances and during solar noise storms. Detection of the absorption 
produced by thermal radiation could be markedly reduced by shield
ing. For the 1,700 kilometres spacing of control posts the minimum 
altitude for complete surveillance of nuclear explosions of 10-20 kilo
tons is about 100 kilometres.

5. The electromagnetic pulse method for detecting nuclear explo
sions was recommended by the Geneva Conference of Experts for in
clusion in the Detection and Identification System for the detection
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of atmospheric nuclear explosions. I t is technically feasible to use 
this method for the detection of nuclear explosions taking place at 
altitudes up to about 1,000 kilometres and perhaps higher. The meth
od suffers from possible confusion with lightning flashes in thunder
storm areas. This method has particular value in the polar areas 
of the aurora where lightning flashes are rare.

C. General Remarks on the Assessments
All assessments of the capabilities and limitations of the methods 

for the detection of nuclear explosions at high altitudes are based 
on the present level of scientific knowledge. The assessments of 
ranges of detection of high altitude explosions were made in the light 
of present knowledge regarding background levels due to natural 
phenomena. Since knowledge concerning the natural phenomena in 
the upper atmosphere and cosmic space is still incomplete but in a 
state of rapid growth, it is considered that the actual detection ranges 
attainable by the various methods discussed above will in the future 
be more precisely determined. The detection ranges of the methods 
assessed in Section A, paragraphs 1-4, have been estimated so that 
the number of signals, caused by known or estimated backgrounds 
from natural phenomena, which could be mistaken for a nuclear ex
plosion shall be negligibly small. For the methods assessed in Sec
tion A paragraph 5 and Section B paragraphs 1-5, no assessment of 
the rate of erroneous signals is possible at present.

D. Recommendations on Techniques and Instrumentation for the 
Detection and Identification of Nuclear Explosions at High 
Altitudes above the Earth for Consideration by the Confer
ence for Incorporation in the Detection and Identification 
System

Th3 Technical Working Group, on the basis of the discussions and 
conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts, makes the follow
ing recommendations concerning techniques and instrumentation for 
consideration by the Conference for incorporation in the Detection 
and Identification System:

1. A system should be established consisting of 5-6 earth satellites 
placed in orbits at altitudes of more than 30,000 kilometres. The 
orbits should be so established and the relative positions of the satel
lites so arranged as to ensure complete surveillance of the earth and 
outer space in accordance with the capabilities and limitations of the 
techniques set forth in Section A, paragraphs 1-4 and 6, above. The 
following instruments should be placed in the satellites:

(i) a multiple coincidence arrangement of suitable counters for 
the detection of gamma rays, as assessed in Section A, 
paragraph 1;
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(ii) suitable counters for detecting delayed gamma rays, as assessed 
in Section A, paragraph 2;

(iii) neutron counters, employing a moderator, as assessed in Sec
tion A, paragraph 3;

(iv) a photomultiplier array or thin inorganic scintillation count
ers covered with thin foil for detection of soft X-rays, as 
assessed in Section A, paragraph 4.

2. In the event that it is deemed necessary for technical or economic 
reasons to establish an earth satellite system at low altitudes, the 
following two systems are recommended for consideration:

(a) A system of 6-10 satellites appropriately placed in near
circular orbits at altitudes of 500-700 kilometres which would 
assure complete surveillance of the space around the earth 
except in limited and predictable regions below an altitude 
of about 2,000 kilometres.

(b) A system of 2-4 satellites appropriately placed in near-circular 
orbits at altitudes of 500-700 kilometres which would ensure 
complete surveillance of the space around the earth except in 
limited and predictable regions below an altitude of about 
10,000 kilometres.

The instrumentation and equipment should be those set forth in 
paragraphs 1 and 5 of this Section. I t is to be understood that the 
systems described in paragraphs 1, 2(a) and 2(b) of this Section 
shall not be operating simultaneously.

3. A satellite should be placed into an appropriate elliptical orbit 
around the earth to provide maximum coverage of the region in the 
earth’s magnetic field in which electron trapping occurs, as assessed 
in paragraphs 5 and 8 of Section A. The satellite should have suf
ficient payload to carry a simple electron counter and suitable equip
ment to ensure that all the required data can be transmitted to a 
suitable number of control posts.

4. In the event that it is deemed necessary to extend the capabilities 
of the system to provide increased coverage of the regions behind the 
moon and the sun away from the earth and to make nuclear testing 
in space more difficult by increasing the weight of shielding necessary 
for concealment, a system of four satellites should be placed in ap
propriate solar orbits, of radius approximating that of the earth 
around the sun, when the state of technology permits. Each satellite 
should have sufficient payload to carry a photomultiplier array or 
thin inorganic scintillation counters covered with thin foil, for de
tection of soft X-rays as assessed in paragraph 4 of Section A and 
suitable transmitting equipment to ensure that all the required data 
can be transmitted to a suitable number of control posts.
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5, Each satellite should carry instrumentation to achieve the max
imum reliability and range of detection of nuclear explosions in space 
and carry apparatus for checking the performance of the equipment 
of the satellite. All required data, including levels of background, 
signals, and performance data should be transmitted to a suitable 
number of control posts. Suitable equipment for receiving and 
analyzing data should be installed in these control posts in order to 
ensure the rapid and reliable analysis of signals received from the 
satellite.

6. The following techniques and instrumentation should be in
stalled at ground control posts:

a. Multiple channel optical detectors, suitable for observing direct 
visible light as assessed in Section B, paragraph 1, at each of the 
control posts.

b. Optical equipment suitable for observing fluorescence in the 
upper atmosphere as assessed in Section B, paragraph 2, at each 
of the control posts.

c. Equipment suitable for measuring the absorption of cosmic radio 
noise in the ionosphere operating at two or more frequencies in 
the 30-100 megacycle range, as assessed in Section B, paragraph
4, at each control post.

d. Equipment suitable for recording radio signals as already rec
ommended for inclusion at control posts in the Report of the 
Geneva Conference of Experts.

* * *

For various reasons the Technical Working Group did not come to an 
accord regarding a recommendation concerning the matter of detec
tion of nuclear explosions at high altitude by the method of back- 
scatter radar as described in Section B, paragraph 3.

369. Statement by the Department of State Regarding 
the Soviet Proposal for an Atom-Free Zone in the 
Balkan-Adriatic Region, July 11, 1959 1

The Department of State has noted the declaration of the Soviet 
Government2 handed to the United States Ambassador in Moscow 
on June 25, seeking a ban of atomic weapons and rockets from a zone 
in the Balkan-Adriatic region.

1 Department of State press release 507, July 11,1959.
* Ante, doc. 367.



DOCUMENT 369 : JULY 11, 1959 1435

This declaration was also sent to the Governments of Italy, Turkey, 
Greece, France and the United Kingdom. While the three govern
ments most directly concerned with the Soviet proposal will continue 
as in the past to make their own determination in the tradition of 
free peoples as to the relation of such proposals to their own security, 
this proposal is of concern to the whole NATO Alliance.

This proposal is similar to other Soviet proposals to accomplish 
piecemeal the design of rendering the Western nations incapable of 
deterring aggression. As the NATO Heads of Government declared 
on December 19, 1957,1 and as the North Atlantic Council reaffirmed 
on May 7, 1959: “The Soviet leaders, while preventing a general dis
armament agreement, have made it clear that the most modern and 
destructive weapons, including missiles of all kinds, are being in
troduced in the Soviet armed forces. In the Soviet view, all Euro
pean nations except the USSR should, without waiting for general 
disarmament, renounce such weapons and missiles and rely on arms 
of the pre-atomic age.” 2

Regarding the Soviet suggestion that it, together with other great 
powers, might become a guarantor of this zone, it is pointed out that 
ample guarantees of non-aggression already exist in the UN Charter. 
Unfortunately experience which none should forget has shown us that 
defensive strength within the framework of collective security 
arrangements remains the essential guarantor of peace in the absence 
of controlled general disarmament.

This Soviet proposal suffers from some of the same shortcomings 
that have characterized other Soviet proposals for arbitrarily limited 
efforts to control modem armaments. I t does not deal with the basic 
question of continual production and stockpiling of nuclear weapons 
by the present nuclear powers nor does it affect the central sources of 
power capable of launching a nuclear attack. It is obvious that the 
range of weapons at the disposal of the USSR makes the concept of 
an atom-free Balkan zone meaningless as far as the security of the 
free nations in that area is concerned; indeed, as Premier Khrushchev 
himself said recently in Albania, referring to NATO bases in Italy, 
Greece and Turkey “these rocket bases can be destroyed by rockets 
launched from the territory of the Soviet Union.” 3 In addition to 
these considerations, moreover, the United States finds it difficult to 
consider as a serious proposal to reduce tensions a suggestion for pro
hibiting nuclear weapons within a given area when the Soviet Govern
ment has itself recognized that there does not exist with present 
scientific capabilities any known means of verifying such an 
arrangement.

1 Ante, dod 239, par. 18.
• Ante, doc. 358.
* Moscow radio broadcast, May 29,1959. See also ante, p. 1424, n. 1.
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I t  remains the earnest hope of all Western nations that through 
negotiation progress can and will be made toward general controlled 
disarmament on a fair and balanced basis that might bring some 
relief from the pressure and threat of armaments.

Until such measures bear fruit and so long as the Soviet Union 
continues to build up its arsenal of modem weapons, the nations of 
the free world cannot surrender their rights or default on their obli
gation to take measures for their adequate defense.

370. Izvestiya Article: Proposal for an Atom-Free Zone 
in the Baltic Area [Extract}, August 14, 19591

Millions of people in every land are now welcoming the forthcoming 
exchange of visits between the heads of governments of the two great 
powers, Khrushchev and Eisenhower. In Sweden and Finland, Nor
way and Denmark, wide circles of the public are also assessing this as 
the most important event since the war. Meanwhile discussion con
tinues in those countries in connection with the cancellation of the 
visit by Khrushchev to Denmark, Sweden, Norway, and Finland.

Many representatives of the ruling circles in the Scandinavian 
countries are now expressing regret over the cancellation of Khru
shchev’s visit to Scandinavia and criticizing the statements and 
activities of the opponents of this visit. The question arises, however, 
why did the Scandinavian ruling circles not turn their attention at the 
proper time to the hostile campaign against the Soviet Union and its 
leaders raised by the reactionary circles and press in Sweden, Den
mark, and Norway in connection with the proposed visit, and why did 
the leaders not rebuff this campaign?

The political significance of this campaign is quite clear: it was to 
harm the friendly relations between the USSR and the Scandinavian 
countries. Instead of actively defending the invited guest, the gov
ernments and the leaders of the ruling parties also started to find ex
cuses for the fact that an invitation had been given to the Soviet Gov
ernment, alleging that the proposal for this had merely been an act of 
politeness and nothing more.

The ruling circles in the Scandinavian countries are now trying to 
pass off responsibility for what has happened. The same people 
and papers in Sweden, Denmark and Norway which used every means 
to hinder the visit are now trying to claim that the reason for the 
cancellation of Khrushchev’s visit to Scandinavia was his visit to the

1 Moscow radio broadcast, Aug. 14,1959.
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United States. Needless to say, this hurriedly thought-up version of 
the reason for the cancellation is by no means dictated by solicitude for 
the national interests of the Scandinavian countries which, as a result 
of the anti-Soviet activities by the right, as the sober-minded organs 
of the press and politicians admit, have been seriously damaged. 
Ordinary Swedes, Danes, Norwegians, and Finns condemn the un
friendly press attacks on the USSR.

Many factors favor the consolidation of peace in the north of 
Europe. There is the traditional neutrality of Sweden, the policy of 
friendship and cooperation with the USSR which is supported by 
the overwhelming majority of the Finnish people, the love of peace 
of the Danes and Norwegians, who are interested in the development 
of peaceful international trade.

However, there are facts and circumstances which cannot help but 
alarm the peoples of the Baltic countries. The aggressive forces of 
NATO are trying to turn Scandinavia and the Baltic into a military 
place d'armes for attack on the socialist states. The leading circles 
of NATO are putting pressure on Denmark and Norway to get them 
to set up NATO bases, intended in fact for the armed forces of the 
Federal Republic of Germany. The Danish Government has started 
to import rockets from the United States and the generals are de
manding atomic warheads for them.

Following the principle of its peace-loving foreign policy, the 
Soviet Government is striving to do all in its power to get rid of 
tension in the north of Europe. The USSR supports any sensible 
proposals by other states for strengthening peace in this area. The 
USSR supports the idea of turning the Scandinavian peninsula into 
an atom and rocket-free zone, understanding that this corresponds 
to the interest of the peoples of the Scandinavian countries. If 
Denmark and Norway did not participate in aggressive blocs, if an 
atom and rocket-free zone were created in the area of north Europe 
and the Baltic, this would lessen tension in this important region of 
the globe which NATO is trying to turn into a place d'armes for 
aggression.

Some people in Scandinavia assert that, since the Soviet Union is 
making statements about the desirability of creating an atom-free 
zone and about the impermissibility of the existence of foreign mili
tary bases on the territory of the Scandinavian countries, it ought 
itself to liquidate military bases in certain regions of its territories 
and include these regions in the atom-free zone.

The following reply may be given to this: the USSR would be able 
to declare all of its territory an atom-free zone if the United States 
and Great Britain, who also have atomic weapons, were to conclude an 
agreement on the banning of nuclear and rocket weapons and on the 
liquidation of military bases situated near the frontiers of the USSR.
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But until the Western powers proceed to the implementation of &uch 
measures* the Soviet Union will understandably be unable to proceed 
with unilateral disarmament. Therefore it is only those who wish 
to find justification for the atomic arms race policy who can fight for 
the inclusion of a part of the territory of the USSR in an atom-free 
zone under existing conditions.

It is quite a different matter with countries like the Scandinavian 
countries, which have no nuclear weapons on their territory at present. 
Entry into an atom and rocket free zone would have an immense 
significance for the safeguarding of their security. In that case, the 
Soviet Union would be prepared, along with the Western powers, to 
undertake a pledge to treat the territory of those countries as being 
outside the sphere of action of rocket and nuclear weapons, and to 
respect the status quo in this area. The formation of such a zone in 
the north of Europe could also be the first stage in the transition of all 
the northern countries to a position of neutrality.

There exist real opportunities for such a transition by the Scandi
navian countries to a position of neutrality. The Swedish Prime 
Minister has spoken about this very convincingly. The USSR, to
gether with the other great powers, would be prepared to undertake 
a pledge to respect the neutrality, territorial integrity and independ
ence of the northern countries and not to interfere in their internal 
affairs.

The idea to transform the Baltic into a sea of peace is of great con
sequence for the Scandinavian countries. The ruling circles of 
NATO, and also certain ruling circles in the Scandinavian countries, 
are trying to distort this idea, asserting that the USSR intends to 
use it in order to turn the Baltic Sea into a closed “Soviet sea.” But 
the facts refute such a false allegation. The experience of two world 
wars has made it perfectly clear that no one but the German mili
tarists have tried to close the Baltic Straits, to hinder free peaceable 
sea traffic on the Baltic, and thus turn it into a closed sea for the 
Baltic countries. I t  is particularly useful to recall these historical 
facts now, when the NATO leaders are following in the footsteps of 
the German militarists and thinking of establishing control over the 
outlet to the Baltic Sea by means of setting up a so-called Danish- 
German command.

The reactionary Scandinavian press is circulating rumors asserting 
that the USSR, in supporting the slogan “Make the Baltic a sea of 
peace,” is trying to obtain neutralization of this area, similar to the 
neutralization of Spitzbergen, and demilitarization of the countries 
of the Baltic basin on the model of the Aaland Islands. This is yet 
another deliberate lie. The Soviet Union has never mentioned the 
demilitarization of the Baltic states. The idea of banning military
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activities in the areas of Scandinavia and the Baltic does not mean the 
demilitarization of this area. The USSR considers that the Scandi
navian countries could preserve the armed forces necessary for defense 
without, however, permitting nuclear and rocket weapons and the 
location of foreign armed forces and bases on their territory.

As for the Soviet armed forces in the Baltic area, they are there, 
not for aggression against the northern countries, but to defend the 
interests of the USSR in view of the ever increasing military prepara
tions of NATO in northern Europe. If anything will create a threat 
to peace in this area, it is the growth of militarism and revanchism in 
West Germany, whose jackboots have already trampled the soil of 
Denmark and Norway.

371. Statement by the Department of State: Extension 
of Voluntary Suspension of Nuclear Weapons 
Tests, August 26, 19591

The President has directed that the unilateral suspension of nuclear 
weapons testing by the United States currently in effect be extended 
throughout this calendar year. This decision was taken in the light 
of the agreed six weeks recess announced today by the negotiating 
parties at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapons Tests.

On August 22, 1958, the United States, in order to facilitate nego
tiations for a controlled discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests, 
offered to withhold further testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons 
for a one year period from the beginning of the negotiations unless 
testing was continued by the Soviet Union.2

As announced, the United States did, on October 31, 1958, suspend 
all nuclear weapons tests. The United Kingdom did likewise.

On November 7, after the Atomic Energy Commission detected 
continuing nuclear weapons tests by the Soviet Union on November 1 
and November 3, respectively, the President stated that “this action 
by the Soviet Union relieves the United States from any obligation 
under its offer to suspend nuclear weapons tests. However, we shall 
continue suspension of such tests for the time being . . . ” 8 As far as 
can be determined the Soviet Union has conducted no such tests since 
November 3,1958.

1 Department of State press release 615, Aug. 26,1959.
3 Ante, doc. 285.
8 Ante, doc. 317.
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In continuing its voluntary suspension of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests to December 31,1959, the United States wishes to allow 
a reasonable period of time for the negotiations to proceed following 
their resumption on October 12,1959.

372. Statement by the Soviet Government Regarding 
Continued Suspension of Nuclear Weapons Tests, 
August 28, 1959 1

On August 26 the U.S. Department of State issued a statement2 
which points out that the decision taken last year by the United States 
to suspend nuclear weapons tests for one year will be extended to the 
-end of this year. In connection with the statement by the U.S. State 
Department, a spokesman of the British Foreign Office at a press con
ference on Aug. 27 said that the British Government was not going to 
resume nuclear weapons tests as long as useful discussions are under 
way at the three power conference for the discontinuance of nuclear 
tests. I t  will be recalled that the governments of the United States 
and the United Kingdom last year declared that in view of the dis
cussions between the three powers—the USSR, the United States, and 
the United Kingdom—they would suspend nuclear tests for one year 
beginning October 31, 1958.® Thus, the governments of the United 
States and the United Kingdom extended the term for suspension of 
nuclear weapons tests by another two months.

In view of these statements by the governments of the United States 
and the United Kingdom, the Council of Ministers of the USSR deems 
it necessary to declare the following:

The Soviet Government has long been striving for the complete 
cessation of the tests of all types of nuclear weapons, regarding the 
achievement of agreement between the powers on this question as the 
first step toward the ultimate goal—the prohibition of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, with the removal of these weapons from the na
tional armaments and the liquidation of all existing stocks. With the 
object of the early achievement of agreement, the Soviet Government 
on March 31, 1958,4 took the step of a unilateral cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests in the Soviet Union. Had the United States and the 
United Kingdom followed the example set by the Soviet Union, the 
question of stopping the tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons would 
already have been finally settled.

1 Department of State files.
1 Ante, doc. 371.
* Ante, docs. 285 and 286.
4 Ante, doc. 252.
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During the negotiations between the three powers on the drafting 
of a treaty for the cessation of nuclear tests in Geneva, the Soviet 
Union exerted efforts toward the early achievement of a mutually 
acceptable agreement. The fact that the conference, in spite of th& 
long term of its proceedings—almost 10 months—could not accomplish* 
its tasks, is explained exclusively by the positions of the Western 
Powers, which instead of searching for agreement on the organization 
of a control system advanced one demand after another complicating 
the achievement of agreement.

This is borne out by their persistent efforts to revise the conclusions 
and recommendations on the control system over the observance of 
the agreement to end tests, which was unanimously adopted by the* 
experts and approved by the governments of the United States, th& 
United Kingdom, and the USSR. This is also borne out by the? 
Western Powers proposals on questions pertaining to inspection, the 
composition of control posts, inspection teams, etc. designed to place 
other parties to the agreement in an unequal position.

The Soviet Government has declared more than once and reaffirms* 
its willingness to sign an agreement immediately with the govern
ments of the United States and the United Kingdom on the cessation, 
of the testing of all types of nuclear weapons for good.

The Council of Ministers of the USSR has resolved: Not to resume 
nuclear tests in the Soviet Union if the Western Powers do not resume: 
the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons. Only in case of resump
tion by them of nuclear weapons tests will the Soviet Union be free 
from this pledge. The Soviet Union will continue the struggle for 
the complete cessation of nuclear weapons tests, regarding this as an 
important step toward stopping the nuclear arms race and averting th& 
threat to the life and health of millions of people.

373. Four-Power Communique on Disarmament Nego
tiations, September 7, 1959 1

As was announced on August 5, 1959,2 prior to the closing of the 
Foreign Ministers’ Conference in Geneva, the Foreign Ministers of

‘ Department of State press release 637, Sept 7, 1959. A copy of the com
munique was transmitted by the four powers to the Secretary-General of the* 
United Nations on the same date.

a “The Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, the' Uhiori' of ’ Sdvlet 
Socialist Republics, and the United States have had a useful exchange of views- 
with regard to the method by which further negotiations on the question o f  
disarmament could be most effectively advanced. As soon as appropriate con
sultations are completed, the results will be announced.” (Department o f  
State Bulletin, Aug. 24,1959, p. 269.)
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the United States of America, France, the United Kingdom, and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics discussed possibilities by which 
further negotiations on the question of disarmament could be most 
effectively advanced. Agreement has now been reached among the 
Governments of the United States of America, France, the United 
Kingdom, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to set up a 
committee to consider disarmament matters. Understanding has also 
been reached that the participants in the disarmament committee will 
be the United States of America, France, the United Kingdom, the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslo
vakia, Italy, Poland, and Rumania, subject to the agreement of all 
the named states.

The United Nations Charter recognizes that disarmament matters 
are of world-wide interest and concern. Accordingly ultimate re
sponsibility for general disarmament measures rests with the United 
Nations. The setting up of the disarmament committee in no way 
diminishes or encroaches upon the United Nations’ responsibilities 
in this field. In setting up the committee the special responsibility 
resting on the great powers to find a basis for agreement is taken 
into account.

The four governments conceive of this committee as a useful means 
of exploring through mutual consultations avenues of possible prog
ress toward such agreements and recommendations on the limitation 
and reduction of all types of armaments and armed forces under 
effective international control as may, in the first instance, be of 
particular relevance to the countries participating in these delibera
tions. Furthermore, it is the hope of the four governments that the 
results achieved in these deliberations will provide a useful basis for 
the consideration of disarmament in the United Nations.

I t is the intention of the four governments that the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission will be kept appropriately informed of 
the progress of the deliberations of the committee. For this pur
pose the four governments have agreed that the committee will pre
sent reports on its work to the United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion and through it to the United Nations General Assembly and 
the Security Council. As a first step in this direction,: they have 
requested the Secretary General, in accordance with Resolution 
1252-D (X III),1 to cor̂ vene the Disarmament Commission during

1 Ante, doc. 314.
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375. Address by Secretary of State Herter to the General 
Assembly {Extract!, September 17, 19591

V. Military CJumge: Arms Limitation and Control
Acceptance of this process would be of at least equal importance 

in the military field.
Perhaps the greatest contribution that could be made to peaceful 

change would be for the powers to move from reliance on unlimited 
arms competition to reliance on safeguarded agreements as a means 
of preserving national security.

During the past year, there have been both promising and disap
pointing developments with respect to our efforts in this field, which 
are of such critical importance to the future of all mankind.

The United States took the initiative in proposing a technical con
ference on measures to guard against surprise attack. While the 
problems are understood more clearly as a result, we regret that little 
progress was made in this conference.

The United States and United Kingdom continued the negotiations 
begun a year ago with the USSR for an agreement on the discon
tinuance of nuclear weapons testing.

There is some progress to report. The Three Powers have agreed 
on a number of details which would have to be a part of a full accord, 
and technical agreement has been recently reached on the means of 
detecting and identifying nuclear explosives at high altitudes and 
in outer space.

However, there are still three central issues on which agreement 
has not been achieved. They all relate to effective inspection, which 
remains the key to agreement.

First, there is the problem of staffing control posts—“the listening 
posts” that would be established to register data which might indicate 
an unauthorized nuclear explosion.

The Soviet Union has insisted that a major portion of the personnel 
at each control post must be from the host country, a form of “self- 
inspection” which we cannot accept.

The United States and the United Kingdom have proposed that all 
technical and supervisory positions at each post be staffed on the 
basis of ys US or UK specialists, y3 Soviet specialists, and % specialists, 
from countries other than these three. This would allow for reason
able host country representation. It would be a genuinely interna
tional staffing pattern in which all countries could have confidence. 
Finally, it would provide a role for other members of the United Na
tions who have a deep interest in assuring a successfully operating 
system.

‘ U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3223, Sept. 17, 195&.
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The second key control issue is the matter of on-site inspections re
quired to identify suspected underground explosions.

While the United States does not object to placing a limit on these 
inspections, we believe that the number should be based on a scientific 
judgment, not on political arguments.

To assist in making this judgment, we have submitted scientific 
data bearing on the complex problem of detecting underground ex
plosions and determining whether they are nuclear explosions or earth
quakes. We remain convinced that this information should be 
considered, although the Soviet Union has thus far refused to do so.

The third key issue in the negotiations is the veto.
The Soviet Union wants the veto in one form or another. The 

United States firmly believes that any control system which could be 
frustrated in its day-to-day operations by the veto power would be 
worse than useless. I t  would create the illusion and not the reality of 
control.

These are the principal issues. I t  is clear that the points at issue 
are real. They cannot be ignored.

We hope that these three issues can be resolved and that an agree
ment can be reached for a comprehensive test ban. We will pursue 
this approach with vigor, but there is another approach if the Soviets 
are not willing to agree to the necessary means of verification.

On April 13 of this year President Eisenhower offered to Chairman 
Khrushchev to enter immediately into an agreement to ban tests 
within the atmosphere and under water, if the Soviet Union remained 
unwilling to accept effective safeguards for a complete discontinuance 
of nuclear weapons tests.1

This would be only a first step toward the ultimate objective of a 
total ban. However, it would represent a very good start. I t  would 
also ease concern over levels of radioactivity. This offer still stands-

In the meantime, President Eisenhower recently announced2 that 
the one year unilateral ban on tests which the United States volun
tarily undertook last October8 would be continued to the end of this 
year. Our hope is that if we allow a reasonable extension of time 
for the negotiations to proceed, significant progress can be made.

These are the principal developments regarding a possible agree
ment on a comprehensive test ban.

But the question of disarmament is much broader than suspension 
of nuclear testing. What we earnestly seek is the general limitation 
and control of armaments and armed forces. The degree to which 
we succceed may determine man’s future. There would be growing 
danger in an indefinite continuation of the arms race. We must use

1 Ante, doc. 350.
1 See <mte, doc. 371.
•See ante, doc. 285.
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all of our imagination aiid ingenuity to devise a way of controlling 
this race, to prevent it from exploding into nuclear conflict.

In an effort to renew disarmament negotiations, the United States 
and the United Kingdom and France have agreed with the Soviet 
Union, with which they share a major responsibility for reaching a 
solution on this problem, to resume discussions on disarmament early 
next year.1 These four powers have invited a small group of other 
states to join them.

The United States regards the coming negotiations as a major 
opportunity. We hope that the Soviet Government will view them 
with equal seriousness. Successful negotiations could not only open 
new avenues of progress toward limitation and control of armaments 
but also pave the way for settlement of other outstanding problems.

VI. Peaceful Uses of Outer Space
Recognizing that progress in disarmament might be slow, however, 

the United States has urged that peaceful uses of outer space be 
considered as a separate step toward constructive change.

Last year my distinguished predecessor, John Foster Dulles, pro
posed that the General Assembly take the first step toward estab
lishing a framework for international co-operation in this field.2 
The United States hoped then that it would prove possible for all 
Members to share in the benefits that seem certain to emerge from 
this challenging new frontier of human activity.

Recent events have demonstrated how rapidly this frontier is being 
crossed. The American “paddle-wheel”, Explorer VI, still circles 
the earth six weeks after its launching, sending messages back to 
el&rth with energy from the sun. We believe this development ad
vances the day when nations of the world will be linked by a com
munications network extending to the heavens.

The Soviet moon probe—certainly a very great accomplishment— 
foreshadows the early extension of terrestrial problems out into the 
universe.

It; also warns us to speed up our efforts to obtain peace on earth. 
And it signals the pressing need to get on with .international arrange
ments to riiake a start on the regulation of man’s activities away from 
his earthly home.

In the early years after the development of atomic energy, the 
United States tried long and hard to interest the USSR in an inter
national approach to harnessing this natural force of such great 
danger and promise to humanity. The USSR refused to cooperate, 
apparently believing that its late start in the atomic energy field

1 See ante, doc. 373.
3 Address of Sept. 18, 1958, to the General Assembly (Department of State 

Bulletin, Oct. 6,1958, pp. 528-529).
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would prejudice its national interests if an international approach 
were adopted. The deadly arms race of the past decade stands as an 
ugly witness to the human tragedy of that Soviet non-cooperation.

Now humanity is on the threshold of another and perhaps more 
fateful technological development—the penetration of outer space. 
Again the United States has called for an international approach. 
This time surely the USSR cannot plead a lack of Soviet advance
ment in this technology. But we see little sign of any Soviet disposi
tion to cooperate as yet. The Soviets have declined to participate in 
the work of the United Nations Committee this past year.

Arguing that only the USSR and the United States were carrying 
on activities in the field of outer space, the Soviet Union contended 
that the Committee should be made up of an equal number of states 
from these “two sides”. This concept was rejected by the Assembly.1 
The world is not divided into two “hostile camps”, as the Soviet Union 
maintains. The world is diverse. This concept is inherent in the 
United Nations.

The United States believes that major committees of the United 
Nations should continue to reflect the principle of fair geographical 
representation. This principle derogates in no way from the relative 
contribution which those states with superior technical capacity can 
make.

We hope that the Soviet Union will join in the cooperative efforts 
of the United Nations. There could be no more dramatic illustration 
of a spirit of cooperation in the world today as we stand at the thresh
old of the space age than for this Assembly to act unanimously in this 
field. This would be a major step forward in the process of peaceful 
change.

376. Address by the British Foreign Secretary (Lloyd) 
to the General Assembly {Extract}, September 
17, 19592

The second grieat problem is disarmament. There are some who 
say that you can have no disarmament without political settlements, 
but others who say that you will not get political settlements while 
the present race in armaments continues. The truth is that if we 
can get political settlement it will make agreement on disarmament 
easier; if we can get an agreement on disarmament, it will make po

1 See ante, pp. 1228-1229.
3 General Assembly Official Records: Fourteenth Session, 798th Plenary Meet

ing, pp. 24r-26.
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litical settlements easier. Progress in either field will cause a corre
spondingly favourable reaction in the other field.

I  myself have been concerned in most of the disarmament dis
cussions which have taken place since November 1951. There was- 
the work in 19511 in the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Com
mission in Paris under the chairmanship of the then President of 
the Assembly, my colleague Mr. Padilla Nervo, whose election as 
chairman of the Disarmament Commission last week I warmly wel
come. There was the work in London in 1954, when the Anglo- 
French plan 2 was prepared. There were the debates here in New 
York at successive Assembly sessions. There was a consideration of 
the Soviet proposals of May 1955 3 and our amended Anglo-French 
proposals of 1956.4 There was the work in the Sub-Committee in 
London in 1957, when certain partial, or first stage, proposals were- 
put forward by the Western Powers.5 I do not want to cross old 
battle-fields again today or to revive old controversies.

One satisfactory feature of the 1957 discussions was that a pro
posal,6 which I  put forward myself, for a meeting of technical ex
perts and scientists to discuss the possibility of controlling a ban on 
nuclear tests was accepted in the following year by the Soviet Union* 
A successful conference of experts took place in Geneva 1958,7 and 
the present conference between the Governments of the Soviet Union^ 
the United States and the United Kingdom began in the same year. 
Since the Soviet tests in November 1958, no further tests have taken 
place and there has been steady progress in working out a treaty 
relating to the cessation of nuclear tests. Many articles have been 
agreed, and without doubt this conference has been the most realistic 
and sustained attempt to reach an agreement upon one aspect of 
armament development ever undertaken. We have learnt a lot dur
ing it about some of the problems of control. In spite of the remain
ing difficulties—and there are remaining difficulties—I still havfr 
high hopes of an agreement which will pave the way for wider 
agreements.

Throughout these discussions, however, I  have been anxiously await
ing the moment when it would be appropriate once again to attempt, 
progress towards an agreement on disarmament in its most compre
hensive aspects. I  need not remind you of the abortive attempts in 
1957 to set up a disarmament commission with a new limited member

1 See ante, doc. 70.
a Ante, doc. 100.
* Ante, doc. 112.
1 Ante, doc. 152.
5 Ante, doc. 219.
• Ante, doc. 209.
7 See ante, doc. 284.
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ship,1 and the failure since the discussions in the Sub-Committee in 
1957 to get anything resembling a negotiation going on these wider 
aspects. But Mr. Couve de Murville, Mr. Gromyko, Mr. Herter and 
I  myself took advantage of our meetings in Geneva on certain Euro
pean problems to discuss the forum in which new talks on disarmament 
might take place. We had also been able to exchange views individ
ually with the Secretary-General when he visited Geneva for the open
ing of our conference. In the event, we reached an agreement which 
was announced in a “communique” from the four Governments on 
7 September 1959.2 That agreement was at once communicated to 
the full Disarmament Commission, and the Commission by a resolution 
adopted on 10 September 19598 welcomed the resumption of negotia
tions announced in the “communique”. The resolution recognized, as 
had the four-power “communique”, that the ultimate responsibility 
for general disarmament measures rests with the United Nations, and 
it welcomed the intention of the countries concerned to keep the Dis
armament Commission appropriately informed of the progress of their 
deliberations.

The way is thus open for a fresh start, and I  am confident that the 
work of the Ten-Power Committee will help the United Nations in its 
future discussions and, I  hope, decisions.

In my speech in 1957 4 I  tried to indicate certain principles which 
I  believe have to be accepted if progress is to be made towards an agree
ment. The first of those principles is that disarmament must proceed 
at all stages with a balance between disarmament in the nuclear and 
■conventional fields. Secondly, control is the test of progress. Verbal 
agreements without control, however solemnly concluded, are more 
likely to add to insecurity than to security. Bearing those considera
tions in mind, we in Britain have been examining the lines on which it 
might be possible for progress now to be made.

Our aim is to move forward by balanced stages towards the aboli
tion of all nuclear weapons and all weapons of mass destruction, and 
towards the reduction of other weapons and armed forces to levels 
which will rule out the possibility of aggressive war. Obviously prog
ress must be made by stages. I  will now try to indicate the way in 
which I  think it might be made.

In the first stage the following matters should be dealt with.
Firstly, nuclear tests. If, as we very much hope, agreement is 

reached at the present conference between the Governments of the 
United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, that agree-

1 See ante, doc. 235.
9 Antef doc. 373.
• Ante, doc. 374.
4 General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth Session, 685th Plenary Meetingr

pp. 100-103.
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ment should be endorsed by other nations. We believe that that is an 
important step towards dealing with the vexed question of the spread 
6f nuclear armaments.

Secondly, there should be a technical conference on the feasibility 
of controlling what is called the “cut-off”, in other words, ceasing to 
use fissionable material to make weapons. That is an even more im
portant step if we are indeed to stop the spread of the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons.

Thirdly, the great Powers should agree to maximum limits for their 
forces. There should be the establishment of an international body 
charged with the task of collecting information on present levels of 
forces and conventional armaments. The object of this would be to 
try to establish some basis for limiting conventional armaments. In 
this context armaments are even more important than the levels of 
forces.

Fourthly, we should pursue the idea of the handing over of specific 
quantities of designated types of armaments to the custody of an inter
national control organization.

If  these other ideas are acceptable, I  think we should follow up the 
not very successful conference of experts on measures against surprise 
attack with a further conference to consider the political as well as 
the technical aspects of this particular problem.

There should be a study of the problems involved in the use of outer 
space. It is true that some work has been done on this in the United 
Nations, but the Soviet Union has not taken part in that work. I  hope 
that their attitude will change on that point and recent remarkable 
events make that hope not unreasonable.

Finally, in this stage, we should study between us the nature and 
functions of the international control organ which will not only have 
to control disarmament measures, but also will have increasing respon
sibilities within the framework of the United Nations to preserve world 
peace as purely national armaments diminish. In 1954 in the Sub- 
Committee we did spend considerable time studying the problems of 
the control organization. The United States paper1 submitted on 
that occasion might provide a basis for this further study. We have 
also gained considerable experience as a result of the discussions at the 
nuclear tests Conference in Geneva.

All this would be the beginning, the first stage.
At the second stage, or intermediate stage, the following steps 

should be taken:
(a) There should be a progressive reduction of conventional ar

maments and military manpower under proper control.

1 Ante, doc. 98.
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(b) There should be the introduction of the cut-off of production 
of fissionable material for weapons purposes.

(c) We should begin to reduce stocks of nucleat weapons by suc
cessive transfers, under international supervision, of existing mili
tary stocks of fissionable material, whether fabricated into weapons 
or not, to non-weapons uses.

(d) There should be the establishment of a system of inspection 
against surprise attack.

(e) There should be agreement on a system to ensure the use of 
outer space for peaceful purposes.

(/) We should begin to develop the capacity of the international 
control organ to take measures to keep the peace.
That would be the second or intermediate stage, at which real prog

ress was actually being made with real disarmament.
The ultimate objective, or the third stage, should be comprehensive 

disarmament by all Powers under effective international control, in
cluding the following matters:

(a) There should be a ban on the manufacture of nuclear, chemi
cal, biological and other weapons of mass destruction.

(b) There should be a ban on the use of such weapons.
(c) There should be a ban on the use of outer space for military 

purposes.
(d) There should be a re-examination of the possibility of con

trolling and then eliminating the remaining stocks of nuclear and 
other weapons of mass destruction.

(e) There should be the establishment of effective international 
control of military budgets.

(f) As progress is made in dealing with remaining stocks of nu
clear weapons, there would be the final reductions of conventional 
armaments and military manpower to the levels required for in
ternal security purposes only.

(g) The international control organ should reach its final form 
and attain its full capability for keeping peace.
This is an outline on which I believe progress can be made if there 

is the will. It is comprehensive. The development of the plan would, 
of course, depend upon the development of the techniques of interna
tional control. Just as the nuclear tests Conference has been slowly 
working out a draft treaty for dealing with a cessation of nuclear tests 
and has reached agreement on many of those articles, so I think we 
should seek to work out a draft treaty embodying the proposals which 
I  have outlined. It would mean the attainment of the objective which 
we all have in mind. This may seem too ambitious a plan. But 
once we can get started and get some mutual confidence, I believe 
things could go quickly.
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377. Address by the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
the General Assembly {Extract}, September 18, 
19591

We are all of us faced with many unresolved international prob
lems. Not all of them are of equal importance or urgency. Some 
of them concern relations between individual countries; others affect 
the interests of peoples of a number of countries and continents. 
There is, however, one problem whofefc1 solution the people of all coun
tries big and small await with hope, irrespective of their social sys
tems and ways of life. I t is the problem of disarmament. Success 
in finding a correct solution to this problem will to a great extent 
determine the direction in which mankind is to go, whether it will be 
towards war with its disastrous consequences or whether the cause of 
peace will prevail. The peoples are thirsting for peace; they want 
to live without fear for their future, without fear of losing those who 
are dear to them in the conflagration of a new war.

For centuries, the peoples have dreamed of putting an end to the 
destructive methods of waging war. The best minds of mankind, 
the greatest public leaders and statesmen, and the parties having the 
closest ties with the working people have advanced and championed 
the demand for disarmament. But instead of having disarmament, 
the world has for several decades been racked by the fever of 
armaments.

Who can honestly maintain that the armaments race has helped to 
solve a single international problem, even the simplest? On the con
trary, the armaments race only complicates and confuses the solution 
of any issue in dispute.

Never in the entire history of mankind has the armaments race 
gone forward at such a speed, and never has it been fraught with so 
many dangers, as today, in the age of the atom, of electronics and of 
the conquest of cosmic space.

I t is only a short time ago that quick-firing automatic weapons, 
tanks, long-range artillery and aerial bombs were regarded as the 
most terrible and the most powerful means of exterminating human 
beings. But can they be compared with the weapons which are avail
able today? We have now reached the stage where it is difficult to 
conceive of a weapon more powerful than the hydrogen weapon, the 
force of which is practically unlimited. If  all the means of destruc
tion which were available to mankind in the past were to be com
bined, their power would represent only an insignificant fraction of

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fourteenth Session, 199th Plenary 
Meeting, pp. 34-38.
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that now in the hands of the two or three great Powers which possess 
nuclear weapons.

I  am revealing no great secret when I  say that the explosion of 
one, mark you, only one large hydrogen bomb would release enormous 
destructive energy. I had occasion recently to read the statement of 
Mr. W. Davidon, a United States specialist in nuclear physics, that 
the explosion of a single hydrogen bomb results in the release of an 
amount of energy greater than that produced from all explosions 
set off by all countries in all wars in the history of mankind.1 He, 
to all appearances, is right. Is it possible to disregard the fact that 
the destructive force of weapons of war has reached such tremendous 
proportions? And can it be forgotten that there is now not a single 
place on the globe that is out of reach of nuclear and rocket weapons?

It is difficult to imagine the consequences, for mankind, of a war 
in which these monstrous means of destruction and annihilation 
were used. If  such a war were allowed to break out, the number of 
victims would be counted, not in millions, but in many tens, and even 
hundreds, of millions of human lives. I t  would be a war in which 
there was no difference between the front and the rear, between sol
diers and children. I t would result in the laying *in ruin of many 
large cities and centres of industry, and in the irrevocable loss of 
the greatest cultural monuments, created over the centuries by the 
efforts of human genius. Nor would such a war spare future genera
tions. Its poisonous trail in the form of radio-active contamination 
would long continue to maim people and claim many lives.

A dangerous situation has developed in the world today. Various 
military alliances have come into existence, and the arms race is pro
ceeding without a moment’s pause. So much inflammable material 
has been accumulated that a single spark would suffice to face us 
with the possibility of an immediate catastrophe. The world has 
reached a point where war may become a reality as the result of 
some ridiculous accident, such as a technical fault in an aircraft carry
ing a hydrogen bomb or a break-down in the normal mental processes 
of the flyer behind the controls.

Over and above this, it is well known that even now the arms race 
is placing a heavy burden on the nations. I t results in higher prices 
for national consumption goods and in the reduction of real wages; 
it has a harmful effect on the economy of many States, and it disrupts 
international trade. Never in history have so great a number of 
States and such large numbers of people been engaged in military 
preparations as in our day. If  we add to the members of the armed 
forces those who are directly or indirectly connected with the produc
tion of arms and are involved in various types of military research, we 
find that more than 100 million people have been taken away from

1 See New York Times, Sept 20,1959, p. 20.
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peaceful work and that these include the most energetic arid efficient 
labourers, scientists and technicians. A tremendous amount of human 
energy, knowledge, inventiveness and skill is being poured into a bot
tomless pit, as it were, and devoured by growing armaments.

The annual military expenditures of all States at the present time 
amount to approximately $100,000 million. Is it not time to call a halt 
to this senseless squandering of national resources and national ener
gies on preparations for war and destruction ?

The Soviet Government, guided in its foreign policy by the 
principle of the peaceful coexistence of peoples, stands for peace 
and friendship between all nations. The aim—the only aim—of our 
domestic policy is to create a life worthy of the best ideals of mankind. 
Our seven-year plan is inspired by a love of peace and by concern for 
the welfare and happiness of the people. The aim of our foreign 
policy—its sole and unvarying aim—is to prevent war and to ensure 
peace and security for our country and for all countries.

Some leaders of the Western countries had calculated that the “cold 
war” would result in the exhaustion of the material resources of the 
Soviet Union and the other socialist countries and that their economy 
would be undermined. But their calculations have not proved correct. 
Although the Soviet Union has definite burdens to bear in connexion 
with armaments, it is none the less ensuring the rapid development of 
its economy and the ever greater satisfaction of its people’s growing 
needs. The material requirements of the people could, of course, be 
better satisfied if the armament burdens were eliminated.

The Soviet Union is a determined and consistent champion of dis
armament. Our State has no classes or groups that are interested in 
war and the armaments race or in the conquest of foreign territories. 
Everyone is agreed that, to achieve the magnificent aims which we 
have set ourselves in the matter of improving the well-being of the 
Soviet people and executing the plans for the building-up of our 
economy, we need peace. Like other States which cherish peace, we 
should like to convert our entire economy and resources to peaceful 
purposes in order to provide our people with an abundance of food 
products, clothing, housing and other benefits. But under the present 
conditions of an armaments race we are unable to devote all our efforts 
to peaceful construction without endangering the vital interests of 
our people and the interests of our country’s security.

All nations need peace. At the end of the Second World War, the 
Soviet Union submitted specific disarmament proposals to the United 
Nations. We proposed the complete prohibition of atomic weapons, 
a substantial reduction in armed forces and armaments, and a sharp 
eut in arms expenditures. We advocated the liquidation of foreign 
military bases existing in other countries and the withdrawal of Gov
ernments5 armed forces from foreign territories.
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We have given proof of our desire to solve the disarmament 
problem, not only by words, but also by deeds. The Soviet Union has 
more than once shown initiative and taken concrete steps towards put
ting an end to the armaments race and proceeding as rapidly as pos
sible to the implementation of practical disarmament measures. 
Immediately after the end of the War, an extensive demobilization of 
the armed forces was carried out in our country. The Soviet Union 
completely eliminated the military bases which it held on the territory 
of foreign States at the end of the Second World War.

I may remind you that over recent years the Soviet armed forces 
have been reduced unilaterally by a total of more than 2 million men. 
The armed forces of the USSR in the German Democratic Republic 
have been reduced considerably, and all Soviet troops have been with
drawn from the Romanian People’s Republic. We have also made a 
considerable cut in military expenditures.

In 1958 the Soviet Union unilaterally suspended atomic and hydro
gen weapon tests, in the hope that this noble initiative would serve 
as an example to other Powers.1 One can only regret that this hope 
was not fulfilled. The Soviet Union has now decided not to resume 
nuclear explosions in its country if the Western Powers do not re
sume the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons.2 Only in the 
event of their renewing their nuclear weapons testing will the Soviet 
Union be released from the commitment which it has assumed.

The problem of disarmament has been under discussion in the 
United Nations and other international forums for over fourteen 
years, but thus far no practical results have been achieved. What is 
the reason for this state of affairs? I have no desire to stir up the 
past or to engage in an analysis of the obstacles and disagreements 
which developed in the course of the disarmament talks; still less 
do I wish to level accusations against anyone. This is not the main 
thing today. It is our deep conviction that the main thing is to re
move the principal obstacles which have piled up along the road to 
disarmament and to attempt to find a new approach to the solution 
of this problem.

Experience in disarmament negotiations has made it clear that 
one of the fundamental obstacles obstructing agreement is the ques
tion of control. We have advocated, and still advocate, strict inter
national control over the fulfilment of a disarmament agreement, after 
such an agreement has been reached. But we have always been op
posed to the idea of divorcing the control system from the disarm
ament measures—to the idea that the control organs should become, 
in effect, organs for the collection of intelligence data under condi
tions in which no disarmament would actually take place.

1 Ante, doc. 252.
• Ante, doc. 372.
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We are in favour of genuine disarmament under control, but we 
are against control without disarmament. The opponents of disarm
ament can easily make any measure conditional upon demands for 
control which are of such a nature that, in the circumstances of a 
universal arms race, other States cannot meet them. I t is plain that 
even those States which, for one reason or another, press such far- 
reaching demands for control would themselves have no inclination 
to accept those demands in practice if it came to the point of im
plementing them.

Other difficulties also arise. So long as disarmament is conceived 
of as merely partial, and it is assumed that after the conclusion of 
a disarmament agreement some sorts of armament will be retained, 
States would be left with the physical capacity for an attack. There 
would always be the fear that, with the types of arms and armed 
forces remaining, it would still be possible to launch an attack. 
Awareness that that possibility would persist has impeded the dis
armament negotiations considerably.

Many States have feared that disarmament measures would affect 
precisely those types of weapons in which they have the greatest 
superiority and which they consider particularly necessary to them. 
In such circumstances, in an atmosphere of “cold war” and mutual 
suspicion, it is natural—if we speak seriously and not for propaganda 
purposes—that no State could disclose its military secrets, the organi
zation of its defence and war production, without prejudicing the 
interests of its own national security.

All representatives will agree, I  am sure, that we must direct the 
collective intelligence of all States, as of the United Nations, towards 
the search for a new approach to the solution of the disarmament 
problem.

Our task is to find a lever with which, when we grasp it, we can 
stop mankind from sliding into the abyss of war. There is one neces
sity today—to eliminate the very possibility of an outbreak of war. 
So long as large armies, air forces, navies, and nuclear and rocket 
weapons exist, so long as the young people who come into the world 
make the arts of war their first study, and so long as the general 
staffs plan future military operations, there will be no guarantee of 
a lasting peace.

The Soviet Government, after examining from all angles the situa
tion which has arisen, has reached the firm conclusion that the way 
out of the impasse must be sought through general and complete 
disarmament. This approach completely eliminates the possibility of 
any State gaining military advantages of any kind. General and com
plete disarmament will remove all the obstacles that have arisen dur
ing discussion of the questions involved by partial disarmament,
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and will clear the way for the institution of universal and complete 
control.

What does the Soviet Government propose?
The essence of our proposals is that, over a period of four years, all 

States should carry out complete disarmament and should divest them
selves of the means of waging war.

The result of this is that land armies, naval fleets and air forces 
will cease to exist, that general staffs and war ministries will be abol
ished, and that military training establishments will close down. 
Tens of millions of people will return to peaceful, constructive work.

Military bases in foreign territories will be done away with.
All atomic and hydrogen bombs at the disposal of States will be 

destroyed, and all further production of such bombs will cease. The 
energy of fissionable materials will be devoted exclusively to peaceful 
economic and scientific purposes.

Military rockets, whatever their range, will be abolished, and rocket 
technology will remain solely in the service of transport and the con
quest of cosmic space for the benefit of all mankind.

States should be allowed to retain only strictly limited police 
(militia) contingents—of a strength agreed upon for each country— 
equipped with light firearms and intended solely for the mainte
nance of internal order and the protection of the citizens’ personal 
safety.

In order that no one may violate his undertakings, we propose the 
creation of an international control organ in which all States would 
participate. There should be established, for the control of all dis
armament measures, a system which would be set up and operated 
in conformity with the stages in which disarmament was carried out.

If  disarmament is general and complete, then, once it is accom
plished, control will also be general and complete. States will have 
nothing to hide from each other; none of them will have a weapon to 
raise against another; and the controllers will then be able to display 
their zeal to the maximum.

This solution of disarmament questions will provide complete secu
rity for all States. I t will create favourable conditions for the peace
ful coexistence of States. All international problems will then be 
solved, not by force of arms, but by peaceful means.

We are political realists, and we appreciate that a certain time 
will be required in which to work out so broad a disarmament pro
gramme. While this programme is being evolved, and while the vari
ous issues are being settled by agreement, we must not sit with folded 
hands and wait.

The Soviet Government considers that the elaboration of a pro
gramme of general and complete disarmament should not delay the
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settlement of a question so acute and eminently ripe for solution as 
that of discontinuing nuclear weapons tests for all time. Every 
prerequisite for such a solution now exists. We hope that the appro
priate agreement on the discontinuance of tests will be concluded 
and brought into force without delay.

The danger of rocket and nuclear war suspended over the peoples 
demands bold, far-reaching decisions for the securing of peace.

A decision to carry out general and complete disarmament within a 
short space of time, and the execution of that decision, would mark the 
beginning of a new stage in international life. Agreement among 
States to undertake general, complete disarmament would afford con
vincing practical confirmation of the absence of any aggressive designs 
on their part and the presence of a sincere desire to build their relations 
with other countries on a foundation of friendship and co-operation. 
With the destruction of weapons and the disbanding of armed forces, 
States would be left without the material capacity to pursue any policy 
but a peaceful one.

When complete disarmament had been achieved, mankind would 
experience a feeling like that of a traveller in the desert, overcome with 
fatigue and tortured by the fear of dying of thirst and exhaustion, 
when after long wanderings he reaches ian oasis.

General and complete disarmament would make it possible to switch 
vast material and financial resources from the production of death- 
dealing weapons to constructive uses. The energy of the peoples can 
be directed to the creation of material and spiritual values beautify-' 
ing and ennobling the life and labour of man.

The execution of a programme of general and complete disarma
ment would make it possible to convert enormous resources to the 
building of schools, hospitals, houses and roads, and to the production 
of foodstuffs and industrial goods. The resources released would 
render possible a considerable reduction of taxes and prices. This 
would have a favourable effect on the populations’ living standards 
and would be welcomed by millions of ordinary people. With the 
money that States have expended for military purposes in the last 
decade alone, they could erect over 150 million houses in which, with 
every comfort, many hundred millions of people could live.

General and complete disarmament would also create completely 
new opportunities for the assistance of States whose economies are at 
present still underdeveloped and stand in need of co-operation from 
more advanced countries. Even if only a small part of the resources 
released by the cessation of military expenditure on the part of the 
great Powers were devoted to assisting such States, this could liter
ally usher in a new epoch in the economic development of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America.
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All the artificial obstacles to the development of international trade 
which today exist in the form of discriminatory restrictions, lists of 
prohibited items and so on would disappear. The industry of such 
countries as the United States, of America, the United Kingdom, 
France, West Germany and other highly developed States would at 
last be able to secure large orders from other countries. The use of 
the resources released by disarmament would provide the populations 
with the widest possible opportunities for employment. Hence there 
is no truth in assertions that disarmament would lead to a crisis or an 
economic slump in the industrially highly-developed countries of the 
capitalist world.

When it is physically impossible for any State to engage in military 
operations against other States, international relations will begin 
to develop under the banner of trust. Suspicion and fear will vanish; 
all countries will be able to behave towards one another as genuine 
good neighbours. The door will stand wide open to economic, com
mercial and cultural co-operation between all States. For the first 
time a reliable and lasting peace, to which all peoples so strongly 
aspire, will become a reality.

In the conviction, that these great aims can and must be achieved by 
the joint efforts of all States, united under the banner of the peaceful 
principles of the United Nations Charter, the Government of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics is presenting, for the consideration of 
the United Nations, a declaration on general and complete disarma
ment, together with specific proposals on the subject.1

It goes without saying that, if at present the Western Powers do not, 
for one reason or another, express their readiness to embark upon gen 
eral and complete disarmament, the Soviet Government is prepared to 
come to terms with other States on appropriate partial measures relat
ing to disarmament and the strengthening of security. In the view of 
the Soviet Government, the most important steps are the following:

(1) The establishment of a control and inspection zone, and the 
reduction of foreign troops in the territories of the Western Euro
pean countries concerned;

(2) The establishment of an “atom-free” zone in Central 
Europe;

(3) The withdrawal of all foreign troops from the territories of 
European States and the abolition of military bases on the territories 
of foreign States;

(4) The conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the memb \r 
States of NATO and the member States of the Warsaw Treaty;

(5) The conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of surprise 
attack by one State upon another.

1 See post, doc. 378.
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The Soviet Government considers it appropriate to recall its dis
armament proposals of 10 May 1955, which outlined a specific scheme 
for partial measures in the field of disarmament.1 I t is convinced that 
these proposals constitute a sound basis for agreement on this vitally 
important issue.

This is not the first time that the idea of general and complete dis
armament has been put forward by the Soviet Union. Our Govern
ment presented an extensive programme for complete disarmament 
in the period between the two world wars. Opponents of disarma
ment were then wont to say that the Soviet Union had made the pro
posals because it was economically and militarily weak. This false 
argument may have misled some people at that time, but today it is 
obvious to everyone that to talk of the weakness of the Soviet Union 
is absurd.

The new proposal of the Soviet Government is prompted solely by 
the desire to ensure lasting peace between nations.

We say sincerely to all countries: As against the slogan “Let us 
arm!”, which still enjoys currency in some places, we advance the slo
gan “Let us disarm completely 1” Let us compete as to who builds 
more homes, schools and hospitals for his people and produces more 
bread, milk, meat, clothing and other consumer goods; let us not com
pete as to who has more hydrogen bombs and rockets. That will be 
welcomed by all peoples of the earth.

378. Declaration of the Soviet Government on General 
and Complete Disarmament, September 19, 1959 2

An agreement among States to limit and destroy the means of wag
ing war has long been the cherished dream of mankind. Long 
before it experienced the horrors of world wars, disarmament had 
been proposed and urged by public figures, statesmen and the parties 
most closely connected with the working people.

The adoption of effective measures to achieve disarmament is in 
the interest of every State, large or small, irrespective of its social sys
tem and way of life. There is not a nation today that does not view 
with a deep sense of alarm the present rivalry among States in the 
production of armaments, a rivalry that has taken on unprecedented 
proportions, particularly in the development of ever more destruc
tive and lethal weapons of war. There is nothing the nations desire 
more earnestly than to end such rivalry, fraught as it is with dire con
sequences for the fate of the world.

1 Ante, doc. 112.
1 U.N. doc. A/4219, Sept. 19, 1959.
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General and complete disarmament is the way 
to save mankind from the scourge of war

People have come to think of the armaments race as a spectre always, 
marching a step ahead of war. That was the case when Europe, arm
ing feverishly, moved step by step towards the First World War. The 
same pattern was repeated in the thirties when “guns instead of but
ter” became the keyword in a number of countries and the flow of 
armaments again began to fill the arsenals to capacity. Everyone 
knows how that ended. The nations were plunged into the Second 
World War which brought them disasters and hardships beside which 
those mankind had experienced in the darkest periods of its history 
paled into insignificance.

The war ended and yet men and women were still unable to find 
peace. Almost the very day after the last battles had been fought, 
the world was again gripped by the armaments fever, but on this 
occasion the danger to mankind was greater, because preparations for 
nuclear warfare were involved.

Never before has the armaments race been fraught with so much 
danger as it is today in the era of the atom, electronics and the conquest 
of outer space.

However horrible may have been such means of extermination as 
rapid-firing automatic weapons, tanks, long-range artillery and 
aerial bombs, they cannot in any way be compared with atomic and 
hydrogen weapons and missiles. All the means of destruction avail-, 
able to mankind throughout the centuries, taken together, would con-5 
stitute but a small fraction of those now at the disposal of the two or 
three Powers which possess nuclear weapons.

In fact, it is common knowledge that the discharge of a single large 
ippdprn hydrogen bomb releases destructive energy greater than that; 
of all, the explosives manufactured throughout the world during the 
four years of the Second World War.

The introduction of atomic weapons and missiles into the armaments 
of military forces, the training of military personnel in their use and 
the adaptation of military strategy and tactics to the new types of 
weapons have.already reached such an advanced stage that any future, 
military conflict between the Powers may well become a way in which 
every weapon of destruction now available to the belligerents will 
be employed. Outer space, which was inaccessible to mankind only 
a year or two ago, can now be used, just as the sea and the air were 
used before it, to deliver a nuclear attack against any point on the 
globe.

Generally speaking, both world wars broke out between neighbour
ing countries with a common f ton tier. Today war can break out’

514543— 00—vol. 2------ 49
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between States which are several thousands of kilometres apart and 
may involve whole continents.

In such a war, if it cannot be averted in time, distances would be 
measured in thousands and tens of thousands of kilometres, time in 
minutes and seconds and losses in millions, tens of millions, and hun
dreds of millions of human lives. I t would be a war in which there 
would be no distinction between front and rear, between armies in the 
field and the civilian populations, between soldiers and children.

The emergence of military alliances that virtually cover the whole 
globe and are heavily armed against each other has produced a situa
tion in which a small spark, an incident seemingly of local signifi
cance, would be enough to unleash the holocaust of war. Although 
the general system of military commitments has so far not been set 
in motion and the brakes have held, there neither is nor can be any 
guarantee, that this will continue to be the case in future.

Never before have so many States and individuals been involved 
in military preparations as at the present time. Today tens of mil
lions of persons are in the armed forces. If we add to the number 
of those in military service the men and women connected directly 
or indirectly with the production of armaments, military research 
and other activities relating to the provision of supplies and serv
ices for the armed forces, we find that hundreds of millions of men 
and women have been diverted from peaceful employment. A vast 
amount of human energy, knowledge, ingenuity and skill is, so to 
speak, being sunk in a bottomless pit, is being swallowed up by 
expanding armaments.

The armaments race has also spread to States economically unable 
to support the burden of armaments, a burden which, from the nafii- 
tary standpoint, is jeopardizing their very existence. Military bases 
in the territories of foreign States and armed forces stationed 
thousands of kilometres from their own frontiers provide clear proof 
of this.

On the other hand, the stockpiling of weapons of mass destruction 
in the arsenals of some Powers and the establishment of air, naval 
and missile bases increasingly close to the borders of other States 
compels the States against which these military preparations are 
directed to take the necessary steps to strengthen their own security 
and safeguard the peaceful life of their peoples. The Soviet Un/ion, 
all the socialist countries and many other peace-loving States would 
like to undertake a complete conversion of their economy and resources 
to peaceful purposes so that they can provide the people with ample 
food, clothing and housing. However, they cannot devote their 
entire efforts to peaceful construction without mortally endanger
ing the vital interests of their peoples and their own very existence. 
When one side arms, the other side must do likewise. The quantity
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of weapons of mass destruction is steadily increasing and, at the 
same time, the danger of a military explosion is growing.

Today atomic and hydrogen bombs are not only being stored in 
ultra-secret depots. They are being fitted on bombers which make 
flights over the territory of many Western European countries. We 
are nearing the stage when extremely powerful and long-range weap
ons can be launched not only on the orders of Governments, but at 
the will of individuals posted at the control panel of these weapons. 
But it is unlikely that a State on whose territory a nuclear cargo is 
dropped as a result of evil intent, technical failure or accident, will 
investigate the cause of such action; it will be compelled to react as 
it would against a military attack, against an act of war. Can we 
allow the issue of peace or war to be settled by blind chance? Do 
all these facts not provide further proof that we can go no further 
along the road of armaments ? The Soviet Union by no means con
siders that an armaments contest is completely inevitable and that 
it must at all times be a concomitant of relations between States. 
The Soviet Union has based and still bases its foreign policy on the 
assumption that it is possible to prevent the future development of 
human society from taking the course which has led to two world 
wars and to ensure that the history of human society ceases to be 
a chronicle of sanguinary wars.

Weapons are created by the hands of man. The same hands can 
also destroy them.

The problem of disarmament has already been under discussion 
in the United Nations for almost fourteen years. I t  had previously 
been considered for many years by the League of Nations and by 
the Disarmament Conference convened by the League. However, 
no practical results have so far been achieved in terms of agreed 
decisions among States.

Much could be said about the causes of this gloomy situation that 
prevails with respect to disarmament. But what we need to do now 
is not to delve into the past and become further embroiled in contro
versy but to remove the chief obstacles on which all previous attempts 
to reach an agreement on disarmament have foundered.

The whole course of the negotiations on disarmament, which have 
lasted for many years, shows that the problems of organizing control 
over disarmament has been advanced as one of the chief obstacles to 
the attainment of such an agreement.

The Soviet Government has always stood, and still stands, for the 
establishment of strict international control over the fulfillment of 
agreements on disarmament measures when such agreements have 
been reached. Every Soviet proposal on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and of the testing of such weapons, as well as on the reduc
tion of conventional armaments and armed forces, has invariably
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Jp̂ en accompanied by specific proposals for the establishment of effec
tive international control. The Soviet Government has, however, 
been consistently opposed to the control system being converted into 
ft programme of measures unrelated to the actual implementation of 
disarmament* and more particularly to the control organs becoming 
organs for the collection of intelligence data on the armaments of 
States under conditions in which disarmament would not in fact 
be taking place.

In present circumstances however, the organization of control does 
involve real difficulties quite apart from the complications which have 
been artificially injected into the problem. These difficulties will 
become quite clear on reference to a problem such as that of the pro
hibition and elimination of nuclear weapons.

As we know, the same fissionable materials can be used at the plants 
concerned both for the production of nuclear weapons and for peace
ful needs. This means that in present circumstances, when atomic 
energy is being increasingly used in the economy, some of the fission
able materials may be surreptitiously diverted to the production of 
weapons.

To avoid, in the present atmosphere of distrust, all suspicion that 
some State or other was concealing its use of atomic materials for 
military purposes, foreign controllers would have to be granted access 
to a very large number of plants in each country, and that would in 
fact amount to establishing a sort of foreign trusteeship over a large 
sector of the country’s economy. At the same time and for precisely 
the samereason-^-distrust among States—not one State is prepared 
to admit foreign controllers and inspectors to its -enterprises, particu
larly those engaged in military production.

Clearly, in the present circumstances, with the continuance of the 
armaments race, international tension and lack of confidence, the 
essential conditions for the establishment of over-all control are absent.

JSplong as distrust prevails between States, the opponents of dis
armament cai^ easily make any disarmament measure subject to con
trol conditipn^ which other States cannot accept: Indeed those States 
which for that op any other reason raise such far-reaching demands 
regarding the powers pf cpjitrpl organs, have themselves no inclina
tion whatever to accept such qontrol terms if ever they are put into 
effect.

In such circumstances any deliberate attempt to advance inflated 
control requirements and: especially to put the establishment of con
trol before disarmament as a prerequisite for any disarmament meas
ures, is tantamount to blocking all approaches to the solution of the 
problem.

*The Soviet Government considers that, the time has come to make 
a sober assessment of the, situation that has developed and to admit
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that since the approach used so far in seeking a soiution of the prob
lem of disarmament has failed to produce the necessary results, the 
proper conclusions should be drawn from that fact. The Soviet 
Government believes there can be but one conclusion : that it is the 
duty of all States and of the United Nations urgently to seek a new 
way of solving the 'problem of disarmament, which is the burning 
problem of our time.

What is this new way ? How can an end be put to a situation in 
which great wealth extracted by man from nature, and transformed 
by scientific genius, by the skill of engineers and the efforts of many 
millions of workers, is wasted on producing means of destruction 
and extermination? How is it possible to prevent tens of millions 
of people who are at the peak of their creative force and energy 
from being torn away from useful work to serve in the armed forces 
and to train for a war of devastation?

The majority of statesmen and public figures as well as the broad 
masses of the population of all countries already recognize that an
other world war would be a fearful tragedy for everybody, and for 
some countries whose area is not large but whose population den
sity is high it would be a disaster threatening their very existence.

The task now is to find some means of preventing mankind from 
being engulfed in a nuclear missile war.

In the present state of international relations and at the present 
level of military technology when any military conflict may lead to a 
nuclear missile war, the only way to ensure the security of all States 
is to exclude the very possibility of war. As long as large armies* air 
forces and navies exist, as long as there are nuclear and mifefcile 
weapons, as long as young men on the threshold of life are trained 
first of all in the arts of war, and general staffs work out the plans 
for future military operations, there is and can be no guarantee of 
peace between peoples. The most effective and solid guarantee of 
peace, in keeping not only with the loftiest ideals but also with the 
urgent demands of the people, is not the balance of armaments, which 
every State endeavours to interpret in such a way as to turn it to its 
own advantage, but the inability of States to wage a war for lack of 
material means.

After carefully considering the present international situation and 
the experience of earlier disarmament negotiations the Government 
of the Soviet Union has come to the conclusion that the best means of 
solving the disarmament problem, which is the chief international 
problem of our time, is complete and general disarmament by all 
States.

By complete and general disarmament the Soviet Government 
means the renunciation by all States without exception of the mainte
nance of any kind of armed force apart from minimum contingents
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for internal security (militia, police) equipped with small arms and 
designed to maintain order in each country.

This means that land armies, navies and air forces will cease to 
exist; general staffs and war ministries will be abolished, and military 
training establishments will be closed. Tens of millions of people 
will return to peaceful, constructive work.

Foreign military bases now established in a number of States, 
which are detrimental to sovereignty and security of those States and 
extremely harmful to the cause of international confidence and co
operation, will be abolished.

All atomic and hydrogen bombs in the possession of States will be 
destroyed and their further production discontinued. Energy derived 
from fissionable materials will be used exclusively for peaceful eco
nomic and scientific purposes.

Military missiles of all ranges will be eliminated, and missiles will 
remain only as a means of transport and for the exploration of outer 
space for the benefit of all mankind.

Guns, tanks, shells, and torpedoes will be melted down to provide 
metal for the needs of peaceful construction work. Warships and 
military aircraft will be scrapped.

Stockpiles of chemical and bacteriological weapons accumulated 
by some States, asphyxiating and poisonous substances, and cultures 
of lethal bacteria which are potential sources of severe epidemic 
disease will all be finally and irretrievably destroyed.

Such is the disarmament programme which the Soviet Government 
submits to all States for their consideration and firstly to the Members 
of the United Nations, proposing that it should be put into effect with
out delay.

This is a radical programme, but that is precisely what guarantees 
that it can be carried out in the present circumstances. The existence 
of blocs of Powers, opposed to one another, in which dozens of States 
are committed to mutual military obligations, together with the dizzy 
pace at which military technology is developing, demands bold and 
far-reaching decisions if peace is to be ensured.

The proposal for complete and general disarmament is to be dis
tinguished from all other disarmament proposals, since its realization 
would completely exclude any inequality and would rule out the pos
sibility that military advantages of any kind would be created for any 
State.

Hardly anyone would deny that if a radical decision was taken to 
bring about the general and complete disarmament of all States within 
a short firmly established time-limit and if that decision was put into 
effect, the entire international situation would change completely. 
Relations between States, including countries belonging to different
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social systems and to opposing military and political blocs, would be 
put on a completely new basis.

Fear of possible aggression by any State would in fact be removed. 
The readiness of States to undertake complete general disarmament 
would be convincing factual confirmation of the absence of any aggres
sive intentions on their part and of their sincere desire to base relations 
with other countries on the principle of peaceful co-existence. 
Furthermore, with the destruction of armaments and the abolition 
of armed forces no physical possibility whatsoever would remain that 
States could pursue any policy but that of peace. The abolition of the 
means of waging war would provide an even more solid basis for co
existence between States as relations between States could no longer 
develop along any other lines.

General and complete disarmament would remove the distinction 
between the victors and the vanquished in the last war. The signifi
cance and international prestige of Powers would be determined not 
by their military might but by the extent to which they participated 
in creating the material and spiritual riches of mankind. The pres
tige of individual States and the importance of their contribution to 
the history of mankind would be measured not by the number of their 
divisions, bombers or rockets, the tonnage of their warships and sub
marines, or their stockpiles of atomic and hydrogen bombs, but by 
their achievements in the production of material wealth, in the 
improvement of the working and living conditions of the people and 
in the struggle for the prolongation of life.

Naturally even after the completion of a general disarmament pro
gramme, contradictions between States will remain, particularly 
between States with different social and economic systems. These 
contradictions will not, however, be resolved through military clashes 
but by peaceful economic competition, by the struggle of ideas, and 
with the help of other peaceful means as prescribed in the United 
Nations Charter.

General and complete disarmament will remove also the difficulties 
connected with control. In such circumstances States will have noth
ing to hide from each other, and there will be every opportunity to 
carry out checks or inspections if there is any doubt about the good 
faith of any State in fulfilling its disarmament obligations.

In other words, the decision in favour of general and complete dis
armament would at last make it possible to break the vicious circle 
of distrust between States, which now fetters them in their negotia
tions on partial disarmament measures and prevents them from mak
ing any progress whatever.

When general and complete disarmament has been achieved, a new 
and much more favourable atmosphere will be created for the solution
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of many complex political problems still outstanding, including those 
in Europe.

Lastly, the achievement of general and complete disarmament would 
offer all countries new prospects of economic development. There 
would be unprecedented opportunities for a rapid improvement in the 
living standards of all nations, since funds could be put to good use 
that are now being spent by States on the maintenance of armed forces 
and tjie manufacture of armaments.

The opponents of disarmament not infrequently try to discredit the 
very concept of disarmament asserting that the cessation of armaments 
manufacture would inevitably cause economic difficulties and bring 
unemployment to many people now engaged in the armament indus
tries. But this is a specious argument.

Surely, current production of lethal weapons consumes vast sums of 
public money, which could be used for building houses for the popu
lation, new schools for children and free hospitals for those neediixg 
medical treatment, and for providing or increasing old-age and disa
bility pensions. Surely the use of these funds for peaceful purposes 
offers the fullest opportunities for employment.

There can be no doubt that general and complete disarmament would 
create conditions for the material and intellectual development of all 
countries at a rate many times in excess of the present one. The 
thousands of millions that would flow like a torrent into the civil 
economies as a result of the cessation of military expenditure, would 
be used in far more favourable circumstances than those prevailing 
at present. The artificial barriers with which States isolate them
selves and jealously guard their scientific and technological achieve: 
ments for military and strategic reasons would gradually fall away! 
Scientists in all countries would be able to devote their work exclu
sively to the service of society and the improvement of living condi
tions. The unimpeded exchange of information would give new im
petus to scientific, technical and economic progress in all States, at 
the individual and at the collective level.

If  all States pooled their efforts and provided the funds needed for 
waging an all-out offensive against such enemies of mankind as cancer 
and other serious diseases which still resist treatment, these diseases 
could soon be defeated. General disarmament would furnish the pre- 
requisities for such a concerted effort to improve the health of mankind.

The greater mutual confidence between States resulting from gen
eral and complete disarmament would favour the extensive develop
ment of international trade. The artificial barriers in the form of 
discriminatory restrictions, lists of prohibited goods, etc., employed 
by certain Powers to prevent the extension of this trade, would dis
appear. The industries of such countries as the United States, the 
United Kingdom, Western Germany and France would at last be
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able to avail themselves of the~existing wide opportunities for securing 
large foreign orders. Mutually beneficial trade would haVe a favour* 
able influence on the economies of trading States.

General and complete disarmament would also create new oppor* 
tunities for providing assistance to States whose economies are at 
present under-developed and need help from the iriore advanced 
countries. The allocation of even a small proportion of the resources  ̂
released by the cessation of military expenditure by the great Powers, 
for assistance to such States would inaugurate a new era in the ecô  
nomic development of Asia, Africa and Latin America.

The following example will suffice:
The Aswan High Dam and the hydroelectric installations associated 

with it, now under construction on the Nile in the Egyptian part of 
the United Arab Republic, probably constitute the most impressive 
project now being carried out in any of the under-developed countries 
of Africa or Asia. If general and complete disarmament is achieved 
and highly-developed industrial countries set aside say 10 per cent 
of the resources thus saved for assistance to under-developed coun
tries, such allocations from the budgets of two Powers alone—the 
United States and the Soviet Union—could finance the construction 
of several such dams every year.

In 1958 the direct military expenditure alone of Member States of 
the NATO military bloc totalled 60,000 million dollars. One-tenth 
of this sum, if used to help under-developed countries, would finance 
the construction, every year, of more than ten iron and steel plants^ 
similar to those now being built in India*

Such are the opportunities for promoting the economic progress of 
under-developed countries on the basis of general and complete dis: 
armament. The Soviet Union is in favour of making the fullest use 
6i these opportunities: . / '

This is not the first time the idea of general and complete disarma
ment has been put forward. The Soviet Government made proposal? 
to this effect in the period between the two world wars. The interests 
of rival groupings of Powers attempting to turn the military might 
of aggressive States against the only socialist State then in existence 
prevented the adoption of that Soviet proposal, with disastrous con
sequences for peace.

Opponents of the proposals for general and complete disarmament 
were then wont to say that the Soviet Union had made the proposals 
because it was economically and militarily weak. This false argument 
may have misled some people, but it is obvious to everyone today that 
to talk of the weakness of the Soviet Union is absurd, and that the new 
Soviet proposal for general and complete disarmament is prompted



1470 DOCUMENT 378 : SEPTEMBER 19, 1959

solely by the desire to promote the establishment of lasting peace 
between nations.

The Soviet Union, the Chinese People’s Republic and all the socialist 
countries are sharply opposed to war and to the manufacture of 
weapons of war. I t  would, however, be incorrect to imagine that 
States with a different social system have no reason to support sincerely 
and unreservedly a proposal for general and complete disarmament. 
Destruction of the means of waging war cannot, and will not, be 
detrimental to the national interests of any State. No Government 
with genuine concern for the fate of its country and its people can 
adopt an unfavourable attitude to a proposal for general and complete 
disarmament.

There are over 100 States on the political map of the world. The 
States are at different levels of economic development, they have 
different political and social systems and their peoples have different 
living conditions and levels of culture. But, despite the different 
circumstances in which the peoples of the various countries live, they 
have one thing in common: the desire to prevent another war and to 
secure everlasting peace on earth. When no State is physically able 
to take military action against other States, the course of interna
tional relations will be dominated by genuine mutual confidence.

In the belief that all these lofty aims can and must be attained by 
the concerted efforts of all States, united in the spirit of the peace
ful principles of the United Nations, the USSR Government submits 
for the consideration of the United Nations a proposal for general 
and complete disarmament:

Programme for general and complete disarmament
A programme for general and complete disarmament must include 

the following measures:
The disbanding of all armed forces (land, naval and air forces) 

and the prohibition of their re-establishment in any form;
The destruction of all forms of armaments and military supplies 

both in the possession of the armed forces and in depots;
The elimination of all warships, military aircraft, and all other 

types of military equipment;
The complete prohibition of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the 

cessation of the manufacture of all types of these weapons, their 
elimination from the armaments of States and the destruction of 
stockpiles;

The complete cessation of the manufacture, and the destruction of 
all types of war missiles, irrespective of their range, including mili
tary space vehicles;

The prohibition of the production, possession and storage of the 
means of chemical and bacteriological warfare, and destruction of 
stockpiles of these types of weapons;
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The abolition of military bases of all kinds—army, navy, and air 
force—in the territories of foreign States and all missile-launching 
installations;

The cessation of military production at war plants and at war 
production units in general industrial plants;

The termination of all military courses and training, both in the 
army and in public organizations, and the enactment of legislation 
abolishing military service in all its forms—compulsory, voluntary, 
by recruitment, and so forth;

The abolition of war ministries, general staffs, military educa
tional institutions and military and paramilitary establishments and 
organizations of all kinds;

The discontinuance of the appropriation of funds for military 
purposes in any form, whether from State budgets or from public 
organizations and private individuals;

The prohibition by law of war propaganda and the military educa
tion of young people, and the enactment of legislation prescribing 
severe penalties for the infringement of any of the measures enu
merated above.

States shall retain at their disposal only strictly limited contin
gents of police (militia), the size of which shall be agreed upon for 
each country and which shall be equipped with small arms and be 
used exclusively for the maintenance of internal order and the protec
tion of the personal security of citizens.

For the purpose of supervising the timely implementation of the 
measures of general and complete disarmament, an international con
trol organ composed of all States shall be established. The staff 
of the control organ shall be recruited on an international basis with 
due regard to the principle of equitable geographic distribution.

The international control organ shall have at its disposal all the 
facilities necessary for the exercise of strict control. The functions 
and powers of this organ shall correspond to the nature of the dis
armament measures being implemented.

The Soviet Government proposes that the programme of general 
and complete disarmament should be carried put within as short a 
time-limit as possible—within a period of four years.

The following measures are proposed for the first stage:
The reduction, under appropriate control [,] of the strength of the 

armed forces of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
States of America and the People’s Republic of China to the level of 
1.7 million men, and of those of the United Kingdom and France to 
the level of 650,000 men;

The reduction of the strength of the armed forces of other States 
to levels to be agreed upon at a special session of the United Nations
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Geiferal, Assembly: or at a world conference on general and complete 
<Usarjnaineiit; : : - - : : V

The reduction of the armaments and military equipment at the 
•disposal of the.arfmed forces of Stales; tp the extent necessary to ensure 
that the remaining quantity frfarniaments corresponds to the level 
fixed for the aitfaed forces. *

The following is proposed fbr the second stage:
The completion of the disbandment of the armed forces retained by 

States;
.. The elimination of all military bases in the territories of foreign 
States; troops and military personnel shall be withdrawn from the 
territories of foreign States to within their own national frontiers and 
shall be disbanded.

The following is proposed for the third stage:
The destruction of all types of nuclear weapons and missiles;
The destruction of air force equipment;
The entry into force of the prohibition on the production, posses

sion and storage of means of chemical and bacteriological warfare. 
All stockpiles of chemical and bacteriological weapons in the posses
sion of States shall be removed and destroyed under international 
supervision; ,

Scientific .research for military, purposes and the development of 
weapons and military equipment shall be prohibited;

War ministries,: general staffs and all military and paramilitary

All military courses and training shall be terminated. States shall

In, accordance, with th§ir respective constitutional procedures, 
States, shall wact legislation abolishing military service in all its 
^pns--^^Qpulsory, voluntaryf l>y recruitment* and so forth, and pro
hibiting the re-establishment in overt sO£i povert form of any military 
or paramilitary establishments and organizations.

The appropriation r of funds for military purposes in any form, 
whether from ̂ tate budgets or from public organisations, shall be dis
continued. The funds made available as a result of the implementa
tion of general and complete disarmament shall be used to reduce or 
abolish taxation of the population, to subsidize national economies and 
to  furiiish extensive economic and technical assistance to under
developed countries.

For the purpose of supervising the implementation of the measures 
of general and complete disarmament, an international control organ 
shall be established. The extent of the control and inspection exer
cised shall correspond to the stage reached in the phased disarmament 
of States.
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Upon the completion of general and complete disarmament, which 
shall include the disbandment of all services of the armed forces and 
the destruction of all types of weapons, including weapons of mass 
destruction (nuclear, rocket, chemical, bacteriological), the interna
tional control organ shall have free access to all objects of control.

The control organization may institute a system of aerial observa
tion and aerial photography over the territories of States.

* * *

While the programme of general and complete disarmament is 
being carried into effect and until the final disbandment of all armed 
forces, States shall maintain the same ratio among the various services 
of their armed forces as existed at the time of the entry into force of 
the disarmament agreement.

The programme of general and complete disarmament shall be car
ried out by States in strict conformity with the time-limit specified 
in the agreement, and its implementation may not be suspended or be 
made contingent upon the fulfilment of any conditions not provided 
for in the agreement.

To anticipate possible attempts on the part of States to circumvent 
or violate the agreement on general and complete disarmament, the 
agreement shall contain a provision stipulating that any question of 
its violation shall be submitted for immediate consideration by the 
Security Council or the General Assembly of the United Nations, in 
accordance with their respective sphere of competence.

It goes without saying that the Soviet Government wishes to 
approach the existing situation realistically, and if at present the 
Western Powers do not, for one reason or another, express their 
readiness to embark upon general and complete disarmament, the 
Soviet Government is prepared, as before, to come to terms with other 
States on appropriate partial measures relating to disarmament and 
the strengthening of security. In the view of the Soviet Government, 
the most important steps are the following:

(1) Establishment of a control and inspection zone and reduction 
of foreign troops in the territories of the Western European coun
tries concerned;

(2) Establishment of an atom-free zone in Central Europe;
(3) Withdrawal of all foreign troops from the territories of 

European States and abolition of military bases in the territories 
of foreign States;

(4) Conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the member 
States of NATO 1 and the member States of the Warsaw Treaty ; 2

1 For the texts of the North Atlantic Treaty and supplementary protocols, see 
American Foreign Policy, 1950-1355, vol. I, pp. 812-815, 853-854, and S71-&Z3.'

2 Ibid., pp. 1239-1242.
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(5) Conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of surprise 
attack by one State upon another.
The Soviet Government considers it appropriate to recall its dis

armament proposals of 10 May 1955, which outlined a specific scheme 
for partial measures in the field of disarmament.1 I t is convinced 
that these proposals constitute a sound basis for agreement on this 
vitally important issue.

With respect to the cessation of nuclear weapons tests, the Soviet 
Government has been and still is in favour of immediate cessation of 
such tests for all time.

The Soviet Government expresses its deep conviction that the pro
posed radical solution of the disarmament problem would ensure a 
profound change in the course of international relations, would bring 
into being an atmosphere of confidence among States and would cre
ate conditions for the peaceful life of nations. The Soviet Govern
ment calls upon the Governments of all countries of the world and, in 
particular, upon the Governments of the great Powers, which possess 
the most powerful armed forces, which are permanent members of the 
Security Council, and which bear a special responsibility towards the 
nations for universal security, to proceed jointly and without delay 
to the implementation of general and complete disarmament.

379. Address by the Irish Foreign Minister (Aiken) to 
the General Assembly {Extract}, September 23, 
1959 2

Since our last session a number of conferences and contacts have 
taken place between the leaders of the two great-Power groups. The 
Irish delegation heartily welcomes these meetings, and prays that God 
may guide all who take part in them and inspire them with wisdom, 
fortitude and perseverance. We believe that these leaders, so heavily 
burdened by the grave and intricate problems bequeathed to them, and 
by the tremendous responsibility which rests upon them to save the 
world from destruction, will have the understanding and support of 
all peoples for the success of their labours.

We trust that a continuation and expansion of discussions among 
these leaders will eventually result not only in a clear definition of 
what is required to keep the peace in the short run, but also of the 
major steps which must be taken on the road to stable peace. Now

x Ante, doc. 112.
a General Assembly Official Records: Fourteenth Session, 805th Plenary Meet- 

ing, pp. 130-133.
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that they have been established, the chief danger is that, if these con
tacts should break down without agreement having been reached, the 
tension in the world might well be greater than if they had never 
begun.

On the leaders of the nuclear Powers lies the primary responsibility 
of reaching preliminary agreements on which the decisions of the 
United Nations may be based. But the ultimate responsibility must 
rest here with the United Nations.

In the search for solutions of immediate problems we must keep 
ever clearly before our minds that peace, if it is to be stable and lasting, 
cannot be secured unless it is based on justice to all nations great and 
small, and unless the application of the principles of the Charter can 
be secured by effective guarantees.

We realize, much as we would wish it otherwise, that effectively 
controlled world disarmament and the universal rule of law cannot be 
attained in a single spectacular bound. But we can start moving to
wards these desirable ends with assurance of success—even if it takes 
many decades to attain them—if all Members of the United Nations 
sincerely recognize and agree upon them as our ultimate objectives, 
and if each is determined to work for them as if the fate of mankind 
depended upon its sole will. As a first step and as an earnest of our 
good faith, Member nations ought, we suggest, to be prepared to co
operate in securing the firm application of Charter principles in cer
tain restricted areas, particularly in the areas where the interests 
of the two great-Power groups are entangled and where there is the 
greatest danger of stumbling into war.

What we have in mind is a system whereby a group of nations in a 
defined area would be invited to give guarantees of their intention to 
abide by their Charter obligations to uphold the rule of law in their 
international relations, in return for corresponding guarantees by the 
other Member nations in relation to the area in question.

The non-nuclear nations in such an area would undertake, firstly 
not to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons or other weapons of 
blitzkrieg or mass destruction, and secondly to subject themselves to 
United Nations inspection to ensure that they are keeping to that 
agreement. In return the nuclear Powers, and all the other Mem
bers of the United Nations, would bind themselves in advance, by 
specific engagements, to defend the members of the area from attack, 
by means of a standing United Nations force.

The terms of the Charter, of course, provide in theory for action by 
the Security Council in all such cases in every part of the world. In 
view, however, of the unhappy history of deadlock in the Security 
Council, it would be necessary to provide an additional, firmer, guar
antee for the nations in a defined area who would be invited to limit 
their own means of defence. There is little need to emphasize that
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such 'a beginning could not be hoped for without? the clearest under^ 
standing between the nuclear Powers and without convincing proof of 
their determination to. coroperate with the United Nations in enforc
ing the principles of the Charter in the area concerned. Such a guar
antiee might take the form of a resolution of the General Assembly 
providing for a standing United Nations force to ensure the security 
of these countries, and providing for an advance payment of their 
quotas by all Members for the establishment and maintenance of the 
force.

Nuclear war arising out of tensions and violence in vital areas can 
by no means be excluded until the rule of law is universally in effec
tive operation; and even with the best of good will this may take many 
decades. The nuclear Powers should therefore, we suggest, begin to 
work towards that objective by encouraging groups of nations to 
accept the rule of law, area by area, throughout the world. They 
should also be prepared to support a permanent United Nations 
force designed to protect one such area for a beginning. In this way 
they would give the world concrete evidence of their determination to 
uphold their Charter pledges, and of their determination to build a 
world order based on justice and law, co-operatively defended by a 
common force.

A United Nations force guaranteeing the security of an area of law 
would greatly increase the moral authority of the United Nations. It 
would also free resources for other uses by reducing tenision, fostering 
international esprit de corps, and reducing the necessity to maintain 
large national armies. The resources of men and material thus freed 
from military use would be available for domestic improvements and 
for the investments necessary to eliminate the appalling poverty in 
many countries. Even if there was no net saving, a common United 
Nations force in an area of law which had previously been an area of 
contention would, we submit, give the nations of the world more effec
tive security against war than if all were to increase their expenditure 
on their individual defence forces, particularly if nuclear weapons 
continued to spread.

Security, we submit, cannot be achieved separately in the nuclear 
age, even with unlimited diversion of national resources to military 
uses and even if all nations were grouped in two or more cohesive 
power blocs. I t can only be achieved gradually through a common 
effort. Such an effort ought, in our view, to begin in limited areas. A 
collective effort in such areas would be a far more effective safeguard 
for the security of individual members than military competition can 
be, and would involve far less consumption of national resources.

The principle of collective effort, rather than hostile competition, 
is one that could usefully be applied to all areas of tension, including 
areas which have recently been, or still are, under some form of
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colonial rule. But collective effort implies equality of status. A 
people which has been under colonial rule can co-operate with its for
mer rulers and with other countries on a footing of equality. That 
has happily been demonstrated in many areas. If, however, the- 
colonial Power attempts to prolong its rule without the consent of the 
governed, then the conditions for collective effort do not exist, and 
what ensues is a bitter and sterile struggle, wasting the human and 
material resources of ruler and ruled alike. There, as elsewhere, what 
is needed—and what we hope is coming—is a burst of imaginative- 
energy to shatter this vicious circle, and release for creative purposes, 
the powers which mankind is now. abusing for purposes of self- 
destruction. If this is achieved, as it can be by wise and daring 
leadership and increasing enlightenment of public opinion, then ter
ritories which are at present scenes of tragic strife can become fields 
for development through common effort under a law whose strength 
is in its acceptance by free men.

As the Assembly is aware, agenda item 67 [Prevention of the wider 
dissemination of nuclear weapons] has been inscribed at the request 
of my delegation. I hope to have an opportunity of setting out our 
views in detail on this question when it comes before the First Com
mittee,1 and at this stage I shall only touch on the aspects which have 
a specific bearing on the suggested areas of law.

Briefly what we would hope for is an agreement between the 
nuclear Powers not to give the weapons to non-nuclear Powers, and 
an agreement between the non-nuclear Powers not to make or accept 
nuclcar weapons.

These suggestions fall far short of immediate and total nuclear 
disarmament, for our delegation regrets to say that it must accept as 
inherently probable that the nuclear Powers will continue to keep 
nuclear weapons until the United Nations has built up a system of 
international law and law enforcement which will guarantee these 
Powers to their satisfaction that such weapons are no longer neces
sary for their defence. The area-by-area approach takes account 
of the probability that nuclear weapons will be retained by the nuclear 
Powers until we perfect the art of living in peace, until in the order
ing of our mutual relations we have effectively excluded all force, 
except force exercised in common by the United Nations in accordance 
with law.

The approach suggested is, we submit, in accordance with common 
sense. For common sense rejects the fatalistic argument that, because 
we cannot at once by force or persuasion secure total disarmament 
and the universal application of the rule of law, we should make no 
attempt to apply the law as and where we can, and no attempt to 
prevent nuclear weapons becoming the normal equipment of an ever-

1 See po.it, doc. 387.
514543— 60— vol. 2-------50
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increasing number of armies and more easily obtainable by revolu
tionary groups.

Apart from the obvious threat that long before they became uni
versal the world would have been destroyed, we believe that the wis
dom of the nations represented here will induce them to agree to the 
non-dissemination of nuclear weapons upon the basis of a reasonably 
practicable system of inspection and control.

We hope that eventually the present nuclear Powers themselves will 
agree to abolish testing, to cut off production, to accept effective in
spection of their reactors and territories, and to start using nuclear 
stockpiles for peaceful purposes. We do not intend these proposals 
as in any way a substitute for general disarmament subject to effective 
inspection and control. That remains our goal. But, in view of the 
history of disarmament negotiations since 1919, it is hardly realistic 
to expect an early agreement on the abolition of nuclear weapons. 
There is danger, therefore—very grave danger—that, while proposals 
for general disarmament are being discussed, the problem may become 
far more difficult as smaller States compete among themselves to 
acquire these weapons. The main danger is that, failing regulation by 
specific international agreement, a sort of atomic sauve-qui-peut may 
go up in which States, despairing of safety through collective action, 
will seek safety for themselves by getting their own nuclear weapons as 
quickly as they can. Among States as among individuals, panic has 
its own logic leading to the same terrible results.

It is for that reason, in order to substitute peaceful and orderly 
co-operation for ruinous nuclear competition, that my delegation sug
gests that, simultaneously with an undertaking by the nuclear Powers 
not to transfer these weapons, the non-nuclear Powers should agree 
not to manufacture or receive nuclear weapons. If they so agree, they 
should open their territories to detailed United Nations inspection to 
ensure that they are abiding by their pledges. In the case of those who 
also belonged to an area of law such as we have envisaged, they would 
also accept inspection in regard to other forbidden materials and 
equipment.

It may be argued that the proposed system of inspection and control 
is not sufficient to guard against the secret giving of nuclear weapons to 
the allies of nuclear Powers. As far as we know, no perfect system 
of detection covering this risk is yet available. We would point out, 
however, that there is a much greater risk of secret transfer in the 
present situation, in which there is no international control or inspec
tion at all. The best guarantee against the risk of secret giving is the 
enlightened self-interest which the nuclear Powers would have in the 
maintenance of such an agreement. If no such agreement is made 
they may well be forced, by mutual fear and the pressure of their
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allies, to distribute these weapons, and so increase geometrically the 
danger of nuclear war.

The risk of nuclear war will, of course, remain so long as nuclear 
weapons exist, but it seems to us that nothing we can do will eliminate 
it entirely, until we change the political conditions which caused the 
nuclear stockpiles to be built up. What we can do, however, if we 
concentrate upon it, is to reduce the risks which the spread of these 
weapons involves for this generation, and not to hand on to our chil
dren a problem even more difficult to solve than that with which we are 
now confronted. Our main effort, therefore, we suggest, should be to 
prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons and to interpose in
sulating areas of law between the existing stockpiles. If  we succeed in 
this most difficult task, their ultimate dismantlement for peaceful uses, 
warhead by warhead, will become practical politics in a world that 
will have gradually become accustomed to abide by the rule of inter
national law and learned to trust in the machinery for its determina
tion and enforcement.

Therefore, we join with those who have appealed to the leaders of 
the great Powers to look not only at the immediate problems which 
are causing great tension in many critical zones, but also at the 
major steps in the years and decades ahead which must be taken if our 
will to live in peace is to dominate our ever-growing power to destroy. 
We urge them not to be content with stop-gap solutions, but to seek 
broad comprehensive settlements in areas where their interests are 
dangerously interlocked. Each such area should be sufficiently large 
to afford room for give-and-take agreements and for positive and 
significant progress to be made in the rule of law and the enforcement 
of law.

Perhaps we may take Berlin as an example of the approach we sug
gest. The problem of Berlin and the reunification of Germany is not 
only a heartbreak for the German people but a cause of great distress 
to their friends and to all who abhor the division of historic nations. 
If  a just and lasting peace is to be made in Europe, the problem of 
German reunification must be settled in accordance with the will of the 
majority of the German people and with the right of nations to unity 
and independence.

There is, as far as we can see, no peaceful and permanent solution 
for Berlin except as the capital of a united Germany. We wonder 
whether there can be any peaceful solution for the reunification of 
Germany unless its people can make of a reunited Germany a mainstay 
of peace and a barrier to war, under some system of international 
guarantee. Nor can we see, even in the distant future, any peaceful 
solution acceptable to both great power groups for the problem of 
European security, unless a reunited Germany together with Poland
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And other European countries agrees to become an area of law, free 
from foreign troops, free from weapons of blitzkrieg and mass de
struction, and subject to United Nations inspection and guarantee. 
And if this heart-land of Europe were to become an area of law it 
wotild be a much needed prototype for similar areas elsewhere, par
ticularly for areas of great tension. In these areas the nuclear Powers,, 
in co-operation with the nations concerned, would make the principles 
of the Charter a reality on the Central European model suggested* 
as part of a combined effort to establish the rule of law progressively 
area by area throughout the world.

The present conjuncture in the relations between the great Powers 
is clearly one of reappraisal. How fundamental that reappraisal will 
be, and how far-reaching its effects, those of us here who represent 
smaller countries have no means of knowing. We do know, however, 
that our own destinies are likely to be affected by the decisions reached. 
When great Powers agree, as when they fail to agree, all our peoples 
will undoubtedly be touched by the consequences for good or ill. That 
implies, we submit, that we may properly raise in this Assembly ques
tions that trouble us about policies at present being pursued by the 
major Powers, and express our opinions as to the character of the 
Settlement which we would hope to see emerging from agreement be
tween the great Powers. Indeed, it has often been emphasized that 
one of the valuable functions of this Assembly, and in particular of 
this General Debate, is to afford a setting and an occasion for the 
discussion of such questions.

There is a series of questions regarding the present situation in 
Central Europe which, we submit, needs fresh consideration. These 
questions concern the relevance to modem conditions of the policy of 
maintaining troops in forward positions in the heart of Europe.

What were the military, political or economic reasons which each 
Power had for keeping and reinforcing these troops in their present 
positions since 1945 ? Granted that these reasons were valid in 1945- 
1949, are they valid in 1959, in view of the great;political and economic 
changes that have occurred in Europe and in the Far East, and in 
view of the capacity of the forward ground troops of both sides, with 
1959 equipment, to destroy everything in front of them within 1,500 
miles ?

As far as we can see, keeping these nuclear-armed troops forward in 
dangerous proximity, and keeping Berlin and Germany divided, serves 
no basic interest of either group of Powers or of the Central European 
countries. Indeed we believe that not only the national and personal 
rights and the lives and property of the peoples concerned, but also 
the security of the great Powers, the peace of Europe and the peace of 
the world, would all be better and more effectively served if these 
troops were drawn back until they were 1,000 miles or more apart,
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and if the area comprising all these countries became an area of law, 
without foreign troops, and with a restriction on armaments. Within 
such an area, Berlin would take its rightful place as the capital of an 
all-German federation.

These questions imply a fundamental revision of the policies pur
sued by the major Powers in the last ten years. But do not the changes 
that have taken place in the world over the past ten years clearly indi
cate the ineluctable necessity for such a revision, in the interests of 
all Members of the United Nations? How long can human beings 
stand the tension and the burden of the ever-mounting accumulation 
of destructive power without somebody somewhere making a mistake? 
Can we safely assume that the leaders and governments who may come 
into power, both in the present nuclear States and in those which may 
become nuclear during the next ten or twenty years, will all be wiser 
and more forbearing than those leaders who precipitated their coun
tries into war in recent times? Is there not a danger that, within 
both great-Power systems, traditional military conservatism and pro
fessional infatuation with perfecting means of destruction may not be 
holding back changes which are overdue? Adaptation to change in 
environment is known to be the law of survival—and survival, after 
all, is basically what we are discussing here.

In suggesting the gradual application of the rule of law and the 
restriction of nuclear weapons, we are not proposing that either of the 
two power groups should trust the other blindly. The element of dis
trust is a grim reality which must be faced. What we do suggest is 
that both power groups should take certain steps which, it seems to us, 
are clearly in the interest of both, where an earnest of good faith must 
be paid by each at each step, where the risks involved through a 
breach of faith are limited and where a breach of faith would be 
quickly discerned and where the risks are as nothing compared to 
,the supreme risk we are now running: that is, the risk of drifting into 
a nuclear war which neither group, we believe, wants, and in which 
both groups and a large part of the world would be utterly destroyed.

The cosmic energy which man has released from the atom; has its 
own cold and inescapable logic: either we evolve the machinery to 
control it or it will eventually overwhelm us; either we harness it for 
the common good or it will destroy us in the end. The heavy respon
sibility of giving the generous and vigorous lead necessary to control 
it rests squarely on the leaders of the nuclear Powers. We appeal to 
them to act as wise and brave captains, whose call to action turns con
fusion into purposeful advance and threatening defeat into victory.

If  this generation is defeated, if it fails to use its boundless power 
and wealth for the good of mankind, its defeat will be truly ignomin
ious. Wars for conquest and for colonies made sense of a kind when 
there was less than enough for all, and the survivors enjoyed the
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fruits of victory. They make less than sense in the age of nuclear 
weapons, when the survivors would envy the dead and when all we 
need to provide abundance for mankind is the will to co-operate gen
erously in the peaceful development and distribution of our fabulous 
resources.

The wars and shadows of wars, the revolutions and civil strife, the 
fears and confusions which surround us are all signs of our need for 
positive and inspiring leadership. Sooner or later these tensions can 
only have one end if the nuclear Powers should fail to reach agree
ment on a positive and progressive programme for the implementa
tion of the Charter. Now that these Powers are in contact, we ap
peal to them to give the United Nations that courageous and generous 
lead which will dispel our confusion, spur us to action and carry us 
to victory.

380. Remarks by Secretary of State Herter, September 
22, 19591

The speech made by Mr. Khrushchev,2 in which he advanced a 
program for complete disarmament down to the limit of forces re
quired for internal security, is a speech that requires very close atten
tion and the very closest study. I t  deals with a subject in which 
all of us must be interested. I t deals with a subject to which all of 
us should be turning a very large part of our attention. I t is a 
subject of vital interest not only to the nations that are heavily armed 
and that are very powerful, but to all the smaller nations who see 
in armaments not alone the danger of their being engulfed against 
their will in worldwide war but also in the extravagance that the 
human race cannot afford at a time when capital is required so badly 
to lift the standard of living of so many nations and so many peoples.

On the other hand, the speech did not contain any very novel pro
posals. I t  was detailed. I t  followed very much the line of Lit
vinov’s of some thirty-five years ago, a little over that.3 But it did 
echo sentiments that are very widely held, that if it were practical 
and if it could safely be done the type of disarmament that Mr.

1 Department of State press release 667, Sept 23, 1959. Remarks made
before the United Nations Correspondents Association in New York, N.T.

3 Ante, doc. 377.
1 See Soviet proposal of Feb. 15, 1928, repeated with some modifications on 

Feb. 18, 1932; Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments: 
Survey of Proposals made by Various Delegations during the General Discussion 
(League of Nations pub. IX. Disarmament 1932. IX. 25), pp. 34-47.
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Khrushchev has spoken about is a highly desirable thing for mankind. 
From that point of view it must be taken very seriously. As I  indi
cated in the very brief statement I  made just after the conclusion of 
his speech, the great stumbling block to any disarmament scheme 
of the ambitious size of Mr. Khrushchev’s is the question of controls. 
Having sat very close to conferences in which even minor matters— 
and I  call them minor compared to this—such as the cessation of 
nuclear tests are concerned, controls seem to be the vital element in 
making a quick agreement at least very, very difficult. That matter 
of controls is going to require a very careful study.

The second matter that is going to require very careful study, one 
which wasn’t mentioned in his speech at all, is this. Assuming one 
can reach the state in all of the nations of the world that he had 
pointed out, namely, that of having only such levels of forces and 
such armament as is required for internal security, then what, if any, 
force will there be other than moral force with which to maintain 
the peace as between nations which, disregarding armaments, insist 
on going to war with each other even if it is with knives. Are we 
going to come to a point where we are going to develop some form 
of international police force of sufficient strength and subject to a 
controlled direction on which the nations of the world can agree, 
which can be effective in maintaining the peace for all the world?

These are matters, I  say, that cannot be treated with skepticism or 
treated lightly. I  have become a little impatient at those who merely 
waved off Mr. Khrushchev’s suggestions as propaganda. I t is propa
ganda. I t  is in its details something that can be looked at with 
skepticism, but it represents an effort of mankind to reach the solution 
of one, at least, of the major problems of the world which is a great 
threat to the world itself.

381. Address by the French Foreign Minister (Couve de 
Murville) to the General Assembly {Extract}, 
September 30, 19591

It may perhaps not be an exaggeration to state that, under present 
conditions, the future of man depends upon the decisions which in the 
years to come may be made in two very different yet very closely 
linked fields. I  mean disarmament and assistance to under-developed 
countries; in other words, I  refer to the battle which we must jointly 
wage against war and poverty.

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fourteenth Session, 814th Plenary Meet- 
ing, pp. 205-266.
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; These two fields are interdependent, not only because they are funda
mental Necessities of our time, but also because the solution'of the on© 
problem, that of assistance to underdeveloped countries  ̂depends to 
al&rge extent on the solution of the c^her. Effective arid large-scalfe 
•disattnament is the only means by which the wealthiest and econbmi>- 
<cally most highly developed countries can afford to devote sufficient 
funds to the advancement of the less-developed countries. The French 
Prime Minister, at the summit Conference held at Geneva in 1955, 
was the first to propose the idea of allocating to the assistance of the 
less-favoured countries all or part of the savings to be made from a 
disarmament programme.1 The idea has gained ground since then. 
It was repeated on this very rostrum just a few days ago by the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union.2 We still feel 
iJiat it is sound and fruitful.

But it is easy to speak of disarmament. I t is easy to show what 
/absurd and ruinous burdens the arms race imposes on the nations 
which engage in it. One need not have a mastery of scientific or 
technical knowledge to describe the incredible dangers which the ac
cumulation of nuclear weapons involves for the earth.

Obviously, the best course would be to go all the way: ever since 
wars began, man’s dream has been of a world without armies. Man 
also dreams of universal peace and of a society where poverty and all 
forms of inequality would be banished forever. Let us respect this 
ideal, let US preserve it and let Us try to tise it to achieve some progrefefc 
^tlong a path where even the most modest restdts would mean almost 
Revolutionary progress.

The Assembly is already aware of the arrangements made at Geneva 
for the Governments principally concerned to resume the discussions 
on disarmament in the near future.3 These arrangements Were 
recently approved by the Disarmament Commission,4 which fully 
understood that in accordance with the Charter it retained the major 
responsibility in the matter, an$ that the action taken by the fQur 
"Powers was’ intended to accelerate the technical studies and discussions 
of a problem which was constantly being changed and made more 
complex by scientific progress. The Ten-Power Committee is expected 
to meet at the beginning of next year. It will take up the question of 
disarmament where it was left off in 1957 at the end of the last session 
of the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commission.

Two suggested work programmes have already been put before you, 
one by Mr. Khrushchev, the other by Mr. Selwyn Lloyd on behalf of

1 Ante, doc. 116.
* Ante, doc. 377.
8 See ante, doc. 373.
*Ante, doc. 374.
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the United Kingdom delegation.1 The first will be the subject of a 
preliminary discussion by the present session of the Assembly. This 
discussion will undoubtedly provide more exact information about 
possible means of putting into effect and controlling the total disarma
ment which has been proposed. The second is based on the French- 
United Kingdom plan submitted in 1956.2 It has already been worked 
out in much greater detail and it is very broad in scope. Like the 
first plan, it should be very carefully studied by the Ten-Power Com
mittee and I should like for the time being to confine myself to a few 
remarks on two points which are fundamental as far as disarmament 
is concerned.

The first of these remarks concerns the eternal problem of control,, 
about which the Western Powers and the Soviet Union have always 
held widely divergent views. The other day we heard Mr. Khru
shchev forcefully explain his point of view. The Soviet Union, if 
my understanding is correct, accepts the idea of control but assumes 
that it would not be set up or at any rate function effectively until 
the disarmament measures agreed on had been put into effect. We 
feel, on the contrary, that the disarmament process itself and the 
application of control cannot be separated. The latter guarantees 
and consequently conditions the former. Moreover, in the absence 
of real control, the indispensable element of confidence would be com
pletely lacking. I use the word confidence by design, for it is the 
keyword. The disarmament problem has technical aspects and these 
are important; but basically it is a political problem.

Disarmament is not, cannot be and never will be an end in itself. 
In any decisions taken, considerations of defence, international respon
sibilities and political relations in general must have priority. Eco
nomic, financial, moral or psychological considerations are inevitably 
secondary. It is undoubtedly correct to say that disarmament can be 
a factor in the relaxation of tensions but it is not conceivable without 
this relaxation itself. Nor is there anything contradictory in this,, 
since interdependence is one of the facts of life. Disarmament is 
both a result of the relaxation of tensions and a factor in bringing it 
about; this means that there is an urgent need of a first step which can 
be taken only in the field of politics. For example, the Berlin prob
lem would be brought into perspective and efforts would be made to 
find there, as elsewhere, conditions for peaceful coexistence; there 
would be no attempt to impose on some the will of others. We would 
try to settle all together the conflicts arising in Europe, Asia or else
where. Indeed, it would be the beginning of that fundamental change

*See Mr. Lloyd's address of Sept. 17 (ante, doc. 376).
* Ante, doc. 152.
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in East-West relations for which the world hopes. Everything would 
then become possible, to begin with, effective disarmament.

The second point concerning disarmament to which I should like 
to draw the Assembly’s attention is the nuclear problem. Obviously, 
that is the vital point; and I  should not like there to be any misunder
standing whatsoever concerning the French Government’s position. 
I  stated last year1 and repeat at this time: a disarmament programme 
must first and foremost cover nuclear weapons, that is, it should 
provide not only for the halting of tests, but also for the cessation 
of manufacture, the progressive reconversion of stocks and lastly a 
ban on possession and use.

Until such time as these decisions are taken, atomic devices will 
continue to make up the essential part of the military arsenal of the 
principal Powers. This will be true even if these Powers give up 
future experiments and merely continue tests related to the launch
ing of nuclear devices, i.e., the construction of inter-continental and 
other types of rockets. Under these conditions, which do not consti
tute disarmament, we ourselves cannot undertake commitments which 
in fact would amount to sanctioning and hence running the risk of 
perpetuating the present situation. This point of view has been criti
cized and will be criticized again. We are prepared as in the past 
to’explain it before the Assembly; I  hope that a debate on the subject 
"will serve to convince everyone of the necessity for genuine nuclear 
disarmament.

With regard to the above question, a movement has developed 
which is reflected in the submission of a special item for inclusion in 
our agenda, protesting against the prospect of nuclear tests being 
carried out in the Sahara by the French Government.2 The African 
countries, or at any rate some of them, have expressed the fear that 
there might be radioactive fall-out on their territories. We are pre
pared to provide all necessary explanations on this point. The pre
cautions which will be taken will absolutely eliminate any risk 
whatsoever. We are convinced that an objective examination of the 
facts will give every assurance, just as a similar examination has 
already convinced the Governments of the African States associated 
with the French Republic in the Community.

1 General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, 758th Plenary 
Meeting, p. 153.

2 See U.N. doc. A/4183, Aug. 14, 1959. The French exploded a nuclear device 
in the Sahara on Feb. 13, 1960.
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382. Address by the Moroccan Representative (Ben- 
hima) to the General Assembly {Extract}, October 
6, 1959 1

Some people express the view that only an extraordinary accumu
lation of the means of war is likely to preserve peace. History, and 
in particular the history of the great empires, gives us many examples 
of the availability of the means of war leading to their use. How
ever that may be, this new genesis of peace has involved the great 
Powers for almost fifteen years in considerable efforts, involving 
considerable expenditure of time and money, in the field of arma
ments research. The very idea of scientific progress has been con
siderably modified to the point where today it refers almost entirely 
to research of a strategic and military nature. Moreover, instead of 
giving birth to feelings of security and hope, this progress only leads 
to concern and anxiety. In particular, nuclear experiments, which 
are an important aspect of this frantic armaments race, have evoked 
the unanimous disapproval of all peoples. From the very first year 
of its admission to the United Nations, my country, through its dele
gation, has made known that it condemns these experiments, whatever 
country may be making them and on whatever territory they may 
be made.

As we are not members of any bloc, and we are therefore not 
affected by any propaganda, we have determined this attitude and 
supported it only in a desire to denounce, in all freedom, a real dan
ger for mankind the effects of which have in fact already been tragi
cally noted. We hope, however, that the awareness of this danger 
and the feelings it has aroused in world opinion will lead the atomic 
Powers to renounce these experiments. Considerable efforts under
taken in the search for a means to relax international tension and in 
disarmament have recently led to an effective suspension of nuclear 
experiments by the three atomic Powers.

Unfortunately, France at the same time made known its intention 
to proceed in turn to tests in the Sahara, taking into account neither 
the risk of compromising this relaxation of international tension 
that had with difficulty been achieved nor the opinion of the peoples 
of Africa who are the most directly concerned.

Diplomatic approaches were made to the French Government by 
most of the countries of Africa, and the Monrovia Conference, which 
met at the beginning of last August, adopted a motion expressing the 
deep concern of all the independent peoples of the African continent.

1 U.N. doc. A/PV.823 (provisional), Oct. 6,1959, pp. 26-27.
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-During the first seven months of 1959, my Government addressed 
three notes in succession to the French Government drawing its atten
tion to the fact that the territories where it was proposed to hold the 
explosions were in dispute and drawing its attention to the dangers 
which threatened particularly the people of Morocco, who are the 
closest to Reggane, where these explosions were to be held. The last 
of these notes was purely and simply rejected. It was then that the 
Government of His Majesty asked the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations to inscribe this question on the agenda of the current session.1

My delegation will set forth its views on all aspects of this ques
tion in greater detail when the matter is taken up in the First Commit
tee. But an argument has been advanced by the French Government 
in connexion with which my delegation would like to make a few 
observations forthwith.

France has spoken of the Community and hides behind what it 
calls the agreement of these territories which are part of this ensemble 
which is proceeding to carry out an experiment in an area which is 
under its sovereignty. Mr. Tsiranana [President of the Malagasy 
Republic] is not at the head of an African country, and Mr. Hou- 
phouet Boigny does not represent anything but the Ivory Coast. His 
isolated support only highlights the categorical condemnation pro
claimed by other leaders of this community. On the whole of the 
African continent there is only one voice that is not associated with 
this condemnation, even though the people of the Ivory Coast have 
publicly expressed themselves as being against this French proposal. 
Other European and Asiatic States have associated themselves with 
the whole of Africa in demanding that France renounce this experi
ment in the interests of its relations with the peoples of Africa, We 
hope that the United Nations will assist in avoiding a widening of the 
abyss and a further separation of France from countries which desire 
to have only the best relations with it.

383. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General As
sembly, October 14, 19592

Once again in the United Nations we turn to the question of dis
armament, on which so much of the world’s yearnings for peace are 
concentrated. The United States is as fully aware as ever that it 
shares a great responsibility for wise decisions on disarmament, de-

1 See U.N. doc. A/4183, Aug. 14,1959.
* U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1027, pp. 2-15.
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cisions which will contribute to peace. In our efforts to carry out that 
responsibility we seek, as always, the help and encouragement of the 
General Assembly, to which the Charter assigns a special function 
in the disarmament field.

Last Friday, 9 October, in this Committee we heard Mr. Kuznet
sov’s speech 1 elaborating on the Soviet Union’s proposal for complete 
and total disarmament which was made by Chairman Khrushchev 
to the General Assembly.2 Before commenting on the Soviet pro
posal let me recall briefly three important steps which have taken 
place in the disarmament field in this past year, which Mr. Kuznetsov 
did not mention but which are nonetheless important.

First, we have had real negotiations aimed at an agreement to stop 
all tests of nuclear weapons under international control. These talks 
were first proposed by the United States.3 They have been going on 
at Geneva since October 1958 between the United States, the United 
Kingdom and the Soviet Union. There are several very important 
issues to be met but the amount of agreement already achieved is 
encouraging.

Secondly, late in 1958 experts from ten Powers met in Geneva to 
discuss the techniques of safeguarding against surprise attack. Even 
though there was no agreement, the very fact that this meeting took 
place testified to the fact that the problem of surprise attack is recog
nized as overwhelmingly important. Groundwork was laid which 
will make future efforts more fruitful.

Thirdly, the United States, France, the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom have agreed on the establishment of a ten-nation disarma
ment committee to resume general disarmament negotiations early 
next year,4 a step which was welcomed only a month ago by the eighty- 
two-member Disarmament Commission of the United Nations.5

The proposals we have heard from the Soviet Union during this 
Assembly,6 and also the more detailed proposals made to the Assembly 
by Foreign Secretary Lloyd of the United Kingdom,7 will undoubt
edly be considered in,that ten-nation Committee.

Those are three positive signs. In the light of them let me now 
comment briefly on the Soviet proposal as outlined by Mr. Kuznetsov. 
This is not the place to consider details, but I wish to make clear the 
general attitude of the United States. I can sum it up in three points.

First, the United States unreservedly supports, and has always sup
ported, the greatest possible amount of controlled disarmament.

: 1 U.N, doc. A/C.1/PV.1026, pp. 2-26.
2 Ante, doc. 377.
8 Ante, doc. 287.
4 Ante, doc. 373.
5 Ante, doc. 374.

. 9Ante, doc. 378.
7 Ante, doc. 376.



1490 DOCUMENT 383 : OCTOBER 14, 1959

Second, in any disarmament programme, whether it be 100 per cent 
or 1 per cent disarmament, adequate and timely inspection and control 
must be built into the system, so that both sides reduce their armaments 
in plain sight of each other, every step of the way. Such a programme 
creates confidence; anything less creates fear, mutual suspicion, in
creased tension and increased danger of war.

Third, we do not know what inspection and control the Soviet Union 
would accept on its own proposal for complete disarmament. And I 
am sorry to say that Mr. Kuznetsov’s general assurances on this point 
in his speech last Friday did not do much to enlighten us. In fact, 
as he himself said, at this stage it would not be advisable to examine 
details—and I am quoting—“including the details of control”.

These considerations, Mr. Chairman, lead the United States to con
clude that the detailed consideration of the Soviet proposal, and of 
other proposals as well, should be the job of the new ten-nation Dis
armament Committee on the establishment of which the Soviet Union 
and the United States have agreed. As far as the United States is 
concerned, we will join in the ten-nation Committee in giving to the 
Soviet proposals the most serious scrutiny. And the sounder and 
clearer and more unambiguous the accompanying plan for inspection 
and control, which we have not yet seen, the more attention the pro
posal itself will deserve. There cannot be 100 per cent disarmament 
with only 10 per cent inspection.

When the ten-nation Committee meets it will have before it other 
proposals as well. For example, we look forward to discussing there 
the proposals of the United Kingdom as set forth by Foreign Secre
tary Lloyd. As for the United States, President Eisenhower has re
cently set in motion a new and thorough review of disarmament in the 
light of present-day technology.1 This review will prepare us to 
participate fully and constructively in the deliberations scheduled 
for next year. The United States has made many concrete proposals 
in the past for both comprehensive and partial disarmament in its 
repeated attempts to cut the Gordian Knot. We are ready, as we 
have always been, to examine sympathetically and in a constructive 
spirit any equitable and controllable proposals—since only such pro
posals will permit progress toward our goal.

While we are exploring these new ideas we must not forget the 
practical smaller steps which we might now be able to take and which 
can lay the basis for further progress. We must not be such per
fectionists that we reject useful ideas. We must not fall victim 
to the fallacy that nothing can be done in the field of disarmament 
until everything is done. In this field there are many urgent goals

1 See White House statement of July 29 regarding the appointment of Charles 
A. Coolidge to head a review of U.S. disarmament policy (Department of State 
Bulletin, Aug. 17,1959, p. 237).
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which are both practicable and significant. This past year has seen* 
some important developments in this area of limited measures. The 
first was in surprise attack. The Assembly has before it in docu
ment A/4078 of 5 January the report of the Conference of Experts oil 
Surprise Attack. As members of this Committee know, this meeting: 
did not result in agreement among the participating nations. Un
fortunately the two sides involved came to the conference with radi
cally different conceptions of what it was to accomplish. While the 
results are disappointing it should not be said that the talks were 
useless. This conference was proposed by the United States to study 
the technical aspects of safeguards against surprise attack. We had 
hoped that the successful conference of experts on nuclear testing 
could point the way to an equally successful ponsideration of this 
more difficult problem.

Accordingly, the experts from the Western democracies prepared 
for serious scientific discussion at this conference, and presented at 
the outset a technical survey of the full range of possible instruments 
of surprise attack and of their capabilities and characteristics.1 They 
submitted various illustrative papers suggesting how these techniques 
could be combined in different systems of observation and inspection 
to safeguard against attack by different weapons systems.2 These 
papers and an analysis of some of the problems of designing an inte
grated system may be found in the document which I  cited earlier.

We of the democratic countries believed that these papers could 
serve as a point of departure for technical discussions to achieve a 
common understanding of the technical problems and possibilities 
involved in controlling the danger of surprise attack. We sought 
this understanding in order to lay a sound basis for subsequent politi
cal negotiations, where the question of the acceptability of various 
measures and their relationship to other arms control steps would 
properly be considered.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union and its allies, in our view, put 
the cart before the horse. They proposed conclusions before agree
ment was even reached on the facts to be discussed.3

After the period of time originally suggested by the Soviet Union 
for the discussion had elapsed, the meeting recessed to allow further 
consideration of the terms of reference of the conference by their 
Governments. There appeared to be little purpose in continuing a 
meeting in which the two sides did not use a common language.

The United States continues to believe that technical considera
tions cannot be by-passed if we are to find ways to reduce the dangers 
of massive surprise attack. However, if we cannot have discussions

1 Ante, doc. 324.
f Ante, docs. 325, 326, 329, and 334.
• For the texts of the ‘Soviet proposals, see ante, docs. 323, 327, 328, and 331.
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solely on the technical aspects of this subject, the United States is 
prepared to join in treating the full range of technical issues along 
with the political problems. The forthcoming ten-Power negoti
ations seem to offer such an opportunity.

There is one issue among the many which make up the disarmament 
problem which we had already brought a long way toward solution 
before the ten-nation group was set up. That is the search for a treaty 
to end nuclear tests under international control. The negotiations 
on this question have progressed so far in their present form that the 
United States believes they should be continued under the same aus
pices and should be vigorously pressed to completion.

Let me stress again the promise which we see in these nuclear test 
talks. They have be^n going on for nearly a year but we are not dis
heartened. Progress has been considerable.

It is of the highest importance that all three of the Powers involved 
should press on with these nuclear test suspension talks in an earnest 
effort to reach agreement as soon as possible. Not only is the subject 
important in its own right; it is also important for its bearing on the 
whole disarmament problem, and especially the vital question of con
trol. Every step forward taken in these negotiations can break a 
trail for control of future disarmament agreements.

When the negotiations were expected to begin last year, as I am 
sure many here in this room will remember, President Eisenhower 
announced1 that the United States would refrain from all nuclear 
tests for one year from 31 October—the day thie talks began. That 
year ends in a few weeks. We so urgently want these talks to suc
ceed that the President of the United States has extended tliis unilat
eral pledge to the end of the present year, 1959.2 *.

The United States regards these negotiations as a key to our ability 
tordeal effectively and realistically with the problem of arms control.

For the first time since 1946 we have been able to progress from 
generalities about disarmament to the long and difficult, but indis
pensable, process of actually drafting a treaty. This in itself is a 
significant move ahead. Although many issues of principle remain 
unsolved the negotiating Powers have been able to reach agreement 
on a number of important points.

First, agreement has been reached that the obligation to stop 
nuclear weapons testing and the establishment of the control systems 
must go hand in hand. Acceptance of this principle—which we con
sider a key principle—by the Soviet Union is definitely encouraging 
for the broader prospects of arms control.

Secondly, agreement has been reached that the treaty will last 
indefinitely so long as the obligations and terms of the treaty are being

1 Ante, doc. 285.
'Ante, do2. 371.
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fulfilled and observed. The United States and the United Kingdom 
have dropped their insistence that continuation of the test ban be 
year-by-year1 and dependent upon progress toward general disarma
ment, a position which the Soviet Union regarded as a fundamental 
bar to agreement.

Thirdly, agreement has been reached on the broad outlines of an 
organizational structure for the control system, which will be headed 
by a seven-nation control commission, to direct its operations. 
Vienna has been agreed upon as the headquarters of the organization.

Fourthly, agreement in principle has been reached that nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes will be allowed. The United States 
believes there may be important peaceful applications for nuclear 
explosives in the future. These explosions should be carried out 
under carefully prescribed conditions under international observation.

Fifth, agreement has been reached on the specific wording of sev
enteen treaty articles and a preamble. Many of these articles deal 
with non-controversial and clearly subordinate matters. However, 
they represent the first definite treaty provisions in the field of arms 
control on which agreement has been reached in the fourteen years 
siiice the United Nations was established.

Sixth, agreement has been reached that the treaty will be open for 
adherence by other nations, and that the common objective is to 
establish a world-wide control system. Naturally, the treaty will 
initially come into force when it is ratified by the United Kingdom, 
the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

Seventh, agreement has been reached that the treaty provisions 
would be reviewed periodically to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
controls and to determine the need for specific improvements. Pro
cedures for amendment of the treaty have been agreed upon.

Finally, scientists representing the three Powers met at Geneva and 
reached agreed technical conclusions on ways and means of detecting 
high-altitude and outer-space explosions by satellites and certain 
ground-based instruments.2 This fills one of the important techni
cal gaps which existed at the outset of the conference.

That is a brief recital of what has been accomplished in this field, 
things that we and the Soviet Union have agreed to.

Let me now turn to the more important of the issues which remain 
unsettled.

First, there is the question of the make-up of the international staff 
at the control posts which are to be set up throughout the world. The 
positions of the negotiating parties have come closer, but an important 
gap still remains. After much discussion, the Soviet Union has now 
agreed to the stationing of ten or eleven foreign specialists at each

1 See ante, docs. 285 and 286.
2 See ante, doc. 368.
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control post, where the technical personnel will number about thirty. 
The Western Powers have proposed that each control post be made up 
of one-third United States-United Kingdom nationals, one-third 
Soviet nationals and one-third specialists from countries other than 
those three, and that the post chief not be a national of the host 
country. If  our aim is a worldwide control system, provision must be 
made for participation from other Members of the United Nations* 
We hope that when the negotiations resume the Soviet Union will 
agree to this proposal and that this issue can be considered to be 
settled.

A second major remaining problem centres on the question of the 
voting procedure to be used by the control commission in reaching 
decisions. There has been a great deal of discussion of this question, 
with movement on both sides. The Soviet Union continues to demand 
a veto over budgetary, financial, administrative and economic mat
ters, and their position on the veto in certain other cases is not entirely 
clear to us. We have repeatedly stated we are not willing to subject to 
the veto the day-to-day operations of the system designed to make sure 
that nuclear weapons tests have in fact ceased.

Finally—and by far the most important—is the question of 
inspection.

Let me sketch briefly the technical facts about this issue.
When a nuclear weapon is exploded underground no radioactive 

debris is put into the atmosphere. The only clue left by such ex
plosions is in the form of seismic signals, which would be recorded 
under normal conditions on control post instruments. The difficulty 
is that these signals are indistinguishable from those created by 
natural disturbances such as earthquakes, which occur in great num
bers throughout the world. Accordingly, in many instances the only 
way to tell whether the signals received come from earthquakes or 
from underground tests conducted in violation of an agreement is to 
go to the spot and conduct an inspection.

The experts’ report of August 1958 had this to say about these dis
turbances—man-made or natural—which could not be identified on 
the basis of control post readings:

“For those cases which remain unidentified inspection of the region 
will be necessary . . . The international control organ can send 
an inspection group to the site . . .  in order to determine whether a 
nuclear explosion has taken place or not.” 1
The experts estimated there would be between twenty and one 

hundred such unidentified events a year, but this applied only to those 
having a signal equivalent in strength to a weapon of 5,000 tons of 
TNT yield or above. There would be a much larger number below this

1 Antej doc. 284.
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yield. This estimate was based almost entirely on the data presented 
by United States experts about the one underground nuclear explosion 
which, so far as we know, had then taken place. Between that time 
and 31 October 1958 the United States conducted further underground 
nuclear explosions which indicated that this estimate was in error 
and that the problem of identifying underground events is more dif
ficult than we had previously believed.

We presented these data to the conference on 5 January 1959.1 
Further, on 12 July \Jime\ we presented our ideas on how the control 
system instruments might be improved to compensate to some degree 
for these difficulties.2 We proposed that this problem be discussed at 
an early date by scientists from the three Powers. We also suggested 
that these scientists should examine the possibilities of artificially 
muffling nuclear explosions conducted underground and the counter
measures which could be taken to protect against evasion of an agree
ment in this way.

The Soviet Union has not yet consented to this technical discussion.3 
It is of great importance, we think, that the discussion take place. 
Only in this way can we be sure that the complex and costly control 
system which we propose to set up will not be obsolete from the start 
and will actually do the job for which it is intended.

The United States position, in a nutshell, is this. We must discuss 
the data which has been accumulated since the experts’ report and 
decide on what, if any, improvements are to be made in the system 
before we can decide on the precise level of inspection needed to assure 
adequate control. We do not believe that every unidentified event 
must be inspected. But we do believe that if the control system is to 
be effective there must be some reasonable relation between the number 
of inspections and the number of unidentified events recorded by the 
system’s instruments. We believe a violator would gain a substantial 
military advantage if he could, with no real chance of getting caught, 
conduct secret nuclear explosions even in the small yield ranges.

If the Soviet Union will accept this principle, a major step will have 
been taken toward successful conclusion of the Geneva negotiations.

If the Soviet Union is not yet ready to accept what is required to 
provide an adequate system of control for underground tests—and we 
hope this will not be the case—I would remind the Committee of the 
alternative set forward by President Eisenhower in his letters of 
13 April4 and 5 May to Mr. Khrushchev. It is as follows.

In his letter of 5 May the President wrote that, if it proved impos
sible to reach early agreement on all aspects of a comprehensive test

1 Ante, doc. 337.
2 Ante, docs. 347, 349, and 366.
8 See post, doc. 400.
4 Ante, doc. 350.
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ban, we need not allow this to result in complete failure of the negoti
ations. He stated an alternative, which the United States is still 
prepared to stand by, in these words:

“It is that starting now we register and put into effect agreements 
looking toward the permanent discontinuance of all nuclear weapons 
tests in phases, expanding the agreements as rapidly as correspond
ing measures of control can be incorporated in the treaty. I  would 
again propose that toward this end we take now the first and readily 
attainable step of an agreed suspension of nuclear weapons tests 
in the atmosphere up to the greatest height to which effective con
trols can under present circumstances be extended.” 1
Let me say that this first step would immediately reduce the fears 

of fall-out which have been so frequently expressed.
Now let me conclude. The United States is eager for progress 

towards disarmament. We have been striving for fourteen years, 
and we are not going to give up now. We are willing to take large 
steps, we are willing to take small steps—as long as they are real 
steps taken in confidence, and all concerned take equal steps together.

The road to complete disarmament is long. The United States 
will be happy to travel right to the end of it.

We shall rejoice over savings from reduced armaments that can 
be spent instead to heal the sick, to feed the hungry and to erase 
poverty from the world. Only yesterday President Eisenhower, 
when he was in Abilene, Kansas, reasserted his belief in this goal in 
these words:

“No other aspiration dominates my own being so much as this: 
that the nations of East and West will find dependable, self-guar
anteeing methods to reduce the vast and essentially wasteful expendi
tures for armaments, so that part of the savings may be used in a 
comprehensive and effective effort for world improvement.” 2
If all nations lay down their arms, there must be institutions to 

preserve international peace and security and to promote the rule 
of law. I t seems to the United States Government that there are 
three questions in particular to which detailed answers should be 
sought:

1. What type of international police force should be established 
to preserve international peace and security ?

2. What principles of international law should govern the use of 
such a force?

3. What internal security forces, in precise terms, would be re
quired by the nations of the world if existing armaments are 
abolished ?

1 Ante, doc. 357.
2 Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 2, 1959, p. 622.
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We would welcome the views of members of this Committee on how 
these complex and important questions might best be studied. The 
Disarmament Commission may well be the proper body to examine 
these matters.

We should not overlook the many other practical steps which lie 
right before us, and not fall victims to the “all-or-nothing” theory 
of disarmament. We welcome the Soviet Union’s expression of 
willingness to seek progress through limited steps. For our part, 
the United States is willing and anxious to move forward on any 
aspect of this great problem, including the following: reducing the 
threat of surprise attack; gaining experience in the actual operation 
of workable systems of international control; lightening the great 
weight of all armaments, both nuclear and other types; and—first 
in priority because nearest to realization—a controlled cessation of 
nuclear tests.

We hope the Assembly will encourage us in our approach to these 
goals. And we assure the Soviet Union that, in the process of trans
lating words into action for disarmament and peace, the Soviet Union 
will find the United States unflagging in its determination to get 
results.

384. Statement by the French Representative (Moch) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, 
October 22, 1959 1

A number of the preceding speakers enumerated some of our reasons 
for hoping for progress along the path to disarmament. Apart from 
recent or future contacts, the most important reason seems to me to 
be the renewal of negotiations in Geneva after the talks had been 
interrupted for more than two years.

France will be present at that meeting. She will bring to it a love 
of peace, her determination to consolidate peace by as extensive dis
armament as possible.

Unlike the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, we will not today 
set forth a complete plan. I t  does not seem to us that the time has 
come. For the Political Committee would not, in the course of this 
session, have the necessary time to study several documents of this 
nature, still less to attempt to combine them in order to make them 
acceptable to everyone. Consequently, we will undoubtedly agree to 
refer to the Geneva Committee not only the plans which have already

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1G30, pp. 28-47. I
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been developed, but also the suggestions which have been or still will 
be made during the course of our present debate.

If  I  forego outlining an over-all plan today, I  believe that, on the 
other hand, it would be advisable to mention to the Committee the 
general direction of our worries and reflections in Paris.

All the men who have been responsible for my country’s destiny 
have within their hearts the same determination to consolidate peace 
by reducing the arms risk. My presence among you today—as for so 
many years without interruption—is enough to prove the continuity 
of our policy in this domain.

Every French statesman has lived through at least one world war, 
often both of them. The oldest ones were brought up with the memory 
of a yet earlier conflict and of the amputation of two ardently French 
provinces which lasted for forty-seven years. No one has forgotten 
the frightful balance sheet of the two world wars: out of 20 million 
adults, the more than 2 million who disappeared on the battlefields 
or in the concentration camps, and ruins from the two conflagrations 
which were equivalent to many years of the national product, of the 
cumulative work, of all the French people.

Everyone knows the figures showing the tragic advance of the 
science of death: from 1914 to 1918, 2,000 rifle bullets or ten artillery 
shells were necessary to kill a single enemy sheltered in a trench. 
From 1939 to 1945, aviation employed an average of one and a half 
tons of bombs to destroy a human life—soldiers and civilians, adults 
and new-born infants intermingled in the ruins of the bombed cities. 
Tomorrow, only a few pounds of nuclear matter would destroy mil
lions of beings and would prohibit all life within thousands of square 
miles.

If  I  recall this bloody past and these even more tragic possibilities, 
it is to affirm, from the very beginning of my address, that no disarma
ment proposal, general or partial, will be rejected a priori by France 
and that a common duty is imposed on us: to seek in each suggestion 
that which can be agreed upon by all and that which ought to be 
improved or modified in order for it to be accepted by each one of us.

In the light of these general reflections, which are trite today, I  
want to mention the three principles guiding our present studies before 
making several remarks about the plans which have already been 
proposed.

The first subject for thought: we ought to take into consideration the 
new technical situations. Since the interruption in 1957 of the talks 
on disarmament, the speeding up of scientific progress has created new 
risks and aggravated former dangers. The rush of devices with 
thermonuclear heads into the stratosphere is proving to be even more 
dangerous than the former race in aircraft bombs ever was. It is 
spreading the danger of almost universal destruction by monstrous
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automatic devices travelling at thousands of miles an hour. I t is 
opening the way for the tragic possibility of a total war set in motion 
by accident, by error or by false interpretation.

The number of devices being hurled into the stratosphere is increas
ing so rapidly that it will soon be too late to think up and apply dis
armament methods in the complex field of rockets, missiles and satel
lites. Will the Governments of 1960 repeat the error, fraught with 
dire consequences, which was committed in 1946 and thereafter by 
those who did not know how to work out a compromise relating to the 
production of fissionable material for weapons use? The inflexibility 
of that time led to the passing of the “point of no return”—often 
called to your attention during the years by the representative of 
France—beyond which the inspection measures, relatively easy to 
put into operation before reaching that point, would become imprac
ticable. Hence the intensified race in the production of nuclear weap
ons was added to the race, already old, in the conventional field. 
Hence, also, the greater burden on military budgets, the tension 
increasing throughout the world, the universal anguish.

Will the same lack of constructive policy remain our rule in the 
matter of satellites and rockets ?

In order to derive the most from the harsh lesson of 1946, we deem 
it necessary, in any disarmament programme, that high priority be 
given to measures prohibiting first the development, then the manu
facture and possession of all vehicles for the delivery of nuclear 
devices: satellites, rockets, supersonic or long-range aircraft, ocean
going submarines, aircraft carriers, launching pads, etc.

Past refusals to compromise render vain today any effective control 
over stockpiles of nuclear material; never again will the peoples be 
sure of a total reconversion of these stockpiles to peaceful ends; 
therefore, we suggest calming anguish and distrust by starting disarm
ament efforts with the elimination of the most dreaded vehicles for 
the delivery of the materials of universal destruction. Such an 
action should be studied first and foremost.

Once this priority has been accepted, we should be ready to consider 
all methods of implementation. I do not wish to specify any such 
methods today. Just to indicate what I mean, we could, for example, 
let the first stage be a declaration of programmes and existing weapons 
to the International Disarmament Organization; a second stage would 
be prior notice and control of tests; a third, the prohibition, destruc
tion and control of stockpiles, infrastructure and factories, during 
which stage all that would remain would be certain approved air and 
naval materiel, sufficient to meet the needs of internal security and the 
obligations imposed by our Charter. This, I repeat, is only a bare 
outline of the studies to be undertaken.



1500 DOCUMENT 384 : OCTOBER 22, 1959

I  shall not enumerate the disarmament operations in other fields. 
Once again, it is not my ambition to present a plan today, but merely 
to formulate a few suggestions as to the relative hierarchy of operar 
tions, and to stress the fact that this hierarchy has undergone modifi
cation during the past two years. The technique of warfare, in this 
autumn of 1959, is no longer the same as it was in the summer of 1957, 
when our talks were broken off; still less is it the same as in the 
preceding years.

On this point I  fully agree with what has just been said by the repre
sentative of Romania1—with whom, however, I  would be rather 
unable to agree in other fields.

If  today priority belongs first of all to the destruction of vehicles 
for delivery of nuclear material, then to its elimination from arsenals, 
we must note conversely that the development of nuclear devices 
diminishes the importance of conventional weapons and, to an even 
greater extent, the importance of the numbers of men putting them 
to use.

Men of my age witnessed as young soldiers the disappearance, in the 
face of rapid-firing weapons, of the cavalry, proud of its charges of 
days gone by. The horse—the noblest conquest of man, according 
to Buff on—yielded its place to horsepower; the individual breastplate, 
to the armoured corps. The First World War marked the pre
eminence of artillery; the Second, that of tanks. Only a few decades 
after their glorification, these sophisticated weapons are withering 
away, victims of the atom. Piloted aviation is bowing before the 
robots of the stratosphere. Tiny teams of technicians, applying the 
discoveries of scientists, are taking the place of the heavy battalions 
of former times.

A reduction of armed forces, far from indicating an effort toward 
disarmament, is today evidence of the modernization of weapons and 
of an increase in the power of destruction. The number of men is 
reduced in order to compensate the budget, albeit to a very slight 
degree, for the higher cost of the devices of modem warfare and, still 
more, because these devices make it necessary, in a total war, to scatter 
as widely as possible the minimum number of troops that must be 
retained in order to ensure the occupation of the terrain. These 
remarks, which doubtless are not very original, surely dictate the order 
of the studies to be resumed at Geneva and of the actions to be 
proposed.

There is a final consideration which guides our reflections. While 
the accelerated evolution of techniques of warfare requires that we 
reconsider the hierarchy of disarmament operations, nevertheless 
certain long-established principles retain their value and are as appli-

1IMd.t pp. 13-30.
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cable today as yesterday. One of these consists in the necessity, dur
ing the operations of disarmament, of not upsetting former parities. 
As long as there are armies, the problem is indeed to strengthen 
simultaneously and along similar lines the security of all, not just the 
security of some to the detriment of others, a situation which would 
render the plan unacceptable to the latter.

This principle makes it necessary to correct the excessive absolutism 
of a consideration of hierarchies alone. We must keep in mind both 
the relative urgencies and the necessity of integrating operations in 
the various technical fields of disarmament; thus, at each stage, we 
must call for concurrent measures such that all of them together 
would provide every one with ever greater security.

It is likewise necessary to provide for control; not, as Mr. Kuznet
sov said, “control without disarmament”, which France rejects just 
as much as she does disarmament without control; but the control 
of disarmament, the aim of which, at every stage, is to dispel distrust 
by giving every State the certainty that the others are faithfully 
fulfilling their obligations.

I am familiar with the Soviet thesis that control, far from re-estab
lishing confidence, would multiply suspicions while disarmament 
operations were being carried out, and ought not to function fully 
until after such operations were completed. In this extreme form 
the Soviet thesis is entirely opposed to ours. Because of this 
antagonism, we have been slowly trudging along down a dead-end 
road.

I  remain convinced, however, that compromises will be worked out. 
For, and this is our third guiding principle, we are determined to 
put an end to academic debates and to arrive at concrete results. I  
have not ceased to preach conciliation and the abandoning of hard 
and fast positions. Is it really a task that lies beyond our means? 
I  do not think so. I t is possible to conceive of a plan in which con
cepts that yesterday were opposed will be merged together. If, for 
example, the first stage involves only declarations, limitations and 
“freezings” we can imagine it without on-the-spot control, without 
what our Soviet colleagues label “economic espionage.” We can agree 
for each to rely entirely upon the good faith of the others for the 
carrying out of this stage. Certainly such a stage would be limited 
and would mark a halt in the armaments race more than a beginning 
of disarmament. But, in order to switch from marching in one direc
tion to marching in the other, must we not first come to a dead stop ? 
Even limited, these measures would have considerable psychological 
value, for they would “set the wheels turning”; they would permit a 
“thaw” in positions that have long been antagonistic. If  in this 
phase the International Control Organization had no role other than 
that of assembling the information furnished by all the Powers, in
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the second phase, on the other hand, it would carry out inspections 
that would be as limited as possible, adapted in every respect to the 
measures then achieved. It is only in the course of the third stage 
that control would be fully established.

Similarly, we believe that moral prohibitions, formal but not sub
ject to control, allow distrust to remain until the good faith of each 
has been solidly established by other means. Some years ago, France 
signed with a number of other Powers the Briand-Kellogg Pact out
lawing war.1 I t did not prevent the Second World War. Yet we 
know what value the Soviet delegation attaches to such declarations. 
That is why, ever prompted by a desire for conciliation, we are will
ing, as M. Couve de Murville recalled in the general debate,2 to 
include such declarations in an over-all plan when other measures, 
themselves controllable and controlled, will have contributed to 
re-establishing a minimum of international confidence.

We can thus conceive of a plan based at once on the present techni
cal state of armaments, on our past efforts, and also on the desires 
strongly affirmed by other delegations. It is our hope that the Geneva 
Committee will examine the problem in this spirit of conciliation.

I  do not believe it is opportune now to analyze in detail the two 
proposed plans outlined here.

The plan of the British Foreign Secretary3—recalled by Mr. 
Ormsby-Gore,4 for whose too kind words I owe a debt of gratitude— 
is taken in part from the common work of France and Britain which 
has been presented previously.5 The other plan traces a straight and 
narrow path, leading to total and controlled disarmament which the 
peoples certainly dream about, but which cannot be total unless, at 
the same time, an international force is created among the States to 
play the same role as the law-enforcement agencies play among 
citizens.

I shall merely stress that these two plans have one feature in com
mon, undoubtedly only one: that of not giving to the destruction of 
vehicles for the delivery of nuclear material the total priority which, 
in our opinion, is imperative today. The British proposal deals with 
the question incidentally and partially in the second stage under the 
form of “agreement on a system to ensure the use of outer space for 
peaceful purposes”, the prohibition of military devices being treated 
only in the third stage.

The Soviet plan includes variants, all of them equally bold, con
tained in the statement of the Chairman of the Council [Mr. Khru

1 Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-55 (Committee 
print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 77-78.

* Ante, doc. 381.
* See ante, doc. 376.
4 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1029, Oct. 19,1959, pp. 6-27.
5 See ante, doc. 152.
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shchev],1 in the text submitted during the course of the same session,2 
and in the statement made here by the First Deputy Minister of 
Foreign Affairs [Mr. Kuznetsov].3 Without going into detail on 
these three documents, we recall from them that the dangers in the 
use of outer space—like that of the utilization of the sea since ancient 
times and of the air since 1914—have been given great emphasis, but 
that the necessary destruction of stockpiles appears in the third stage, 
the first two being limited to conventional weapons, troop strength 
and foreign bases.

Since, during this session, we do not have the time needed to study 
and discuss these general concepts, I  shall confine myself to two 
remarks aimed, one at the formula suggested for controls, and the 
other at the “maximalist” concept—if I  may use such a term—of 
the Soviet plan.

On the first point, I  shall go back to what I said a few moments 
ago, that we shall have to find a compromise. I t is not possible to 
create only at the end of the third stage, or even during that stage, 
an “international control body”—I quote from the Soviet plan— 
charged with verifying the execution of measures of “general and 
complete disarmament”, while during the preceding phases all armies 
and military installations would have been done away with. I t  would 
be inconceivable to rely on the good faith of each nation during such 
large-scale operations.

May I add, incidentally, that my concern was somewhat increased 
by the statement made a while ago by the representative of Romania, 
Mr. Brucan, whom I quote, from the English text: “In our opinion, 
before dealing with control, one should know what, if anything, 
should be controlled.” 4—“if anything”. There is scarcely any need to 
emphasize how excessive is the hypothesis that nothing will remain 
to be controlled. Mr. Kuznetsov certainly never desired this out
landish interpretation of Mr. Khrushchev’s thought.

Moreover, the drafters of this document take this into account, 
since, while they do not accept this body until the end of the third 
stage, yet as far back as the beginning of the first stage they speak of 
a reduction of troops “under appropriate controls”—which is not the 
same as saying “what, if anything, should be conttolled”—which pre
supposes the setting up of a system of international inspection as soon 
as operations are begun. This is, at least, an apparent contradiction, 
which should make it easier to reach a compromise by which disarma
ment measures and verifications would be simultaneously graduated, 
on some such basis as I have just outlined.

1 Ante, doc. 377.
a Ante, doc. 378.
8 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1026, Oct. 9, 1959, pp. 2-26.
4 U.N. doc. A/C 1/PV.1030, p. 22.
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We certainly all agree on the general considerations underlying the 
Soviet plan: the advantages that all the peoples would reap from 
total disarmament which would free them from their anxieties and 
distress, enabling them to settle political disputes, restore to the pro
ductive economy the manpower discharged from the barracks of the 
armed services, abolish barriers to international trade, and above all, 
increase aid to the insufficiently developed countries.

This last aspect is essential in our eyes. As rapidly as possible, the 
abyss between the hungry majority of the world and the prosperous 
minority must be bridged. This is an obligation of solidarity and of 
civilization that coincides with the interest of all. I  may be per
mitted to remind you that France has made numerous proposals of 
aid of this sort, in particular at the Summit Conference of 1955;1 
that, as the President of the French Republic recently recalled, she 
holds such an effort to be indispensable, ranking even before any solu
tion of the disarmament problem; that the latter, once it has been im
plemented, should lead to a massive increase in such transfers from 
the military budget to aid to the insufficiently developed countries.

May I  also be excused for stressing that, at the present time, France 
is devoting to the expansion of insufficiently developed territories, 
public and private funds which amounted to more than 418,000 mil
lion francs in 1957, that is $837 million, or almost 2 per cent of her 
total national product.2 This is far more than is being done by other 
Powers that have larger populations or are wealthier than France. 
In relation to national income alone—to cite only those States fur
nishing statistics that can be compared with each other—the French 
effort is more than twice the percentage of Great Britain’s effort and 
triple that of the United States. If this effort is compared with 
population and national income combined, I  confess I  am rather 
proud to note that, per capita and in proportion to the average indi
vidual income, it is more than three times as large as that of the Brit
ish and half again as great as that of the Americans. Nevertheless, 
we are very eager to increase it still f urther by a certain percentage 
of future savings effected in our military budget.

The great question mark still remains: Is total disarmament real
istic and workable today ? At the dawn of the French Revolution, 
the privileged orders—the nobility and the clergy—sacrificed and 
abolished their privileges during the famous “Night of the 4th of 
August.” Is an international “Night of the 4th of August” which 
would abolish all the armed forces of all countries, conceivable?

I  reject one argument from the outset, that of the necessity of mili
tary service, of the moral value of bearing arms, considered as a

1 Ante, doc. 116.
a See table in U.N. Economic and Social Council Official Records: Twenty- 

sixth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 4, p. 52.
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school of courage and discipline. There are other means, less costly, 
less fraught with risks, that make it possible to train generations of 
upright, fearless and resourceful young men. The army, in our 
view, is still necessary as long as distrust reigns. If, as we all hope, 
it should become a superfluous organ, there is no doubt that the young 
men and their families will rejoice in this, and that Governments will 
find a way to transfer to productive employment their career troops, 
just as they will easily reconvert their arsenals to economic ends.

Thus, in a pacified world, the peoples will readily dispense with 
standing armies. That is not where the difficulty is to be found. 
The real problem, the only problem, lies in the necessity of simul
taneous, parallel progress in the pacification of minds on the one 
hand and the abolition of armed forces on the other.

It is here that I  hesitate to share the faith and the enthusiasm of 
the representatives of the USSR. I am sorry to think, but I  do sin
cerely believe, that we shall not transform human mentality by wav
ing a magic wand. Four years of a total disarmament race will not 
erase the mark of thousands of years of armed conflicts nor, above 
all, the mark of decades of mutual distrust. According to an old 
French proverb, which no doubt has its equivalent in Russian, a lan
guage particularly rich in this respect as in others, “He who has far to 
go, spares his mount”. In order to go all the way with disarmament, 
let us not be too ambitious in the short run. Let us refrain from con
fusing propaganda formulas, however generous and sincere, with the 
harsh reality that confronts us.

But I remain optimistic. Mr. Khrushchev has proposed to us his 
entire plan, or else five partial measures which I do not want to go 
into today, or else a return to the Soviet plan of 10 May 1955,1 less 
explicitly general than that of 1959. Thus he proves that his position 
is not inflexible. Mr. Selwyn Lloyd has suggested a plan which 
modifies slightly our common ideas of an earlier date. I, too, have 
just made a few new suggestions, which I ask to have made available 
to the ten-member committee as a document of this Committee. 
Others, doubtless, will come up during this debate.

Let us refer it all to the Geneva committee. Let us also remind 
that committee, without dwelling on a disappointing past, of the value 
of the work of experts. As long ago as 1957, I suggested in London 
that we entrust to such groups the technical study of clearly defined 
problems. In this very place last year, I  suggested applying this 
procedure to the prevention of surprise attack, to the halting of the 
production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, to the study 
of defence budgets, to the reduction of troops and armaments, to the 
utilization of outer space, and to the methods of control for each of 
these measures. This Committee, and then the Assembly, expressed

1Antef doc. 112.
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the hope that the first of these study groups to be organized, that for 
the prevention of surprise attack, would reach a substantial degree of 
technical agreement.1 We did not succeed; the work was interrupted 
at the end of six weeks, because one delegation raised political prob
lems that were outside the jurisdiction of the experts. I  recall this 
without rancour and I  remain convinced of the usefulness of having 
recourse to groups of technicians when the work gets under way in 
Geneva.

Guided by their love of peace, and also by their reason—which tells 
them that they must succeed—the ten negotiators will, at the begin
ning of 1960, carry our common hope to Switzerland. They know 
that, while considerations of realism have imposed limits on their 
number, the thoughts and encouragement of all the members of our 
plenary disarmament committee, that is, the First Committee, will 
be with them; and that this Committee unanimously hopes that next 
year it will be offered a plan—as broad and detailed as possible— 
which will deliver men from anguish and assure them of greater 
prosperity.

385. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Kuznetsov) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, 
October 27,1959 2

At this stage of the discussion the Soviet delegation deems it essen
tial to clarify its position on a number of issues raised in the state
ments made by various representatives.

The Soviet proposal regarding general and complete disarmament3 
is, by common acknowledgement, the central topic at the current ses
sion of the General Assembly. The overwhelming majority of repre
sentatives have emphasized the necessity of an urgent solution of this 
crucial problem of our time. Most representatives have agreed on 
the main point, that it is necessary to liquidate completely the mate
rial possibilities of waging war, to eliminate the devices for exter
minating human beings, and to dissolve the armed forces of States.

The Soviet delegation also notes with satisfaction that the majority 
of delegations have taken a positive attitude towards the concrete pro
gramme of general and complete disarmament as proposed by the

1 See ante, p. 1216.
2 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1033, pp. 21-38.
* Ante, doc. 378.
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Government of the USSR. Many delegations have announced their 
unreserved support of the Soviet proposal; others, noting that these 
proposals are an important contribution to the solution of the dis
armament problem, have expressed their readiness to examine them in 
the most detailed and meticulous manner in the course of subsequent 
negotiations.

We have listened with interest to the statements of the representa
tives of the United States, Mr. Lodge,1 and the United Kingdom, Mr. 
Ormsby-Gore.2 These statements have made it clear that those repre
sentatives support the idea of general and complete disarmament. 
They have expressed their readiness to study the Soviet proposals in 
the most serious manner. We note that France—to judge by Mr. 
Moch’s statement3—likewise supports the idea of universal and com
plete disarmament. The representative of Czechoslovakia stated that 
his delegation welcomes and fully supports the proposals of the Soviet 
Government for general and complete disarmament, and he added 
that it was characteristic of the Soviet Union’s proposals that they 
were realistic and concrete in nature.4 The representative of 
Romania pointed out that only agreement on general and complete 
disarmament can effectively halt the armaments race and, at the 
same time, clear the way to the liquidation of armaments.5 The rep
resentative of Greece described the Soviet plan as a daring proposal 
which, he said, had the advantage of being comprehensive and of 
fully covering the military aspects of the disarmament problem.6 
Many other similar statements can be quoted. Not one voice was 
raised against the Soviet proposals.

We may thus note that the principle of general and complete dis
armament is supported by all or, at any rate, by the overwhelming 
majority of States. This is an important positive conclusion of the 
exchange of views which has taken place.

The Soviet Union, of course, lays no claim to having worked out 
in an exhaustive manner all the details of the solution of the disarma
ment problem. The declaration of the Soviet Government lists the 
basic principles, but a good deal of joint effort will be required in 
order to translate these principles into the concrete language of articles 
of agreement.

We are encouraged by the fact that, as a result of the recent talks 
between leaders of the Soviet Union and the United States—as many 
representatives have quite aptly pointed out—a thaw has been felt in

1 Ante, doc. 383.
* U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1029, Oct 19,1959, pp. 6-27.
• Ante, doc. 384.
4 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1027, Oct. 14,1959, pp. 13-30.
5 See U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1030, Oct. 22,1959, pp. 13-30.
6 See ibid., pp. 3-12.
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the world and a situation has been created which undoubtedly is propi
tious for a search for mutually acceptable solutions of the most impor
tant problem of our time: the question of general and complete dis
armament. The reduction of tension in intermtional relations which 
has been noted has implanted in human hearts tlie hope that the dead
lock in the disarmament negotiations will be overcome. In these con
ditions, the Governments of all countries, especially those which are 
in possession of most powerful armed forces, should tackle the solution 
of the disarmament problem with all their energy. If  a general effort 
is made in this direction, surely we shall be able to work out success
fully a concrete plan for the implementation of this noble task. As 
to the Soviet Government, I  can assure the Committee that it will spare 
no effort so that mutually acceptable solutions of the disarmament 
problem can be worked out. The Soviet Union is ready to examine 
amendments to its proposals, as well as other proposals aimed at reach
ing agreement on general and complete disarmament. We consider 
that the disarmament declaration submitted by the Foreign Secretary 
of the United Kingdom1 must also be carefully studied.

In the course of the discussions of the Soviet proposals for general 
and complete disarmament, ideas and remarks have been expressed 
which are of certain interest. The Soviet delegation considers it neces
sary also to mention, at this stage in the discussion, some considerations 
which have been touched upon in the debate.

Many speakers have pointed out that the Soviet proposals constitute 
a new and radical approach to the disarmament problem, aimed at 
bringing the negotiations out of the existing deadlock and placing 
them on a wide road towards general and complete disarmament. It 
was justly stated that, given the present level of military technology 
and the nature of international relations, in which any military col
lision may lead to a rocket and nuclear war, only the elimination of 
the means of waging war can halt the slipping of mankind into an 
abyss. For, as long as armies remain, as long as warships and military 
aircraft are being kept, foreign bases in alien territories maintained, 
and arsenals crammed with atomic and hydrogen bombs, there can 
be no reliable guarantee of a lasting peace.

In case disarmament is incomplete and States are left with a mate
rial possibility for threatening or attacking other States, fears will 
naturally be kept alive, so that some State or other may, with the help 
of the remaining armaments and armed forces, launch an attack 
against another State. In other words, if general and complete dis
armament is not carried out, the motives that stimulate the arms race 
will remain. Nor should one underestimate the point that many States 
have been and are very cautious with regard to partial disarmament.

*Ante, doc. 376.
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They fear that measures of partial disarmament may result in a 
changed correlation of forces between States and groups of States, and 
that these measures will affect precisely those types of weapons with 
regard to which they command the maximum superiority and which 
they consider particularly indispensable for themselves.

The path of general and complete disarmament proposed by the 
Soviet Union removes completely the possibility of creating any mil
itary advantages for any State. A serious barrier which was created 
in the past when the disarmament questions were being considered is 
thus completely eliminated.

With the new approach to disarmament, another major obstacle 
which hindered the solution of this problem is also removed; I  have 
in mind difficulties in the question of control. The entire course of 
negotiations on disarmament over many years shows that this question 
was invariably advanced as one of the main obstacles to reaching 
agreement on disarmament. References were made both to actual and 
imaginary difficulties. Under conditions of partial disarmament real 
difficulties are quite explicable and genuine. Indeed, after the imple
mentation of limited measures on disarmament, States will still pos
sess certain military means and a degree of mistrust and suspicion will 
exist. Under these conditions not a single State, seriously speaking, 
could agree to general and complete control and open its entire terri
tory for comprehensive inspection. And this is understandable, for if 
such were the case, whatever may be said, the interests of national 
security of States might be impaired since they would not yet be in
sured against a possible armed attack from outside.

The path of general and complete disarmament proposed by us also 
provides for a radical solution of the question of control. I t puts it 
on an entirely realistic basis and paves the way for the establishment 
of genuinely comprehensive control. As far as the Soviet Union is 
concerned, it is ready to accept the strictest and most comprehensive 
control over disarmament.

We are in favour of control being commensurate with concrete ac
tions on disarmament. The scope of control at each stage should cor
respond to the scope and nature of disarmament measures being carried 
out at a given stage. I would like to recall the statement of the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Nikita Sergeyo- 
vitch Khrushchev, on this point. He said:

“We believe that in the process of disarmament, in accordance 
with each stage of disarmament there should be an appropriate 
stage of control; that is, the presence of representatives of other 
States, and control over the regions subject to control in accordance 
with agreement. And this will apply throughout the whole process 
of disarmament up to its full completion. Once the disarmament

514543— 60— vol. 2-------52



1510 DOCUMENT 385 : OCTOBER 27, 1959

: becomes complete, the controllers should, certainly, remain in the 
1 countries to make sure that the treaty on disarmament is fully ob

served by every State.” *
Thus our fundamental position on the question of inspection and 

control is crystal clear. There is no reason, therefore, to make state
ments similar to the one made here by the representative of the United 
States, who asserted, and I  quote:

“We do not know what inspection and control the Soviet Union 
would accept on its own proposal for complete disarmament.” 2
A number of delegates have justly pointed out here that the Soviet 

proposals on disarmament provide for Soviet control and open up the 
possibility for agreement on this important question. Thus, for in
stance, the representative of the United Kingdom said on 19 October, 
and I  quote:

“I  was, therefore, interested to note that in his speech on 9 
October our Soviet colleague said:

“ ‘The Soviet Union adheres to the only correct concept, namely 
that control is not an end in itself, and that it is inseparable from dis
armament. . . . What is needed is not control without disarma
ment, but control over disarmament.’ ”
Mr. Ormsby-Grore went on to say: “I  agree with the Soviet 

representative . . .” s
The representative of the Union of South Africa stated :

“I have found it not without some possible significance that Mr. 
Kuznetsov on 9 October said that the Soviet programme of dis
armament envisages that the extent of control should conform to 
the stage of disarmament, stage by stage . . . there seems to be 
some agreement in principle on this point.” 4
The representative of Cuba said that nobody could believe that the 

Soviet Union is discarding the question of control.
If  one is to regard the Soviet programme of general and complete 

disarmament objectively and without prejudice, one will find in it all 
the necessary provisions permitting the establishment of the fullest 
control over disarmament.

Representatives of certain States have expressed in their state
ments concern as to how the security of States will been [5ef ] ensured 
after the programme of general and complete disarmament has been 
implemented. It is not difficult to foresee that all of these apprehen

1 New York Times, Sept. 28,1959, p. 18.
a Ante, doc. 383.
8 A/C.1/PV.1029, p. 16 [citation in original].
4 A/C.1/PV.1032, p. 27 [citation in original].
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sions originate from the doubts as to Whether it will be possible to avert 
war once general and complete disarmament has been accomplished. 
Some speakers even maintained that general and complete disarma
ment is a noble idea which cannot, however, be put into effect until 
the very nature of man has changed. Evidently, some delegates 
wonder whether war is a fatal inevitability and whether it is possible 
ever to get rid of it at all.

Putting aside the question whether all of those who make such 
statements are sincere in their apprehensions or some of them pursue 
the only objective of casting a shadow on the bright day to distract 
the attention from the substance of the problem under consideration, 
I  would like to express that these apprehensions, in any event, are 
entirely baseless. To assert that even after the implementation of 
general and complete disarmament people can start fighting with bare 
hands means to proceed from a completely false premise that man 
allegedly is pugnacious by nature, that war is a natural state of human 
society, and that savage instincts underlie the behaviour of people and 
their relationships.

But, gentlemen, we are living in the second half of the twentieth 
century. I  would like to quote here the words of Nikita Sergeyovitch 
Khrushchev when he said the following:

“The twentieth century is a century of the greatest flourishing 
[of~\ human thought and genius. In our time people create with 
their own hands the things that mankind dreamed of for centuries, 
expressing these dreams in tales, which seemed to be sheer fantasy. 
Must we, in this period of the flourishing of human genius which is 
penetrating the secrets of nature and harnessing its mighty forces, 
put up with the preservation of primitive relations that existed be
tween people when man was still a beast ?

“If in those distant times these relations could be explained by 
man being in the first stage of his development and differing but 
little from animals, today, when man has reached an unparalleled 
level in the development of his scientific knowledge and subordi
nates, step by step, the forces of nature to his will, making them 
serve society, nothing can justify the preservation of such relations 
as existed between primitive people. Our time can and should be
come a time of the realization of great ideals, a time of peace and 
progress.”
A legitimate question arises: Why should we be guided in our ap

proach to the disarmament problem not by faith in the intelligence of 
civilized man but by the fear that dark instincts of his distant ances
tors might awake in him again ? If we are to proceed from such fears 
we shall never be able to find a way out of the deadlock which has up 
to now existed in the disarmament problem, and we shall not be able
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to break the vicious circle of the armaments race where an increase 
of armaments leads to an increase of tension in relations among 
States, which, in its turn, again accelerates the arms race, with all the 
ensuing consequences.

But to explain the cause of wars by the nature of man has always 
been erroneous, all the more so now when conditions have beep 
created in the world under which not only the fatal inevitability of a 
new war does not exist, but where there has also appeared the possi
bility of excluding war from the life of society finally and for all 
time. I t is well known to everyone that in recent years, as a result of 
the determined joint action of peace-loving forces, military conflicts 
were averted, or, in a number of cases, stopped in certain areas. Life 
has shown that when peace-loving forces are united they are able to 
counteract aggression and to prevent military conflicts, all the more 
so when the means of waging war shall have been eliminated.

The policy of peaceful coexistence which rules out war as a means 
of settling international disputes has not only won the wide moral 
approval of the peoples of the world but has also gained recognition 
in international law. Many States in Europe, Asia and Africa have 
solemnly proclaimed this principle as the basis of their foreign policy. 
Finally, the idea of peaceful coexistence was unanimously supported 
in the decisions of the twelfth and thirteenth sessions of the United 
Nations General Assembly.1

It is absolutely clear that the implementation of general and com
plete disarmament will make peaceful coexistence even more secure*

Under conditions of complete trust and good neighbourly relations, 
which will be a real consequence of general disarmament of States, 
the motives which in the past led to armed conflicts should surely dis
appear. Of course, even after the general disarmament programme 
has been carried out there will remain certain contradictions among 
States. But these contradictions can and must be solved not by 
armed conflict but by negotiation and other peaceful means. At the 
same time, the role of the moral factor in international relations will 
be considerably increased.

Of great significance will also be the fact that the territories of 
all States will then be opened for comprehensive international con
trol and inspection. The role of the United Nations, whose Charter 
with sufficient clarity sets forth the methods of maintaining universal 
peace and security, will be substantially enhanced. For this reason, 
the international Organization must become truly universal, with all 
questions being solved by common consent. I t is relevant to recall in 
this connexion what Nikita Sergeyovitch Khrushchev said at the ple

1 See General Assembly Resolutions 1236 (XII), Dec. 14,1957 (Official Records: 
Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 18 (A/3805), p. 5) and 1301 (XIII), Dec. 10, 
1958 (Official Records: Thirteenth Sessionf Supplement No. 18 (A/4000), p. 8).
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nary meeting of the fourteenth session of the General Assembly on 18 
September 1959:

“A feature of a properly functioning international body is that in 
that body questions should be resolved not by the formal counting 
of votes but by way of reasonable and patient searching for fair 
solutions acceptable for all sides.” 1
In that case the task of the Organization will naturally be to assist 

through joint effort in working out mutually acceptable solutions.
Almost all the speakers have dealt here with the necessity of re

moving the threat of nuclear war. We share these views and con
sider that this problem deserves special attention since everyone 
understands full well what a war with the use of nuclear weapons 
would mean. However, while voicing alarm over the grave danger 
of nuclear war, some delegates perceive the main danger not in the 
nuclear weapons themselves but in individual means of delivering 
these weapons, such as, for instance, rockets, long-range aircraft and 
submarines, and they propose that a ban be placed not on nuclear 
weapons but on certain means of delivering them. I think there is 
no need to emphasize that it is thus proposed that we cure the disease 
by wrong methods. The danger, as is well known, is posed not by 
rockets or planes, which by themselves can be used for peaceful and 
scientific purposes, nor by other vehicles for the delivery of nuclear 
weapons, but by atomic or hydrogen bombs, by nuclear shells or 
nuclear warheads.

Nuclear weapons can be delivered to targets by many different 
means. The sufferings of the people and the disastrous aftermath 
of a nuclear blow will in no way be lessened no matter how a nuclear 
device is delivered to the target, whether by means of a rocket 
launched from afar, from a distance of many thousands of kilometres, 
or by tactical aircraft from a nearby military base. If nuclear 
weapons are not eliminated, the prohibition of one or several vehicles 
for delivery of these weapons will not remove the threat of a nuclear 
war. There is only one way out of this situation. I t is necessary 
to ban nuclear weapons themselves. I t is precisely this path that is 
proposed by the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Government has always adhered to and still adheres to 
the position that atomic and hydrogen weapons, as the most danger
ous means of mass extermination of people, should be completely 
banned; that all existing bombs, nuclear warheads and other types 
of these weapons be destroyed and their production stopped for all 
time. The Soviet Union has adhered to this position ever since 1946.

The Soviet Union is prepared to agree that measures on the pro
hibition of nuclear weapons, the destruction of their stockpiles and

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fourteenth Session, 199th Plenary Meet
ing, p. 40.
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the cessation of their production be carried out within the shortest 
possible time. If  our partners will also agree to that, naturally we 
shall only welcome a speedy implementation of a most cherished 
dream of mankind, namely, the removal of the threat of atomic war.

In the course of the discussion attention was paid to the question of 
partial measures in the field of disarmament. In proposing general 
and complete disarmament as a radical solution for ensuring durable 
peace for all time, the Soviet Union does not at all disregard more 
modest measures conducive to lessening the threat of war. In this 
connexion we recall that the Soviet Declaration says:

. . if at present, owing to certain reasons, the Western Powers 
do not manifest their readiness to embark on general and complete 
disarmament, the Soviet Government is ready to come to agreement 
with other States on the appropriate partial steps of disarmament 
and the strengthening of security.” 1
The proposals of the Soviet Union on partial measures set forth in 

the declaration, as well as in the proposals of 10 May 1955,2 constitute, 
in our opinion, a good basis for reaching agreement in the field of 
partial measures.

I  should like to stress in this connexion that the consideration of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament must not delay the 
solution, in particular, of such an urgent and fully mature question 
as that of discontinuing atomic and hydrogen weapon tests for all 
time. Since the agenda of the Committee includes a special item on 
the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, we shall elaborate on the 
position of the Soviet Union during the discussion of that item. At 
this stage it should be pointed out that the Soviet Union has proved 
by deeds its eagerness to achieve the discontinuance of all nuclear 
weapon tests everywhere and thereby to place a barrier in the way of 
the nuclear weapons race and safeguard the world from the threat 
of radioactive poisoning. Recently the Soviet Government has de
cided not to resume nuclear weapon tests if they are not resumed by 
the Western Powers.8 This step opens up new possibilities for an 
early conclusion of an agreement on the discontinuance of tests.

Showing a business-like approach, the Soviet Union submitted at 
the Geneva Conference proposals on the questions which are still un
resolved. In particular, on one of the major questions which are not 
yet settled—the carrying out of on-site inspections—we supported the 
proposal advanced by the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, 
Mr. Macmillan.4 In our view, this proposal provides a simple solution

1 Ante, doc. 877.
a Ante, doc. 112.
* Ante, doc. 372.
* See ante, doc. 352.
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to the problem of the number of inspections to be made by inspection 
teams to verify suspicious phenomena on the spot.

Along with this, an important step was made to meet the position 
of the Western Powers on the question of the composition of control 
posts. The proposals of the Soviet Union provide a possibility for 
reaching immediate understanding and concluding an agreement on 
the discontinuance of nuclear tests for all time. The USSR is ready 
to sign an agreement at any moment on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapon tests. We are profoundly convinced that if the Western 
Powers make, for their part, similar efforts to achieve progress in the 
negotiations, then the agreement on the cessation of tests can soon 
be considered as a settled question.

Some representatives here have ref erred to the problem of prevents 
ing surprise attack. The Soviet Union attaches great importance 
to the elaboration and adoption of measures aimed at preventing 
surprise attack by one State against another. In 1958, at the Geneva 
Conference on this question, the delegations of the socialist countries 
submitted a number of concrete proposals which constituted a good 
basis for agreement.1 Unfortunately, the Western partners refused 
at that time to consider these proposals.

As may be 9een from Mr. Lodge’s statement, the United State? 
now agrees to discuss not only technicalities but also practical meas
ures aimed at preventing surprise attack, as was already proposed 
by the Soviet Union and other socialist States. This permits the 
hope that a possibility of progress will be opened up in the question 
of preventing surprise attack. The Soviet Union is ready to con
tinue to make every effort to see to it that this problem finds a positive 
solution.

For quite understandable reasons, the speakers have paid attention 
to those bodies which in practice must deal with the disarmament 
problem. The Soviet Union has always been and is in favour of 
permanent co-operation by States in the search for ways to solve this 
problem, and of holding negotiations on the basis of equality with 
due regard for mutual interests of States. I t was mentioned here 
that the United Nations Disarmament Commission did not function 
for two years. We do not want to dig up the past or to analyse the 
reasons for its inaction but, since the representative of the United 
Kingdom made in its statement an attempt to lay the responsibility 
for the interruption in the work of the Commission on the Soviet 
Union, we consider it our duty to restore the truth.

Representatives will recall that at the twelfth session of the Gen
eral Assembly in 1957 it was generally recognized that the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission and its Sub-Committee had out
lived themselves and that, because of their non-representative compo

l See ante, docs. 322, 323, 327, 328, and 331.
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sition, they were utterly unable to promote progress in the disarma
ment negotiations. At that time the session had no doubts as to 
the necessity of setting up a new body for the consideration of ques
tions relating to disarmament with such a membership as would 
ensure equal co-operation by the States concerned. The proposal 
submitted by the delegation of Albania on the composition of the 
Disarmament Commission fully answered this purpose.1 However, 
at that time our partners did not display a desire to co-operate on 
an equal footing. The Assembly was forced to accept such a compo
sition of the Commission as was extremely one-sided, placing one 
group of States in a privileged position and failing to recognize equal 
rights for other States. As was to be expected, such a Commission 
proved to be inefficient, and it is not the Soviet Union that bears 
responsibility for this.

As is known, the Soviet Union did not relax its efforts aimed at 
setting up a body for negotiations on disarmament on the basis which 
would be acceptable to all. We know that at the thirteenth session, 
with the full support of all United Nations Members, there was set 
up a United Nations Disarmament Commission composed of all the 
United Nations Members, and recently there was also set up the 
Disarmament Committee of Ten States, which has received the unani
mous approval of the United Nations Disarmament Commission.

The wide response which the proposal of the Soviet Union on 
general and complete disarmament has met testifies to the fact that 
the idea of complete disarmament has been enthusiastically acclaimed 
by the broadest masses in all countries.

The peoples expect that States will proceed without delay to work 
out measures for the implementation of general and complete dis
armament. The consent of States to going along this path would 
undoubtedly be interpreted throughout the world as a convincing 
proof of the sincerity of their desire to build relations on the basis of 
friendship and co-operation.

The approval of the Soviet proposal on general and complete dis
armament by the General Assembly would be an important contribu
tion to the realization of the exalted task of delivering mankind from 
the threat of war for all time.

1 The Albanian amendment is summarized ante, p. 916, n. 1. The text of the 
General Assembly resolution enlarging the Disarmament Commission is printed 
ante, pp. 916-917.



(DOCUMENT 386 : OCTOBER 31, 1959 1517

386. Address by the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to 
the Supreme Soviet [Extract}, October 31, 1959 1

There are statesmen in the Western countries who do not wish to 
give v up their old views, asserting that it is essential to have strength 
and to dictate their will to the weak from positions of strength. They 
attempt on the sly to undermine the peoples’ belief in the practicability 
of the Soviet proposals. They distort our proposals on control, al
though both in my speech at the U.N. General Assembly2 and in the 
Soviet Government’s declaration8 it is stated clearly that we are ready 
for general control under general disarmament.

I t is sufficient to become familiar with our proposals in order to be
come convinced that the Soviet Government proposes to establish a 
strict international control over all measures on disarmament. For 
every stage of disarmament, we propose to establish a corresponding 
stage of control. We also bear in mind that inspectors would be on the 
territories of states from the very beginning of the process of dis
armament up to its total completion and also after the completion of 
disarmament so that not a single state could secretly prepare for war. 
We are in favor of the extent of control corresponding with the nature 
of the measures on disarmament.

We also agree to establish corresponding organs, apparently 
[vidimo], under U.N. auspices, to insure valid control so that all 
states which assume sacred obligations on disarmament strictly adhere 
to them.

In his speech on the occasion of U.N. week, Mr. Harriman expressed 
skepticism toward the Soviet Government’s proposals. He is evi
dently greatly impressed by our proposals, but in his heart he appar
ently does not accept them and therefore he has adopted the unseemly 
role of a worm which attempts to undermine confidence in the Soviet 
proposals. The discussions on disarmament have hardly begun and 
the skeptics have raised the question of what international forces 
should be created in place of the national forces. If  one reads between 
the lines, then, very likely the question concerns the formation of 
international forces which would be under the influence of those coun
tries which, by virtue of the policy of blocs, have a majority in the 
United Nations. This greatly resembles the policy of knocking to
gether military blocs such as NATO, SEATO and CENTO. Such a 
policy by no means corresponds with the interests of disarmament. 
We are for disarmament, but for an honest disarmament.

1 Moscow radio broadcast, Oct 31, 1959; Pravda, Nov. 1, 1959, p. 3.
* Ante, doc. 377.
• Ante, doc. 378.
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When all countries disarm and all armies have no arms, then no
body will be able to start a war. The question arises: for what purpose, 
then, are supranational armed forces necessary ?

We consider that when general and complete disarmament is im
plemented, it will be possible to find forces of moral influence and to 
apply various measures and sanctions under U.N. decision to any 
country which risks embarking on a conflict.

Those who advocate international armed forces pursue only one 
aim—to prevent countries from accepting our proposals on disarma
ment. While recognizing the idea of disarmament in words, they in 
fact want to preserve the old state of affairs; that is, to live on a 
powder keg, to live under the threat of using nuclear weapons.

One must hope that the commonsense of the people will triumph. 
Sooner or later sensible decisions will be adopted which will make it 
possible for the peoples to live in friendship, to trust each other, and 
not to interfere in the affairs of other states.

In order to compromise the Soviet disarmament program, the 
enemies of peace have resorted to yet another maneuver. They 
allege that the Soviet position on the disarmament question consists 
in the “all or nothing” principle, that is, that we in proposing universal 
and total disarmament are not willing to agree to anything else. This 
does not correspond to reality.

I t  is written in black and white in our proposals that should the 
Western powers not be prepared to embark on universal and total 
disarmament we regard it possible and necessary to reach agreement 
even on partial steps in the sphere of disarmament. The Soviet Union 
is of the opinion that to such steps belong the banning of nuclear 
weapons, first of all the termination of their tests, the creation of a 
zone of control and inspection, the reduction of foreign forces on the 
territories of relevant European countries, the creation of an atom-free 
zone in Central Europe, the liquidation of foreign military bases on 
foreign territory, the conclusion of a nonaggression pact between the 
NATO member states and the member states of the Warsaw treaty, 
and so forth.

The Soviet Government is of course prepared to consider and dis
cuss amendments and additions to our proposals, as well as other 
proposals aimed at solving the disarmament problem. However, it 
must be stressed that the disarmament question has at present assumed 
a particular importance and acuteness as well as urgency. On its 
solution depend the well-being and security of the peoples and whether 
there will be war or peace.

It is pleasant to note that the proposals on universal and total dis
armament have met with approval in the United Nations Political 
Committee, thanks to the agreement reached between the Soviet Union 
and the United States. The joint Soviet-American draft resolution
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on this question was warmly supported by the delegates of Britain, 
France, and other countries. As you know, it was officially announced 
that the other 80 delegates of U.N. member countries joined this joint 
draft resolution as co-authors.1

We warmly welcome this unanimous resolution. However, we must 
not rest content with that which has already been achieved, as there 
are still forces in existence which will be doing their utmost to prevent 
the carrying out of real measures for universal and total disarmament.

There are worms—bark eaters—which do not fell a tree directly 
because they are unable to topple a tree at once, but which undermine 
and destroy its bark and deprive the tree of vital sap, and the tree 
perishes while standing. In the same way some politicians will be 
trying to undermine our proposals on universal and total disarmament.

It is necessary to expose the opponents of disarmament and to re
pulse them resolutely so that the bright hopes of the peoples may be 
realized.

Comrade deputies, it is now clear that it is possible to solve the 
problems confronting the world only if one acts not from a position of 
strength but from a position of reason. These questions must be solved 
with the aid of the only sensible method, the method of negotiation, 
I would like to stress, specifically, the great importance of the mutual 
agreement reached with President Eisenhower that all unsettled inter
national questions must be solved, not by force but by peaceful means ; 
by means of negotiation.2

If one is to speak about the method of conducting talks it is the 
convocation of a conference of heads of governments which is of 
paramount importance. The question of a conference of the heads of 
governments, or a summit meeting, as it is called, we discussed with 
President Eisenhower. And I must say that mutual understanding 
exists on this question. As is known, after our talks President Eisen
hower declared that the exchange of views had “eliminated many of 
the previous objections against convocation of a summit conference.” 3 
The Prime Minister of Great Britain, Mr. Macmillan, in his turn, 
has repeated more than once that he favors the convocation of a 
summit conference.

The Soviet Government fully shares the view on the desirability 
of the speediest convocation of such a conference. We hope that the 
governments of other states, too, will take a constructive attitude in 
this matter.

1The 82-nation resolution (AyC.1/L.234), introduced Oct. 28, was identical 
with General Assembly Resolution 1378 (XIV) (post, doc. 393).

* See communique of Sept. 27, 1959 (Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 12, 
1959, pp. 49*>-500).

8 New York Times, Sept. 29, 1959, p. 16.
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387. Statement by the Irish Foreign Minister (Aiken) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, 
November 13, 19591

As my delegation did not intervene in the general debate on dis
armament, I  should like to say that we warmly welcome the tone and 
manner of the discussions which led up to the happy achievement of 
a unanimous resolution. The Irish delegation, as the Committee 
knows, is among those which have been active in urging a reconsidera
tion of all attitudes which would impede our search for constructive 
agreements to reduce tension and promote co-operation. The unani
mous resolution on disarmament2 represents, we trust, a significant 
step in that direction. We hope and pray that the deliberations of 
the Ten Nation Committee will lead to smooth and steady progress 
towards the growth of international law and the reduction of national 
forces and armaments.

I  should like to endorse here the view of those representatives who* 
in our opinion, realistically, have stressed that the road to disarma
ment is likely to be long and hard and full of pitfalls. We are con
vinced that the reduction of national armaments and forces can only 
proceed step by step with the development of the rule of law and of 
an international force to maintain the law, and we view the resolu
tion on general and complete disarmament, as many delegations view 
it, in the main as a reassertion—a timely and we hope a fruitful re
assertion—of our determination to implement the principles of the 
Charter.

The draft resolution now put forward by my delegation3 does not 
conflict in any way with the objective of general disarmament. On 
the contrary, what it is intended to achieve is the prevention of the 
further deterioration in the armaments situation which appears to be 
impending unless specific efforts are made without delay to check it— 
a deterioration which, if it occurs, may not only render general dis
armament unattainable but may well bring about world war.

Delegates may remember that last year this Committee passed by 
37 votes to none the first clause of this draft resolution now before 
us, the clause recognizing the danger of an increase in the number 
of nations possessing nuclear weapons.4

Last year’s draft resolution contained an operative clause calling 
for the establishment of an ad hoc committee to deal with the problem.

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1054, pp. 7-22. See also post, doc. 395.
* U.N. doc. A/C.1/L.234, identical with General Assembly Resolution 1378 

(XIV) (post, doc. 393).
* U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.235/Rev. 2, Oct. 30, 1959.
* Ante, doc. 306.
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As this machinery did not commend itself to some delegations which 
were in favour of restricting nuclear weapons I  withdrew the resolu
tion expressing the hope that the danger recognized by the First 
Committee would be studied and dealt with by the eighty-one-Power 
disarmament commission then about to be set up.

In the event, the disarmament commission met only once and the 
only business it dealt with was the resolution welcoming the Geneva 
agreement to establish the ten-nation committee on disarmament.1 In 
the hope that the ten-nation committee will deal with the most urgent 
aspects of the arms race, the present draft requests it to study the 
drafting of agreements to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to 
more and more countries during the years in which disarmament and 
related political problems are being discussed. The committee would 
be invited to study the feasibility of arriving at agreements contain
ing the necessary safeguards whereby the Powers producing nuclear 
weapons would refrain from transferring them to any nation not 
possessing its own nuclear weapons and whereby the States not 
possessing their own nuclear weapons would refrain from manufac
turing or accepting them.

It may be asked, what are the nuclear Powers to which the resolution 
alludes? The answer is that we have in mind all the Powers produc
ing nuclear weapons at the time when the suggested agreements are 
ready for signature, whatever the number may be at that date. The 
longer the agreements are delayed the greater is the danger of an 
increase in the number of nuclear Powers. With each addition to 
the nuclear circle the greater the number on the periphery who will 
feel themselves compelled, whatever the cost, to become as well armed 
as their neighbours.

There is, I think, no conceivable addition to the list of countries 
possessing nuclear weapons which will not cause a significant change 
in the pattern of regional and world politics. The change may indeed 
be great enough to destroy the balance of destructive weapons and 
forces, the precarious balance which has given the world the uneasy 
peace of the last few years.

In the view of my delegation, there are today two distinct sets of 
dangers facing us and they require different sets of measures aimed at 
averting them. The first set of dangers arises from the situation with 
which mankind has been trying to live since the end of the last war. 
That is the situation where two great power blocs confront each 
other, divided by deep mutual mistrust and ideological antagonism, 
and strenuously competing in a world-wide diplomatic and propa
ganda effort, backed ultimately by the military capacity, possessed by 
each set of Powers, to annihilate civilization. That situation, fraught 
with danger as it is, is nonetheless one with which we have managed to

1 See ante, docs. 373 and 374.
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live for a number of years. Techniques have been evolved to deal with 
it—very uncertain techniques it is true in comparison with the dangers 
involved, but perhaps slowly increasing in effectiveness. But for the 
second set, the new dangers, not only do no techniques exist, but we 
can hardly assess the scope and magnitude of the dangers themselves. 
These new dangers are, of course, those which are likely to flow from 
the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons. The present deadlock 
between the two great power systems makes it all the harder to prevent 
the spread of these weapons and it is unfortunately too early to 
say that that fundamental deadlock has been broken.

According to a recent and authoritative survey made on behalf of the 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, more than a score of coun
tries now appear, in varying degrees, to be capable of entering the 
nuclear race.

The scientists concerned estimate that twelve countries are “tech
nically able to embark on a successful nuclear weapon programme in 
the near future”. Eight more are considered “to be capable econom
ically and fairly competent technically”. Six more are named as 
being “probably economically capable”. The scientists put the danger 
in immediate and concrete terms when they say “the production of 
a few Hiroshima-style atom bombs is well within the reach of ten or 
more countries”. It is almost superfluous to comment that what is 
within the reach of ten States now is likely to 'be within the reach of 
an indefinite number of additional States in the future.

As delegates are aware, plutonium, which is the fissionable core of 
some nuclear weapons, has for some years been obtained as a by-prod
uct of one type of nuclear electric power station. Nuclear reactors of 
this type are in course of erection in countries not producing nuclear 
weapons. More are projected. Countries which may build this type 
of electric power plant mainly to keep their industrial potential and 
technical experience abreast of the times, will find themselves with 
the basic material for nuclear weapons on their hands. I t  will become 
increasingly hard for the Governments of these countries to resist 
domestic pressure to take the further step of producing nuclear 
weapons. They will be pressed to do so on the grounds of economy 
and security if not for considerations of prestige.

Nor is the possibility of wider dissemination even confined to States. 
Revolutionary organizations and groups can come into possession of 
such weapons by various means, and they are ever more likely to do 
so according as these weapons become more numerous, more easily 
transportable and part of standard military equipment. The danger 
of such access becomes greater as the nuclear circle expands, bringing 
with it new tensions and new political complications.

No one can calculate in advance the interplay of forces if country 
after country, revolutionary group after revolutionary group became
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possessed, secretly or openly, of nuclear weapons. All these, the new 
factors to which I  have referred, point to one conclusion: national, 
regional and world politics would be radically changed and the new 
risks would be far greater than those which now confront humanity. 
I t  is against this scale of danger that we must, I suggest, measure 
the risks which may be inherent in any scheme to stop the spread of 
nuclear weapons now.

The dangers involved in wider dissemination include, in addition 
to those I  have mentioned, several others to which the publication of 
the American Academy refers as “accidental atomic war, demagogic 
atomic war, and nuclear blackmail”. The same publication— 
Daedalus, Vol. 88, No. 3—concisely describes the prospect before us 
in the words: “The more numerous the states equipped with nuclear 
weapons the greater the possibility, mathematically and inexorably, of 
insane decisions and the further away the prospect of international 
agreement”.

I  greatly fear that we are now on the edge of a slippery slope: that 
before long, if we do not check this disastrous progress, the momen
tum acquired will be such that it will be beyond any human power 
to halt the increasingly rapid descent towards destruction. I t  would 
be a piece of tragic irony indeed if this descent towards destruction 
through the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons were to begin at 
the very moment when humanity’s hopes are high because of the 
unanimity in this Organization on the need for controlled disarma
ment. If  agreement on limitations cannot now be attained, that very 
fact, combined with what is known of the atomic capabilities of cer
tain States, will impel other States to reconsider their atomic policies 
and seek individual safety through nuclear arms. The pattern, like 
that of panic, is one of numerous, isolated, desperate actions, each 
aimed at individual safety and all together bringing on a collective 
disaster.

The debates on our resolution last year showed that many delega
tions are anxiously aware of the dangers involved in the further 
spread of nuclear weapons. What may perhaps be contested, how
ever, is the necessity for specific measures to meet these dangers.

I t  is sometimes asserted, for example, that an agreement on the ces
sation of tests will serve the same purpose. My delegation finds it hard 
to accept this. I t is true that universal agreement on test cessation, 
which is most earnestly to be desired, would be a long step in the 
right direction. Such an agreement would, of course, require partici
pation of all nations, including non-members of this Organization, 
and the setting up of a world-wide system of inspection machinery. 
Granted that an agreement at Geneva were followed by a world agree
ment not to test, it would still do little to check the actual dissemina
tion, as distinct from the testing, of the weapons. They could still be
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manufactured and be transferred from one country to another with
out in any way infringing international law or breaking any agree
ment. For these reasons, we do not believe that test suspension would 
in itself be an adequate check on the wider dissemination of nuclear 
weapons.

The second objection, which was indeed advanced against the pro
posals when we made them last year, is that inspection and control 
may not be possible. Here the problem falls into two parts: secret 
production of nuclear weapons by non-nuclear States, and secret trans
fer of nuclear weapons by the nuclear Powers. I t  is, we understand, 
relatively simple and cheap to instal an effective system of accounting 
to ensure that the entire production of a given reactor goes to peace
ful uses, from the date of installation of the accounting system. The 
point about the date is important and underlines the need for urgent 
action before further reactors are installed in non-nuclear States. 
Agreement on inspection and control against manufacture of nuclear 
weapons in new countries would in itself be an advance, but that ad
vance is unlikely to be achieved unless there can also be an agreement 
against transfer of the weapons.

Our suggestion is that, if the nuclear Powers agree not to transfer 
nuclear weapons to non-nuclear States, the non-nuclear States should 
agree not to produce or acquire these weapons and agree also to accept 
inspection of their reactors and their territories to ensure that they 
are keeping their undertakings. At the present time there is, of course j 
no inspection at all against secret transfer. Even if the inspection 
system suggested is said to be incapable of being made 100 per cent ef
fective, it would be an improvement on the present situation, in which 
there is a complete absence of inspection and control over the produc
tion and transfer of nuclear weapons. It would also give useful ex
perience in the techniques of inspection and control to be applied when 
the nuclear Powers agree to cut off production.

We wish to emphasize that, as long as nuclear weapons exist, there 
will always be the danger of secret transfer. We wish to emphasize 
also that any agreement for complete nuclear disarmament, such as our 
unanimous disarmament resolution envisages, must carry with it a 
far greater risk: that of secret retention. A few nuclear weapons 
secretly retained, if some Powers had destroyed all their nuclear 
weapons, would carry infinitely more serious consequences than the 
secret giving of a nuclear weapon when all the major Powers were still 
fully equipped with nuclear weapons ready for instant use.

Our contention is that any risk of a breach of the non-dissemination 
agreements is in existing conditions a minor and acceptable risk. Our 
contention is that such agreements are urgently necessary if we are to 
prevent the risk of nuclear war and the difficulties of disarmament
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from becoming ever greater through tbe spread of nuclear weapons 
while we carefully and gradually feel our way towards the goal of 
universal national disarmament and the international rule of law and 
law enforcement.

I  may say quite candidly that our approach to the problem of dis
armament and the associated problem of the spread of nuclear weap
ons is based on the assumption that the nuclear Powers must act 
in their own enlightened self-interest: that, until their security i9 fully 
assured to their own satisfaction by an international force, they will 
not voluntarily part with any of the powers which the monopoly of 
these weapons gives them. What we ask is that they should hold the 
keys of the stores and assume the responsibility before their own 
people and before humanity for seeing that nuclear weapons are not 
spread throughout the world until a cut-off of all production can be 
achieved and existing stocks devoted to peaceful uses.

By not giving these nuclear weapons to their allies the nuclear 
Powers might possibly face some political inconvenience and tactical 
complexities. But there is no military or political advantage to be 
gained that outweighs the danger involved in spreading these weapons 
to more countries and thus giving their Governments or their revolu
tionary groups the power to start a nuclear war, or to engage in 
nuclear blackmail—conceivably against a former ally. There is little 
doubt, we believe, that the safest and most effective use the nuclear 
Powers can make of their nuclear weapons is to stock-pile them under 
their own lock and key until they can gradually deliver them to a 
United Nations force upholding a world system of law and security 
in which they have learned to trust by seeing it operate successfully in 
limited areas.

Apart from the argument of enlightened self-interest, there is an
other strong argument for relying on the good sense of the nuclear 
Powers to keep the agreement not to give nuclear weapons to a non
nuclear State. Let us suppose that a nuclear Power gives nuclear 
weapons to a non-nuclear ally and confers on it an advantage in some 
local dispute in which the great Powers concerned did not wish to 
be directly involved. For this advantage to be obtained, the ally 
would have to show that it possessed the weapons. But if such an 
international agreement as we have in mind were in force it would be 
known that the ally in question, the new nuclear Power, had not 
produced these weapons itself: that would be determined by the in
spection system. It would be clear therefore that it had got these weap
ons from an existing nuclear Power. The existing state of inter
national relations and alliances would point unmistakably to the great 
Power in question and that Power would then stand before the world

514543— 60—vol. 2------ 53



1526 DOCUMENT 387 : NOVEMBER 13, 1959

asbeing in flagrant breach of a solemn international agreement de
signed to make peace secure. For any Power which attaches imjbor* 
tari<& to world public opinion—and no great Power is strong enough' 
to ignore it—that would be a propaganda defeat of the first magnitude;! 
Hie Committee will note that, failing an international agreement, ho 
such Stigma attaches to the transfer of nuclear weapons. Any great: 
Power can hand them over at any time, if forced by the pressure of» 
its allies relying perhaps on the fatal argument that others have them 
or are likely to have them soon.

For the reasons I have stated, my delegation believes that any risk 
involved in making non-dissemination agreements ought to be in pres
ent circumstances an acceptable risk if we set it against the alterna -̂ 
tives: the colossal and unknown risks of that dark region into which 
we are in danger of drifting—a nightmare region in which man’s 
powers of destruction are constantly increasing and his control over: 
these powers as constantly diminishing.

For these reasons, my delegation believes that it will be rewarding 
for the ten-nation committee to explore the possibilities of preventing 
the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons through such agreements 
as I  have outlined and subject to such safeguards as the committee 
and its advisers are in a position to devise. In this draft resolution 
we are not, of course, calling for any definite conclusion before the 
matter has been studied. What we are calling for is a specific study; 
which we hope will lead to firm agreements. I t is our hope that all 
members of the Committee who recognize the existence of thfc dan
ger—and that is certainly the great majority of those present here— 
will take the view that the next logical step, after the recognition of 
the danger, is the study of the best means of averting that danger. • 
If  that is so, by passing this draft resolution we will entrtist to the 
responsible statesmen of the ten-nation committee and their expert 
advisers the task of studying what agreements can be reached to avert 
what is at present perhaps the most insidious danger now threaten
ing humanity.

The last clause of the draft resolution requests the ten-nation com
mittee to report the result of its work to the Disarmament Commis
sion of the United Nations. I  appeal to the members of this Com
mittee to pass this draft resolution with a vote which will emphasize . 
the dangers we see in the further spread of nuclear weapons and 
emphasize the urgency of dealing with the problem with all possible 
speed.
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388. General Assembly Resolution 1376 (XIV): Progress 
Report of the United Nations Scientific Committee 
on the Effects of Atomic Radiation, November 17, 
1959 1

The General Assembly,
Recallmg the conclusions of the report of the United Nations Sci

entific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Eadiation2 and General 
Assembly resolution 1347 (X III) of 13 December 1958,3

Reaffirming the great importance of studies relating to the effects 
of ionizing radiation upon man and his environment,

Recognizing the universal desire that urgent steps be taken to 
enlarge knowledge of the biological effects of radiation and of the 
extent of the hazard from man-made radiation,

Noting with appreciation that numerous reports and substantial 
data have been provided to the Committee by Governments and spe
cialized agencies, and that assistance is being rendered to the Com
mittee by them, by the International Atomic Energy Agency, by 
international non-governmental and national scientific organizations, 
and by individual scientists,

Notmg with satisfaction the increasingly close co-operation 
between the Committee and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency,

Bearing in mind the views of the Administrative Committee on 
Co-ordination concerning co-operation among the organizations con
cerned in the field of atomic radiation, as endorsed in Economic and 
Social Council resolution 743 B (XXVIII) of 31 July 1959,4

Convinced that for the purpose of the Scientific Committee’s im
mediate programme of work it is desirable to provide the Committee 
with further information on fall-out, radiation levels and radio
biological questions, and to supplement this information by a variety 
of activities and discussions undertaken by the United Nations, its 
specialized agencies, the International Atomic Energy Agency and 
certain non-governmental organizations,

I
Approves the recommendations of the United Nations Scientific 

Committee on the Effects of Atomic Eadiation in connexion with

1 U.N. doc. A/RES/1376 (XIV), Nov. 21,1959. Unanimously adopted.
a Ante, doc. 273.
8 Ante, doc. 332.
4 Economic and Social Council Official Records: Twenty-Eighth Session, Sup

plement No. 1 (E/3290), pp. 22-23.
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the plans and suggested activities contained m its annual progress 
report for 1959 and in annex I  thereto;1

n
1. Notes the request of the Committee for further information 

and data of the type already contained in its comprehensive report;
2. Requests the Committee, in consultation with the International 

Atomic Energy Agency, the Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization, the World Health Organization and the World 
Meteorological Organization, to consider and study appropriate ar
rangements for the purpose of stimulating the flow of such informa
tion and data;

IH
Requests the Committee also, in consultation with the World Health 

Organization, the International Atomic Energy Agency, the Food 
and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations and the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, to the 
extent relevant, arid other interested organizations, to consider and 
study appropriate arrangements for encouraging genetic, biological 
and other studies, including those concerned with C14, that will eluci
date the effects of radiation exposure on the health of human 
populations;

IV
1. Inmites Member States having facilities for laboratory analysis 

to make known to other Governments the extent to which they are 
prepared, at the request of other Governments, to receive and analyse 
samples in accordance with the programme of work of the Commit
tee, and to keep the Committee currently informed;

2. Invites the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations, the International Atomic Energy Agency and the World 
Health Organization to consider and inform the Committee what 
assistance they might give in this connexion, making full use of their 
work in the field of metrology of radio-nuclides;

V
1. Expresses the hope that all concerned will continue to assist the 

Committee, co-operate in the consideration of the arrangements con
templated above and furnish the Committee with all relevant scientific 
information for collation, study and dissemination;

2. Requests the Committee to submit as soon as practicable a report 
on its study of such questions to the Secretary-General for publication

1 U.N. doc. A/4119, June 5, 1959.
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and dissemination to all States Members of the United Nations or 
members of the specialized agencies or of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, and for consideration by the General Assembly at 
its fifteenth session.

389. Statement by the Soviet Representative (Kuznetsov) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, 
November 18, 19591

A few days ago the First Committee, hating discussed the pro
gramme of general and complete disarmament submitted by the Head 
of the Soviet Government, Nikita S. Khrushchev,2 unanimously 
adopted a draft resolution calling upon Governments to make every 
effort to achieve a constructive solution of the problem of general 
and complete disarmament.8 The implementation of this programme 
will rule out forever from the life of human society wars and the in
calculable disasters resulting from them.

It is quite understandable that negotiations on the programme of 
general and complete disarmament will take a certain amount of time. 
One would like to believe that Governments will approach this great 
task with full responsibility, that they will listen to the voice of the 
people and will not permit the solution of this vital problem to be 
delayed. Does this mean, however, that the consideration of urgent 
partial questions related to disarmament should be postponed? Of 
course not. On the contrary, we should constantly do everything 
to facilitate in every way the solution of those partial disarmament 
measures which brook no delay and for the successful implementation 
of which exist all possibilities. Acting in such a manner we shall 
promote the creation of more favourable conditions both for reach
ing an agreement between States regarding general and complete 
disarmament and for its practical implementation.

Among the important questions which have long become pressing, 
we should mention, first of all, the cessation of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests. As is well known, this question directly affects vital 
interests of all peoples on the globe. Nuclear tests are a manifesta
tion of the arms race in the field of creating new, ever more dreadful 
means of the annihilation of human beings. The cessation of tests 
would mean the end of the development and checking of atomic and

1U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1057, pp. 83-62. See also Ambassador Lodge’s reply 
(post, doc. 890).

*Abte, doc. 377.
aU.N. doc. A/C.1/L.234, identical with General Assembly Resolution 1878 

(XIV) (post, doc. 898).
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hydrogen weapons. At the same time, it would immediately result 
in a significant improvement and invigoration of the international 
atmosphere. I t  would create still more favourable conditions for 
carrying out radical measures on disarmament, and in particular it 
would be an important step toward a total ban on nuclear weapons.

There is another very important aspect of this question. The 
carrying out of tests means that already now, in this time of peace, 
the life and health of millions upon millions of people in all parts of 
the globe are endangered by radioactive fall-out resulting from nu
clear explosions. If  nuclear weapons tests are n&t stopped, then, as 
we have been warned by prominent atomic scientists, biologists, doc
tors and geneticists, the consequences will gravely affect present and 
future generations.

The United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic 
Radiation, which includes well-known scientists from fifteen coun
tries, among them the Soviet Union, the United States, Great Britain 
and France, has arrived at a unanimous conclusion as to the necessity 
of stopping the contamination of the environment as a result of the 
explosions of nuclear weapons. The Committee’s report submitted 
to the thirteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly 
says in this connexion:

“Radioactive contamination of the environment resulting from 
explosions of nuclear weapons constitutes a growing increment of 
world-wide radiation levels. This involves new and largely un
known hazards to present and future populations; these hazards, 
by their very nature, are beyond the control of the exposed persons. 
The Committee concludes that all steps designed to minimize irradi
ation of human populations will act to the benefit of human health.” 1

The Scientific Committee particularly emphasized the need in “the 
cessation of contamination of the environment by explosions of nu
clear weapons . . . ” 2 The popular movement for immediate cessa
tion of tests has become truly universal; it has penetrated into all 
comers of the globe. The world public raises its powerful voice 
against nuclear weapons tests. This force cannot be ignored. The 
Soviet Government consistently comes out in favour of concluding 
without delay an international agreement on the cessation of all nu
clear weapons tests. I  will recall that the Soviet Union was the 
first nuclear Power to put forward in 1955 a proposal on banning 
atomic and hydrogen weapons tests.3 Since that time it has striven

1 Ante, pp. 1068-1069.
* Ante, p. 1069.
* See ante, p. 561, n. 1. The U.S.S.R. also supported the Indian proposal of 

Dec. 6,1955 (ante, doc. 146).
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persistently for the cessation of all experiments with these weapons 
in any environment.

Being guided by the desire to make a practical beginning in stop
ping nuclear weapons tests, and thereby to take the first step toward 
delivering mankind from the threat of a destructive nuclear war, the 
^Government of the Soviet Union adopted on 31 March 1958,1 and 
subsequently on 29 August 1959,2 the decision not to resume nuclear 
tests in the Soviet Union. Only in the event of the Western Powers 
resuming their tests will the Soviet Union consider itself freed from 
this obligation. If other States joined us in our initiative and 
assumed a similar obligation, the problem of the cessation of nuclear 
tests would be solved once and for all.

In connexion with the question under consideration, it is necessary 
to dwell upon the work of the Geneva Conference of the Three Pow
ers, the Soviet Union, the United States and Great Britain, the objec
tive of which is to work out and sign an agreement on the complete 
cessation of all kinds of nuclear weapons tests under effective inter
national control. In the course of these talks, the three Powers 
reached agreement on the drafts of the preamble and seventeen 
articles of the future treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. 
These articles incorporate the provision to the effect that each of the 
parties to the treaty undertakes to prohibit and prevent the carrying 
out of nuclear weapons test explosions in any place under its juris
diction or control, and to refrain from causing, encouraging or in any 
way participating in the carrying out of nuclear weapons test explo
sions anywhere. It is provided that the treaty will remain in force 
indefinitely if, of course, its provisions are observed and fulfilled by 
all parties. Agreement has been reached on questions relating to the 
procedure of adopting amendments to the treaty, its ratification, et 
cetera.

There have also been settled a number of questions concerning the 
setting up and functioning of an international system of control 
over the cessation of tests. The USSR, the United States and the 
tJnited Kingdom have agreed on the texts of the articles dealing with 
the establishment of the control organization to supervise the cessa
tion of tests, the components of that organization and so forth. 
Agreement has been reached to the effect that parties to the treaty will 
undertake to allow the stationing on the territories under their juris
diction of the control bodies recommended in the report of the 1958 
Conference of Experts3 and to render them the necessary assistance.

1 Ante, doc. 252.
1 Ante, doc. 372.

iv* Ante, doc. 284.
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I  should also like to draw your attention to the fact that last sum
mer the experts gave further consideration, taking into account the 
experimental data received, to the question of detecting nuclear explo
sions at high altitudes, which was resolved in 1958 on the basis of 
theoretical calculations alone. I t appears from the report adopted 
by the experts on 10 July last1 that the detection of such tests is quite 
feasible. According to their recommendations, a control system 
should be set up of five to six earth satellites placed in orbit at an 
altitude of the order of 30,000 kilometres. The satellites are to be 
equipped with appropriate instrumentation to detect explosions.

The Conference has recommended as an alternative solution—if this 
is considered necessary on technical or economic grounds—that & 
system of earth satellites with orbits at lower altitudes should be 
set up. In order to receive data from the satellites, it is recommended 
that a number of ground control posts be equipped with the appropri
ate apparatus.

The work of the experts in the field of high altitudes has once again 
confirmed the validity of the conclusions contained in the 1958 report 
of the scientists which served as a basis for devising a system of con
trol over the cessation of nuclear weapons tests.

In spite of the fact that the negotiations in Geneva have been pro
tracted—they have already been going on for over a year—definite 
progress has been achieved in the course of these negotiations. I t  
should be hoped that in the near future these talks, which have recently 
been resumed after an interval, will successfully end in the signature 
of an agreement on the cessation of all nuclear weapons tests. All 
prerequisites for this are at hand. The Conference has resumed its 
work under more favourable conditions owing to the visit of the Chair
man of the USSR Council of Ministers, Nikita S. Khrushchev, to the 
United States and to the adoption of the resolution on general and 
complete disarmament by the General Assembly.2

What are the issues which the Geneva Conference is yet to solve? 
One of them is the question of staffing the control posts which are to 
supervise the fulfilment by States of their obligations with regard to 
the cessation of nuclear tests. The Soviet Union upholds the principle 
that the personnel of the control posts should be recruited both from 
the citizens of the host country and. from foreigners. There is hardly 
any need to prove that such an approach is the most expedient and 
practicable in all respects. The representatives of the Western Powers 
had long adhered to the opinion that all operational and technical 
personnel at the posts should be recruited only from foreigners. 
Some time ago they agreed to the principle proposed by the Soviet

1 Ante, doc. 368.
a Post, doc. 393. The resolution was approved by the First Committee on 

Nov. 2,1959.
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Union. Now the question is what should be the proportion of the 
representatives of foreign countries and the representatives of the host 
country in the composition of the control post personnel.

We are of the opinion that since the participants in the Geneva 
negotiations agreed to this principle, it will not be difficult to reach 
^agreement on the composition of the control posts, provided this is 
desired by all sides. The Soviet Union is sincerely striving for this.

Neither will it be difficult, in our opinion, to come to an agreement 
on the procedure of adopting decisions on financial and administra
tive-managerial questions if, naturally, neither side seeks to obtain any 
privileges for itself or tries to impose its will upon others.

There actually remains at present one unsettled question on the path 
to reaching an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests, namely the 
question of the number of inspection teams to be sent to the territories 
of States parties to the agreement to investigate events suspected of 
being underground nuclear explosions. I  should like to dwell on this 
point, since it was touched upon by the representatives of the United 
States, the United Kingdom and other countries in the course of this 
session of the General Assembly.

As is known, the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet 
Union approved the report of the experts who had worked out in 
Geneva in 1958 detailed recommendations regarding control over nu
clear explosions. As is known, the Conference of Experts, having 
considered the control system for detecting violations of a possible 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests, came to the conclusion that 
“the methods of detecting nuclear explosions available at the present 
time . . . make it possible to detect and identify nuclear explosions, 
including low yield explosions (1-5 kt) ”. The Conference of Experts 
reached the conclusion that “it is technically feasible to set up . . .  a 
workable and effective control system for the detection of violations of 
m  agreement on the worldwide cessation of nuclear weapons tests”.

The 1958 Conference of Experts paid great attention to detecting 
and identifying underground explosions. In this connexion, the re
port says that “the majority of earthquakes can be distinguished from 
explosions with a high degree of reliability . . . not less than 90 per 
cent of all earthquakes taking place in continents can be identified. 
The remaining 10 per cent or less of cases will require the analysis pf 
additional seismograms where this is possible . . . For those cases 
which remain unidentified inspection of the region will be necessary.”

The Conference of Experts recommended the inclusion of the 
method of recording seismic waves in the number of basic methods 
for detecting nuclear explosions by means of a network of control 
posts.

The experts arrived at a firm conclusion that with the application 
of the above methods, “whatever the precautionary measures adopted 
by a violator, he could not be guaranteed against exposure, particu
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larly if account is taken of the carrying out of inspection at the site 
of the suspected explosion”.

The above recommendations of the experts were proved by the Gov
ernments of the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet 
Union and, by common consent, they were taken as a basis for the 
control system which must constitute an integral part of the agree
ment on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. I t seemed that there 
remained no obstacles to reaching agreement and signing an appro
priate document. This is how matters stood.

However, in January 1959 the United States declared its intentidn 
to review the recommendations regarding the control over under
ground explosions which had been made by the experts in 1958 and 
approved by the Governments.1 In this connexion reference was made 
to new seismic data that had been obtained. Such an explanation can
not but give rise to perplexity. I t is a well-known fact that in otir 
time, with the swift development of science and technology, there 
will constantly appear new scientific data and technical possibilities 
for perfecting control apparatus. And if each new scientific or tech
nical development in this field is used to delay the agreement on the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests, there will be no end to revisions 
and negotiations.

In this connexion one cannot ignore the fact that it has been agreed 
in Geneva that the control system will periodically be subject to con
sideration with a view to making appropriate changes on the basis 6f 
the achievements in science and technology. The adopted text which 
is to be included in the agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests stipulates that upon the expiration of two years following the 
coming into force of this treaty, the Commission will consider the 
functioning of the control system established under the treaty, in 
order to appraise its effectiveness in controlling the fulfilment of the 
obligations assumed by the parties to the treaty; to determine, in the 
light of experience and scientific progress, whether it is desirable to 
effect any definite improvements in the control system or to supple
ment it with new elements; to examine such measures for improving 
or maintaining the effectiveness of the control system as may be Sug
gested by any party to the treaty in the light of the experience acquired 
in the course of the implementation of the treaty.

I t is also envisaged in the agreed draft that the Commission can 
subsequently undertake for the same purpose annual reviews of the 
functioning of the system at the request of the Conference or any of 
the original parties to the treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests.

Of course, this also refers to the question of control over under
ground explosions. If we really want to see the cessation of any 

■—— ! i
xSee ante, doc. 337. ; «/,:
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nuclear weapons explosions and the conclusion of an appropriate 
agreement, we must approve a control system making use of present- 
day achievements in science and technology. I t stands to reason that 
with the emergence of new achievements in the fields of science and 
technology, corresponding changes should and will be introduced into 
the system of control as well. Everyone present here realizes full well 
that the most advanced techniques of today will tomorrow no longer 
be advanced; but this does not at all mean that the conclusion of agree
ments should be postponed pending the emergence of yet more ad
vanced techniques. We hope that our partners in Geneva will not take 
this road.

Permit me, further, to dwell upon the question of the number of 
on-site inspections by teams to investigate events suspected of being 
nuclear explosions. Since January 1959 the representatives of the 
United States have been saying that the solution of this question re
quires the establishment of a ratio between the number of on-site 
inspections and the number of unidentified seismic events. However, 
it is not clear as yet what underlies this approach, since for the elabora
tion of such an approach it is suggested that the new seismic data and 
conclusions presented by the group of American experts headed by 
Dr. Berkner be studied.1 In its report to the President, the above 
group expressed itself in favour of carrying out, in addition to the 
study of the data obtained, a research programme, before a system of 
control over the explosions conducted under the ground may be set up. 
Furthermore, the group itself admits that the implementation of any 
suggested research programme will require at least three years and 
must include the carrying-out of underground explosions.

It follows from what I have said that insistence on carrying out the 
above-mentioned work prior to the signing of an agreement on the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests means that the attainment of an 
agreement on the cessation of tests will be postponed indefinitely. I t 
may turn out that even the new data received in three years will be 
insufficient, in the opinion of those who now oppose the ban on nuclear 
explosions under the ground. Consequently, if one is to take this road, 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests may be postponed 
for any period of time.

Meanwhile, there is a simple and reliable method of solving the 
question of inspections.

As is known, the Soviet Government presented on 23 April of this 
year a proposal2 based on the considerations outlined by Prime Min
ister Macmillan during his stay in Moscow. The substance of this 
proposal is that the question of inspection should be solved by estab
lishing a fixed number, previously agreed upon among the Powers, of

1 See ante, docs. 347 and 349.
2 See ante, docs. 352 and 353.
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inspections to be carried out each, year if the reports of the control 
posts show the presence of events which could be suspected as being 
underground nuclear explosions. This proposal offers a practical 
solution to the problem and constitutes a good basis for agreement. 
According to scientists, the principle of selective inspection is widely 
used in different fields and has fully justified itself.

Undoubtedly, it would be possible to agree upon a number of inspec
tions that would fully guarantee the possibility of detecting a violation 
of the agreement. The achievement of such an understanding would 
restrain the countries which might be tempted to violate the treaty and 
to conduct nuclear explosions in secret. The carrying-out of a fixed 
number of on-the-spot inspections will have a sobering effect on those 
Governments which might be inclined to conduct secret underground 
tests of nuclear weapons.

The Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, 
Nikita S. Khrushchev, stated on 15 May of this year that on its 
part the Soviet Government, on this basis, “is ready to assume an 
obligation guaranteeing a timely and unhindered admittance of in
spection teams to the region on the territory of the Soviet Union where 
the event suspected as a nuclear explosion has been observed and where 
the side concerned has manifested its desire to send such teams”.1

With due account of the experience of the functioning of the control 
system, the question of the number of inspections could be periodically 
reviewed, as is envisaged in the draft agreement.

If  in fixing the inspection quota we take another road and try to 
establish a sort of proportion between the number of inspections and 
the number of unidentified events, this can lead us only into impene
trable jungles and divert attention from the substance of the problem.

The Soviet Union has never been opposed to considering and taking 
into account new scientific and technical data which tend to increase 
the efficiency of the control system. In particular, it did not oppose, 
as certain speakers tried to assert here, the consideration of new seis
mic data obtained in the United States.

I  recall in this connexion that in February 1959, with reference to 
the United States proposal that the data and conclusions on under
ground explosions obtained by American scientists should be exam
ined, the USSR made the following statement:

“The Soviet Government will instruct its scientists to study these 
conclusions thoroughly as soon as they are received. However, this 
should not influence in any way the work of the Geneva Conference 
in working out a system of control based, as was previously agreed 
upon, cm the report of the conference of experts approved by the

1 Ante, p. 1410.
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Governments of the USSR, the United States of America and
Britain.” 1
Throughout the whole course of the negotiations, the Soviet dele

gation has been exploring avenues for bringing the positions of the 
sides closer together, and it continues to do so.

Guided by the desire to remove the remaining differences on the 
question of control of underground explosions, including on-site in
spections, and taking into account the desires of its partners in the 
Geneva negotiations, the Soviet Union proposed the convocation of 
a technical working group to consider the data relating to these ques
tions and to prepare appropriate recommendations.2 The Soviet side 
proposed that the working group, proceeding from the discussions 
and conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts, examine within 
a short period of time new scientific data relating to the detection and 
identification of seismic events as well as the possible improvement of 
technical methods and instrumentation. The technical group must, on 
the basis of the recommendations of the Geneva Conference of Experts 
and taking into account the examination of the new data, work out 
the instructions determining the complex of readings of the instru
ments that would serve as a basis for despatching agreed on-site 
inspections.

We hope that the participants in the Geneva Conference will in the 
near future agree on the objectives, programme and time-limits of the 
work of the technical group.

Permit me to express the hope that our partners will also, on their 
part, display a willingness to seek mutually acceptable solutions to the 
questions which require agreement.

All peoples are following with close attention the negotiations tak
ing place in Geneva. Also quite understandable is the interest shown 
in this vital question by the United Nations. The Organization can 
and must say its weighty word in favour of the speedy conclusion of 
an international agreement on the cessation of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons tests for all time. The duty of the General Assembly is to 
raise its voice in favour of having all participants in the Geneva con
ference mobilize their efforts and complete their negotiations within 
the shortest possible time by signing of an agreement on the cessation 
of nuclear weapons tests.

The General Assembly must also call upon all States not to resume 
nuclear weapons tests while the agreement on the cessation of test ex
plosions of atomic and hydrogen bombs for all time is being nego
tiated. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it has stated that it

1 Ante, p. 1362; the translation differs slightly.
* See post, doc. 400.
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will not resum© nuclear explosions provided that the Western Powers 
likewise refrain from doing so. j '

In conclusion, permit me to assure the Committee that the USSR, 
as a country participating in the negotiations between the three 
Powers in Geneva, and being guided by the interests of all mankind 
and sincerely striving for the success of the Conference, will make 
every effort to see that an agreement on the cessation of all nuclear 
weapons tests—in the air, underground, underwater and on the 
ground—is concluded as soon as possible. I t  would be an important 
step toward saving the peoples from the threat of a destructive nuclear 
war.

390. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly, November 18, 19591

I  should like to make a few brief remarks under my right of reply.
The representative of the Soviet Union said that the insistence of 

the United States on the further study of the scientific data relating 
to the detection of underground tests “means that the attainment 
of an agreement on the cessation of tests will be postponed 
indefinitely”.2

I  really think that calls for a few words of reply from me, and I 
should like to say that the United States is definitely not dragging 
its feet. We are anxious to complete agreement on a treaty regard
ing the cessation of nuclear weapons tests just as soon as the Soviet 
Union agrees on an effective international control system.

We welcome the recent agreement of the Soviet Union, after it 
refused for several months to examine the scientific data, to discuss 
the technical data relating to underground tests. At this very 
moment, our representatives in Geneva are working out the basis for 
discussions on this subject.3 We expect these discussions to succeed. 
The moment the work is completed, there need be no delay in moving 
on to the translation of the findings into the provisions of the treaty.

The Soviet representative has continued to maintain today that the 
number of inspections should be fixed without reference to the scien
tific facts. This is hard to understand, I must admit. One can only 
speculate as to the motive for rejecting the idea that inspection should 
be related to the number of unidentified events.

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1057, pp. 52-55.
a Ante, doc. 389.
3 See post, doc. 400.
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391. Statement by the French Representative (Moch) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Suspension of Nuclear Tests, November 19, 1959 1

Obviously, I  do not in this debate wish to set myself up as the 
defender of a proliferation of nuclear test explosions, but I do wish 
to set myself up as the defender of truth in the face of exaggerations 
and misinterpretations.

Before developing this thesis, I  should like to state that I  did 
appreciate certain words which were uttered a while ago by the rep
resentative of the Ukrainian SSR. If the interpretation was correct, 
he said, in effect: “Is it possible to prohibit only atmospheric tests? 
This would surely reduce radioactive fall-out. But that is not the 
principal danger. One must, first of all, limit the production and 
perfecting of weapons.” 2

That is a position whose objective to me seems perfectly reasonable, 
especially when it comes from a man whose country has already car
ried out fifty-five test explosions. If he and I differ as to the con
sequences to be drawn from these premises, we are nevertheless in 
agreement as regards the starting point, to wit, that the cessation of 
tests is not a beginning of disarmament.

I  endorse the statement by the representative of the Ukrainian SSR 
to the effect that what is necessary first of all is to limit the produc
tion and development of nuclear weapons. I would add that they 
must be prohibited under control. This is the view which I have 
consistently upheld this year as in past years.

This brings me to the few observations that I wanted to present. 
Yesterday I was waiting with interest for the speech by the repre
sentative of Sweden, a country that is rich in scientists, wealthy in 
electric power and well endowed with factories. Within a few years 
that country could back up its neutrality with nuclear weapons. I t  
could do so within a period of time approximately that set recently 
in Congress by the party in power in Sweden.

I willingly acknowledge that the scientific facts cited by the rep
resentative of Sweden are perfectly accurate; they are, in fact, bor
rowed from the highly reliable sources from which I myself have 
drawn large-scale documentation. Without seeking to involve him 
directly—he knows perfectly well that such has never been and will 
not be my design—I shall simply use his argument in order to warn 
everybody here against misinterpretations of scientific facts. I  shall 
offer three examples of these.

1U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1059, pp. 33-42.
2Cf. official English translation (ibid., p. 26).
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Tha first o f  these obliges me to repeat once again that, as far as 
radioactivity is concerned, the word “unknown” is not synonymous 
with “dangerous”, notwithstanding the contrary views expressed here* 
There are effects which are unknown but about which it can be stated 
reliably that they are still within a non-dangerous limit. One may 
read in the report of the Joint Committee of the United States 
Congress, as Mr. Sandler pointed out:

“. . . the biological significance of low levels of radioactivity is 
still largely unknown. No solution was reached on whether or not 
a threshold level of radiation exposure exists below which effects 
such as cancer and leukemia do not result.” 1
What is the meaning of these words ? Clearly, if there is no thresh

old level on radiation exposure for the production of ill effects, any 
dose can produce such effects. If there is a threshold, the ill effects 
will appear only if the dose exceeds the threshold level.

I t  must be stated again that the international authors of the docu
ments in our possession, like the French experts, have precisely and 
systematically selected the most pessimistic hypotheses as working 
hypotheses. Therefore the facts can only diminish, and not increase, 
the effects which they have chosen to attribute to small doses of 
radiation.

The report of the Joint Committee, in another passage, attests that 
all the conclusions utilized results obtained for high levels of radia
tion. In other words, the pessimistic thesis was used that the effects 
were proportional to the exposure dose, and this presupposes the 
absence of any threshold.

This approach of the scientists must be approved, provided it is 
not forgotten that it leads to results which are certainly exaggerated, 
greater than the reality of the facts, and that therefore a calm judg
ment must be maintained. Even now, recent discoveries seem to indi
cate that a dose applied slowly—which is the case that concerns us— 
has much less effect than the same total dose of exposure applied 
instantaneously, such as was used to compute the maximum effects 
announced. These discoveries are likewise mentioned in the report 
of the Joint Committee. But scientific prudence, which must not 
breed alarm, makes it clear that confirmation must be expected to sup
port the current approach.

At the risk of prolonging these observations, which I  hoped to keep 
short, I  shall quote another extract from the same document relating 
to these new discoveries:

'U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1057, page 27 [citation in original]. Mr. Sandler was 
quoting from Fallout From Nuclear Weapons Tests: Summary-Analysis of Bear
ings, May 5-8, 1959 (Joint Committee print, 80th Cong., 1st sess.), p. 6.
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“These results, if corroborated by subsequent research, would sug
gest that the estimates made hitherto of the genetic effects of radia
tion may have been overestimated by a factor of at least four, and! 
this applies also to the other effects mentioned here.” 1
There is no need for me to emphasize the importance of this remark,, 

especially in the context of the preceding passage: that is, that we 
might have to divide by four the effects which we now discover were 
four times too large. I am speaking for the sake of scientific accu
racy and in an eagerness to return to the facts.

The second example I  might mention is that of large particles, like
wise mentioned by the representative of Sweden, which some of our 
colleagues have found striking. We know, thanks to the researches 
of Swedish scientists, that radioactivity sometimes is unequally dis
tributed as regards various grades of dust suspended in the atmos
phere. This is a microscopic effect, and the global effect of radio
activity is in no way modified thereby. According to the experts, 
this creates no new type of risk, nor does it increase the existing risks.

I  do not wish to dwell on this any further, because I  should have 
to speak on the effects on the various cells within a living body. We 
have heard statements about collision between a particle of dust and 
a cell. But, after all, there are billions of cells in any living organ
ism among the higher types of beings and, of course, many cells nor
mally die off every minute.

Here is a third fact, which may perhaps be the most important of 
all I  have mentioned. Mr. Sandler mentioned what might happen 
if there were continued indefinitely—that is, without any time-limit— 
test explosions at the same rate as 1955-1958, that is, at the rate of 
tens of millions of tons of TNT annually.

At this rate, he said, one would at the end of these innumerable 
years approach the permissible dose—and as far as that is concerned. 
I  previously pointed out that this must not be confused with a dan
gerous dose. At the end of many years the dose of strontium that is,, 
if explosions continue at the rate of tens of millions of tons of TNT 
per annum, would reach 48 units, while the admissible dose is 67 
units. I  agree completely with Mr. Sandler who has thus proved 
that now, luckily, we are far removed from any dangerous situation 
since, if explosions were continued indefinitely at an excessive pace 
and at an excessive power yield, the permissible dose would not yet be 
reached, and that in itself, is at least 100 times less than the danger
ous dose.

1 Fallout From 'Nuclear Weapons Tests, p. 17. 
514,543— 60—vol. 2------ 54
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On 11 November I  rejected this hypothesis when I  stated in a 
preceding speech:

. . i t  is unthinkable to continue nuclear tests at the rate at
which they were carried out in 1958.” 1

Today I  must press this essential and reassuring fact that even in 
the event that this excessive pace were indefinitely prolonged, the 
dangerous limit in the most pessimistic of all hypotheses would still 
be far from being reached.

I know how difficult it is to row against the stream and to seek to 
calm the waves of collective panic. I  am, therefore, grateful to my 
old friend, the former Prime Minister of Sweden, Mr. Sandler, for 
having offered complete confirmation of the thesis, which on the basis 
of expert researchers and with the co-operation of one of them 
directly—the co-operation of one of the experts, that is,—I have 
unceasingly defended here.

. The saying is correct that while we have to study the situation seri
ously, there is nothing that forces us to take it tragically. All that 
remains is to state our attitude concerning the proposals before us 
and the votes that are to be cast. I  shall state our attitude right 
away in order not to have to speak again. In the French delegation 
we are scarcely inclined to accept modified texts which oppose each 
other without opposing each other since they modify each other with
out opposing each other. I t  is a matter perhaps of the sponsorship 
of delegations; some delegations have said so. We prefer clear-cut 
positions rather than half-shades; forthright positions rather than 
the parliamentary lobbying game transported to the international scale 
or scene. In this subtle strategy we find mere tactics and perhaps 
ulterior motives which are not directly linked with the matter 
involved.

We shall abstain from voting on the three-Power draft resolution 
for the very simple reason that it does not apply to us but merely 
addresses itself to the States now engaged in the negotiations in 
Geneva.2

On the other hand, even though we may be the only ones to do so, 
we shall vote against the twenty-three- or twenty-four-Power draft 
resolution8 for reasons which I need no longer develop. Everything 
that I  said in the course of my preceding statements accounts for my 
opposition to a text which would render official and dramatize alarms

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1051, p. 46 [citation in original].
2 The draft resolution sponsored by Austria, Japan, and Sweden (U.N. doc.

A/C.l/L.236/Rev. 1) was identical with part (A) of General Assembly Resolu
t i o n  1402 (XIV) (posf, doc. 396).

8 The 24-power draft resolution (U.N. docs. A/C.l/L.237/Rev. 1 and Add. 1
and 2) was identical with part (B) of Resolution 1402 (XIV).
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and fears that now strike us as being unfounded and which contain an 
appeal addressed, without naming it, to my country even though I  
have already stated that such an appeal cannot at this time be heeded. 
These are clear reasons which induce me to adopt this attitude, an 
attitude which I submit is totally devoid of ambiguity.

392. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Lodge) to the First Committee of the General 
Assembly: Suspension of Nuclear Tests, Novem
ber 19, 1959 1

The United States has already made its position clear on the ques
tion of testing nuclear weapons. As I said here yesterday, the 
United States is anxious to achieve agreement on a treaty on the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests just as soon as the Soviet Union 
agrees to an effective international control system. I  think it is 
appropriate, however, for me to say a few words about the two draft 
resolutions before the Committee.

The first draft resolution, submitted by Austria, Japan and 
Sweden,2 is addressed to the States concerned in the Geneva discus
sions, of which, of course, the United States is one. I t  urges the 
States concerned in these discussions to continue their present volun
tary discontinuance of the testing of nuclear weapons.

The United States, as one of the States concerned, will vote in 
favour of this paragraph and will vote in favour of this draft 
resolution.,

The United States has voluntarily refrained from conducting nu
clear weapons tests since 31 October last year. We have recently 
announced our intention to continue this suspension at least through 
this year.3

The purpose of this voluntary action is to provide the best possible 
circumstances for the success of the Geneva negotiations. At this 
point, it is obviously impossible to know what the status of these 
negotiations will be at the end of this year. However, I  can assure 
you that the United States will continue to do everything in its power 
to enhance the prospects of success at Geneva. The United States 
voluntary moratorium may be continued depending upon circum
stances which have yet to develop.

1 U.N. doc. A/C.1/PV.1059, pp. 68-71.
2 U.N. doc. A/C.l/L.236/Rev. 1, Nov. 17; identical with part (A) of Resolu

tion 1402 (XIV) approved by the General Assembly on Nov. 21 (post, doc. 396).
3 Ante, doc. 371.
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On the other hand—and let me be perfectly frank about this—- 
the objective which we are striving to achieve is the ending of nuclear 
weapons test explosions under an agreement providing for effective 
international control. That is what we want. We do not think that 
an indefinite continuation of a voluntary uncontrolled suspension of 
tests will contribute to this objective. In such circumstances, our 
further efforts to reach agreement on a test suspension with proper 
safeguards would probably be fruitless.

Furthermore, as we have repeatedly explained in detail to this Gen
eral Assembly, we consider that test suspension which is not subject 
to verification is incompatible with requirements of national security. 
Since nuclear tests can be conducted in such ways that, in the absence 
of controls, they are impossible to detect, it is clear that without con
trols there would be no assurance that tests had in fact been stopped. 
For example, nuclear tests conducted underground leave no tell-tale 
fall-out.

The United States continues to believe that a system of agreed con
trols is an utterly indispensable prerequisite to a permanent cessation 
of nuclear tests. In the negotiations at Geneva we seek an agree
ment incorporating adequate controls which will represent a step for
ward on the path to achieving true disarmament. The Geneva 
negotiations are thus a test of whether we can in fact move forward in 
the quest for mutual arms control agreements. Our objective is not 
just the ending of nuclear weapons tests. In voting for the resolution 
submitted by Austria, Japan and Sweden, A/C.l/D.236/Rev. 1, the 
United States again notes that it remains opposed to any permanent 
cessation of nuclear tests without agreement on a system of interna
tional safeguards. The other resolution before the Committee, 
A/C.l/L.237/Rev. 1 and Add. I,1 submitted by India and a number of 
co-sponsors, is more far-reaching; it includes certain language with 
which we are not in accord. I  should like to make plain, however, 
that the same considerations that I  have just set forth regarding the 
position of the United States also apply to this resolution.

1 Identical with part (B) of Resolution 1402 (XIV) (post, doc. 396).
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393. General Assembly Resolution 1378 (XIV): Gen
eral and Complete Disarmament, November 20, 
19591

The General Assembly,
Moved by the desire to save the present and succeeding generations 

from the danger of a new and disastrous war,
Striding to put an end completely and forever to the armaments 

race which places a heavy burden on mankind, and to use resources 
thus released for the benefit of mankind,

Desiring to promote the creation of relations of trust and peaceful 
co-operation between States,

Mindful of the resolution of the United Nations Disarmament Com
mission of 10 September 1959,2 

Being convinced that any progress towards the goal of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control will con
tribute to the achievement of these high aims,

Considering that the question of general and complete disarma
ment is the most important one facing the world today,

1. Calls upon Governments to make every effort to achieve a con
structive solution of this problem;

2. Transmits to the United Nations Disarmament Commission and 
requests the Secretary-General to make available to the ten-nation 
'disarmament committee for thorough consideration the declaration 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland of 17 
September 1959 8 and the declaration of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics of 18 September 1959,4 and the other proposals or sugges
tions made, as well as the records of the plenary meetings5 and the 
meetings of the First Committee6 at which the question of general 
-and complete disarmament was discussed;

3. Expresses the hope that measures leading towards the goal of 
general and complete disarmament under effective international con
trol will be worked out in detail and agreed upon in the shortest pos
sible time.

*U.N. doc. A/BBS/1378 (XIV), Nov. 23, 1959. Unanimously adopted.
• Ante, doc. 374.
• Ante, doc. 376.
4 Ante, doc. 878.
• 799th and 840th meetings [citation in original].
4 1026th to 1042d meetings [citation in original].
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tion of French Nuclear Tests in the Sahara, No
vember 20, 19591

The General Assembly,
Conscious of the great concern throughout the world repeatedly 

expressed in the United Nations over the prospect of further nuclear 
tests and their effects upon mankind,

Noting the declared intention of the Government of France to under
take nuclear tests in the Sahara,

Considering the deep concern felt over the dangers and risks which 
such tests entail,

Considering that significant progress is being made in the negotia
tions now proceeding at Geneva concerning the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapons tests under an international control system,

Considering that the parties to those negotiations have facilitated 
their progress by voluntarily suspending such tests,

Considering that the purpose of the said negotiations is to bring 
about a general discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests and that it 
is to be hoped that, in the same spirit which inspired the present volun

1 U.N. doc. A/RES/1379 (XIV), Nov. 23,1969. Approved by a vote of 51-16-15. 
The Soviet bloc voted with the majority. The Dominican Republic, France, 
Honduras, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Nicaragua, Peru, Portu
gal, Spain, the Union of South Africa, the United Kingdom, the United States, 
Belgium, and Brazil voted against the resolution. The following countries 
abstained: El Salvador, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Laos, Paraguay, Thailand, 
Turkey, Uruguay, Argentina, Australia, Chile, China, Colombia, and Costa Rica.

Before voting on the resolution as a whole, the General Assembly, at its 
840th plenary session, voted on the individual pars, of the draft resolution 
approved by the First Committee (A/4280, p. 9). In this vote, two pars, of the 
preamble failed of adoption, since they did not win a two-thirds majority. The 
texts of the two pars, are as follows:

“Bearing m  mind that in creating conditions of danger in Africa, France 
cannot assume the responsibility for the protection of the threatened sovereign 
States,

“Considering the special responsibility of the United Nations for the health, 
safety and well-being of the dependent peoples of Africa threatened by  such 
tests’'.
The votes on these pars, were 36-30-16 and 39-25-18, respectively.' tfhe 16 

countries voting against the, final resolution were joinedin the votes on both 
pars, by Ecuador, El Salvador, Uruguay, Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Chile, 
China, and Colombia. The following countries voted against par. 1 and 
abstained on par. 2: Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, and Austria. Den
mark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Laos, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Thailand, 
Turkey, Venezuela, and Costa Rica abstained on both pars. Cambodia voted 
against par. 1 and in favor of par. 2.
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tary suspension of tests, no State will initiate or resume tests of this 
kind,

Recognizing the anxiety caused by the contemplated tests in the 
Sahara among all peoples, and more particularly those of Africa,

1. Expresses its grave concern over the intention of the Govern
ment of France to conduct nuclear tests;

2. Requests France to refrain from such tests.

395. General Assembly Resolution 1380 (XIV): Pre
vention of the Wider Dissemination of Nuclear 
Weapons, November 20, 1959 1

The General Assembly,
Recognizing that the danger now exists that an increase in the num

ber of States possessing nuclear weapons may occur, aggravating in
ternational tension and the difficulty of maintaining world peace, and 
thus rendering more difficult the attainment of general disarmament 
agreement,

Convinced therefore that consideration of this danger is appro
priate within the framework of deliberations on disarmament,

Noting the resolution of the United Nations Disarmament Com
mission of 10 September 1959,2

Desiring to bring to the attention of the ten-nation disarmament 
committee its conviction that consideration should be given to this 
problem,

1. Suggests that the ten-nation disarmament committee, in the 
course of its deliberations, should consider appropriate means whereby 
this danger may be averted, including the feasibility of an interna
tional agreement, subject to inspection and, control, whereby the 
Powers producing nuclear weapons would refrain from handing over 
the control of such weapons to any nation not possessing them and 
whereby the Powers not possessing such weapons would,ref rain from 
manufacturing them;

2. Inwites the committee to include the results of its deliberations 
on these matters in its report to the Disarmament Commission.

1U.N. doc. A/RES/1380 (XIV), Nov. 23, 1959. Approved by a' vote of 
68-0-12-2. China, Prance, Peru, and the Soviet bloc abstained; El Salvador 
and Morocco, the two absentees, would have voted in favor. 

a Ante, doc. 374.
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396. General Assembly Resolution 1402 (XIV): Sus
pension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests, No- 
-vwnber 21, 19591 

A
The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1252 B (X III) of 4 November 1958,2 

1 Noting that the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests and on the establishment of an appropriate interna
tional control system, which began at Geneva on 31 October 1958, are 
still continuing,

1. Expresses its appreciation to the States concerned for their 
^efforts to reach an agreement relating to the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons tests and including an appropriate international control 
^system;

2. Expresses the hope that these States will intensify their efforts 
to  reach such an agreement at an early date;

3. TJrges the States concerned in these negotiations to continue their 
present voluntary discontinuance of the testing of nuclear weapons;

4. Requests the States concerned to report to the General Assembly 
the results of their negotiations.

B
The General Assembly,
Desiring to safeguard mankind from the increasing hazards result

ing from tests of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons,
Bearing in mind the profound concern evinced by the peoples of all 

-countries regarding the testing of nuclear and thermo-nuclear 
weapons,

'Welcoming the endeavours at Geneva of the States concerned to 
reach an agreement on tihe discontinuance of these tests, and the prog
ress so far achieved,

Noting with appreciation that the States concerned have voluntarily 
suspended such tests, enabling progress in the discussions at Geneva,

Considering that an agreement on the cessation of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear tests with effective international control is urgent,

1 U.N. doc. A/RES/1402 (XIV), Nov. 25, 1959. Part (A) was adopted by a 
vote of 78-0-2. Part (B) was approved by a vote of 60-1-20. In the vote on 
part (B), the Soviet bloc voted with the majority, France voted against, and 
the following countries abstained: Spain, Thailand, Turkey, the Union of 
South Africa, the United Kingdom, the United States, Belgium, Brazil, China, 

the Dominican Republic, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands, Nicaragua, Peru, and Portugal.

1 Ante, doc. 314.



1. Expresses its appreciation to the States concerned for their 
patient and sincere efforts to reach agreement on the discontinuance 
of nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests with effective international con
trol, and for the progress hitherto achieved;

2. Expresses further the hope that the States concerned will reach 
such agreement at an early date;

3. Appeals to the States concerned in the Geneva discussions to con
tinue their present voluntary suspension of tests, and to other States 
to desist from such tests;

4. Requests the States concerned to report to the Disarmament Com
mission and to the General Assembly the results of their negotiations.
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397. General Assembly Resolution 1403 (XIV): Report 
of the Disarmament Commission, November 21* 
1959 1

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1252 D (X III) of 4 November 1958,2
Noting with approval the report of the Disarmament Commission 

of 11 September 1959,3
1. Decides that the Disarmament Commission shall continue to be 

composed of all Members of the United Nations;
2. Tromsmits to the Disarmament Commission all the documents* 

proposals and records of discussions relating to disarmament at the 
fourteenth session of the General Assembly; 4

3. Requests the Secretary-General to provide the staff and services 
required by the Disarmament Commission and, in consultation with 
the Governments concerned, provide such facilities as may be required 
by the ten-nation disarmament committee.

XU.N. doc. A/RES/1403 (XIV), Nov. 25, 1959. Unanimously adopted.
* Ante, doc. 314.
# See A/4209 [footnote in original].
4 A/4219, A/4265, A/4280, A/4286, A/4290, A/4291; A/C.l/818, A/C.l/820* 

A/C.l/821; A/C.1/L.234, A/C.1/L.235 and Rev. 1-3, A/C.1/L.236 and Rev. 1, 
A/C.1/L.237 and Rev. 1 and Rev. 1/Add. 1 and 2, A/C.1/L.238 and Add. 1 and 
Rev. 1, A/C.1/L.239 and Add. 1, A/C.1/L.240 and Rev. 1, A/C.1/L.241, A/C.l/L. 
242; resolutions 1378 (XIV), 1379 (XIV), 1380 (XIV) and 1402 (XIV) ; A /C .l/ 
SR. 1026-1060 and A /P t.840-842 [footnote in original].
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398. The Antarctic Treaty, December 1, 1959 1

The Governments of Argentina Australia, Belgium, Chile, the 
French Republic, Japaji, New Zealand, Nonvay, the Union of South 
Africa, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and. the United States of 
America,

Recognizing that it is in the interest of all mankind that Antarctica 
shall continue forever to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes 
and shall not become the scene or object of international discord;

Acknowledging the substantial contributions to scientific knowledge 
resulting from international cooperation in scientific investigation in 
Antarctica;

Convinced that the establishment of a firm foundation for the con
tinuation and development of such cooperation on the basis of freedom 
of scientific investigation in Antarctica as applied during the Inter
national Geophysical Year accords with the interests of science and 
the progress of all mankind;

Convinced also that a treaty ensuring the use of Antarctica for 
peaceful purposes only and the continuance of international harmony 
in Antarctica will further the purposes and principles embodied in 
the Charter of the United Nations;

Have agreed as follows
A r t ic le  I

1. Antarctica shall be used for peaceful purposes only. There shall 
be prohibited, inter alia, any measures of a military nature, such as 
the establishment of military bases and fortifications, the carrying out 
of military maneuvers, as well as the testing of any type of weapons.

2. The present Treaty shall not prevent the use of military person
nel or equipment for scientific research or for any other peaceful 
purpose.

A rticle  I I
Freedom of scientific investigation in Antarctica and cooperation 

toward that end, as applied during the International Geophysical 
Year, shall continue, subject to the provisions of the present Treaty.

A rticle  I I I
1. In order to promote international cooperation in scientific in

vestigation in Antarctica, as provided for in Article I I  of the present 
Treaty, the Contracting Parties agree that, to the greatest extent 
feasible and practicable:

1 Conf. doc. 28, Dec. 1, 1959. The treaty had not entered into force as of Dec. 
31,1959.
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(a) information regarding plans for scientificprograms in,Ant
arctica shall be exchanged to permit maximum economy and effici
ency of operations;

(b) scientific personnel shall be exchanged in Antarctica between 
expeditions and stations;

(c) scientific observations and results from Antarctica shall be 
exchanged and made freely available.
2. In implementing this Article, every encouragement shall be 

given to the establishment of cooperative working relations with those 
Specialized Agencies of the United Nations and other international 
organizations haying a scientific or technical interest in Antarctica.

A r t ic l e  IV
1. Nothing contained in the present Treaty shall be interpreted as:

(a) a renunciation by any Contracting Party of previously as
serted rights of or claims to territorial sovereignty in Antarctica;

(b) a renunciation or diminution by any Contracting Party of 
any basis of claim to territorial sovereignty in Antarctica which it 
may have whether as a result of its activities or those of its nationals 
in Antarctica, or otherwise;

(c) prejudicing the position of any Contracting Party as regards 
its recognition or non-recognition of any other State’s right of or 
claim or basis of claim to territorial sovereignty in Antarctica.
2. No acts or activities taking place while the present Treaty is in 

force shall constitute a basis for asserting, supporting or denying a 
claim to territorial sovereignty in Antarctica or create any rights of 
sovereignty in Antarctica. No new claim, or enlargement of an 
existing claim, to territorial sovereignty in Antarctica shall be asserted 
while the present Treaty is in force.

A rt ic le  V

1. Any nuclear explosions in Antarctica and the disposal there of 
radioactive waste material shall be prohibited.

2. In the event of the conclusion of international agreements con
cerning the use of nuclear energy, including nuclear explosions and 
the disposal of radioactive waste material, to which all of the Con
tracting Parties whose representatives are entitled to participate in 
the meetings provided for under Article IX  are parties, the rules 
established under such agreements shall apply in Antarctica.

A r t ic le  VI
The provisions of the present Treaty shall apply to the area south 

of 60° South Latitude, including all ice shelves, but nothing in the 
present Treaty shall prejudice or in any way affect the rights, or
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tha exercise of the rights, of any State under international law with 
tfcgard to the high feeafe within that area.

A rticle VII
1. In order to promote the objectives and ensure the observance of 

the provisions of the present Treaty, each Contracting Party whose 
representatives are entitled to participate in the meetings referred 
to in Article IX  of the Treaty shall have the right to designate 
observers to carry out any inspection provided for by the present 
Article. Observers shall be nationals of the Contracting Parties 
which designate them. The names of observers shall be communicated 
to every other Contracting Party having the right to designate ob
servers, and like notice shall be given of the termination of their 
appointment.

2. Each observer designated in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph 1 of this Article shall have complete freedom of access 
at any time to any or all areas of Antarctica.

3. All areas of Antarctica, including all stations, installations and 
equipment within those areas, and all ships and aircraft at points 
of discharging or embarking cargoes or personnel in Antarctica* 
shall be open at all times to inspection by any observers designated 
in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article.

4. Aerial observation may be carried out at any time over any or 
all areas of Antarctica by any of the Contracting Parties having 
the right to designate observers.

5. Each Contracting Party shall, at the time when the present 
Treaty enters into force for it, inform the other Contracting Parties* 
and thereafter shall give them notice in advance, of

(a) all expeditions to and within Antarctica, on the part of its 
ships or nationals, and all expeditions to Antarctica organized in 
or proceeding from its territory;

(b) all stations in Antarctica occupied by its nationals; and
(c) any military personnel or equipment intended to be intro

duced by it into Antarctica subject to the conditions prescribed 
in paragraph 2 of Article I of the present Treaty.

A r t ic le  V III
1. In order to facilitate the exercise of their functions under the 

present Treaty, and without prejudice to the respective positions of 
the Contracting Parties relating to jurisdiction over all other persons 
in Antarctica, observers designated under paragraph 1 of Article 
VII and scientific personnel exchanged under subparagraph 1(b) of 
Article I I I  of the Treaty, and members of the staffs accompanying 
any such persons, shall be subject only to the jurisdiction of the 
Contracting Party of which they are nationals in respect of all acts
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or omissions occurring while they are in Antarctica for the purpose 
of exercising their functions.

2. Without prejudice to the provisions of paragraph 1 of this 
Article, and pending the adoption of measures in pursuance of sub- 
paragraph 1(e) of Article IX, the Contracting Parties concerned in 
any case of dispute with regard to the exercise of jurisdiction in 
Antarctica shall immediately consult together with a view to reach
ing a mutually acceptable solution.

A rticle  IX
1. Representatives of the Contracting Parties named in the pre

amble to the present Treaty shall meet at the City of Canberra within 
two months after the date of entry into force of the Treaty, and 
thereafter at suitable intervals and places, for the purpose of exchang
ing information, consulting together on matters of common interest 
pertaining to Antarctica, and formulating and considering, and rec
ommending to their Governments, measures in furtherance of the 
principles and objectives of the Treaty, including measures regarding:

(a) use of Antarctica for peaceful purposes only;
(b) facilitation of scientific research in Antarctica;
(c) facilitation of international scientific cooperation in

Antarctica;
(d) facilitation of the exercise of the rights of inspection pro

vided for in Article VII of the Treaty ;
(e) questions relating to the exercise of jurisdiction in

Antarctica;
(f) preservation and conservation of living resources in

Antarctica.
2. Each Contracting Party which has become a party to the present 

Treaty by accession under Article X III shall be entitled to appoint 
representatives to participate in the meetings referred to in para
graph 1 of the present Article, during such time as that Contracting 
Party demonstrates its interest in Antarctica by conducting substan
tial scientific research activity there, such as the establishment of a 
scientific station or the despatch of a scientific expedition.

3. Reports from the observers referred to in Article VII of the 
present Treaty shall be transmitted to the representatives of the 
Contracting Parties participating in the meetings referred to in 
paragraph 1 of the present Article.

4. The measures referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article 9hall 
become effective when approved by all the Contracting Parties whose 
representatives were entitled to participate in the meetings held to 
consider those measures.

5. Any or all of the rights established in the present Treaty may be 
exercised as from the date of entry into force of the Treaty whether
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or not any measures facilitating the exercise of such rights have been 
proposed, considered or approved as provided in this Article.

A r t i c l e  X
Each of the Contracting Parties undertakes to exert appropriate 

efforts, consistent with the Charter of the United Nations, to the 
end that no one engages in any activity in Antarctica contrary to 
the principles or purposes of the present Treaty.

A r t ic le  XI
1. If any dispute arises between two or more of the Contracting 

Parties concerning the interpretation or application of the present 
Treaty, those Contracting Parties shall consult among themselves 
with a view to having the dispute resolved by negotiation, inquiry, 
mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement or other 
peaceful means of their own choice.

2. Any dispute of this character not so resolved shall, with' the 
consent, in each case, of all parties to the dispute, be referred to the 
International Court of Justice for settlement; but failure to reach 
agreement on reference to the International Court shall not absolve 
parties to the dispute from the responsibility of continuing to seek 
to resolve it by any of the various peaceful means referred to in
paragraph 1 of this Article. rt

A r t ic l e  X II
1. (a) The present Treaty may be modified or amended at any 

time by unanimous agreeirtent of the Contracting Parties whose rep
resentatives are entitled to participate in the meetings provided for 
under Article IX. Any such modification or amendment shall enter 
into force when the depositary Government has received notice from 
all such Contracting Parties that they have ratified it.

(b) Such modification or amendment shall thereafter enter 
into force as to any other Contracting Party when notice of ratifica
tion by it has been received by the depositary Government. Any 
such Contracting Party from which no notice of ratification is 
received within a period of two years from the date of entry into 
force of the modification or amendment in accordance with the pro
visions of subparagraph 1(a) of this Article shall be deemed to have 
withdrawn from the present Treaty on the date of the expiration of 
such period.

2. (a) If  after the expiration of thirty years from the date of entry 
into force of the present Treaty, any of the Contracting Parties whose 
representatives are entitled to participate in the meetings provided 
for under Article IX so requests by a communication addressed to the 
depositary Government, a Conference of all the Contracting Parties



DOCUMENT 398 : DECEMBER- % *959 1555
shall be held as soon as practicable to review the operation of the 
Treaty.

(b) Any modification or amendment to the present Treaty whicfi. 
is approved at such a Conference by a majority of the Contracting 
Parties there represented, including a majority of those whose repre
sentatives are entitled to participate in the meetings provided for 
under Article IX, shall be communicated by the depositary Govern
ment to all the Contracting Parties immediately after the termination 
of the Conference and shall enter into force in accordance with the 
provisions of paragraph 1 of the present Article.

(c) If any such modification or amendment has not entered into 
force in accordance with the provisions of subparagraph 1(a) of this 
Article within a period of two years after the date of its communica
tion to all the Contracting Parties, any Contracting Party may at any 
time after the expiration of that period give notice to the depositary 
Government of its withdrawal from the present Treaty; and such 
withdrawal shall take effect two years after the receipt of the notice 
by the depositary Government.

A rticle  XIII
1. The present Treaty shall be subject to ratification by the signa

tory States. It shall be open for accession by any State which is a 
Member of the United Nations, or by any other State which may be 
invited to accede to the Treaty with the consent of all the Contracting 
Parties whose representatives are entitled to participate in the meet
ings provided for under Article IX of the Treaty.

2. Ratification of or accession to the present Treaty shall be effected 
by each State in accordance with its constitutional processes.

3. Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall be 
deposited with the Government of the United States of America, 
hereby designated as the depositary Government.

4. The depositary Government shall inform all signatory and 
acceding States of the, date of each deposit of an instrument of ratifi
cation or accession, and the date of entry into force of the Treaty and 
of any modification or amendment thereto.

5. Upon the deposit of instruments of ratification by all the signa
tory States, the present Treaty shall enter into force for those States 
and for States which have deposited instruments of accession. There
after the Treaty shall enter into force for any acceding State upon the 
deposit of its instrument of accession.

6. The present Treaty shall be registered by the depositary Govern
ment pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

: A r t ic l e  XIV . .. *
The present Treaty, done in the English, French, Russian and > 

Spanish languages, each version being equally authentic, ^a ll be '
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deposited in the archives of the Government of the United States of 
America, which shall transmit duly certified copies thereof to the 
♦Governments of the signatory and acceding States.

399. General Assembly Resolution 1472 (XIV): Inter
national Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space, December 12, 19591 

A
The General Assembly,
Recognizing the common interest of mankind as a whole in further

ing the peaceful use of outer space,
Believing that the exploration and use of outer space should be only 

for the betterment of mankind and to the benefit of States irrespec
tive of the stage of their economic or scientific development, 

Desiring to avoid the extension of present national rivalries into 
this new field,

Recognizing the great importance of international co-operation in 
the exploration and exploitation of outer space for peaceful purposes, 

Notmg the continuing programmes of scientific co-operation in the 
exploration of outer space being undertaken by the international 
scientific community,

Believing also that the United Nations should promote interna
tional co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space,

1. Establishes a Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, 
-consisting of Albania, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, Hungary, India, Iran, 
Italy, Japan, Lebanon, Mexico, Poland, Romania, Sweden, the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Arab Republic, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States 
of America, whose members will serve for the years 1960 and 1961, 
and requests the Committee:

(a) To review, as appropriate, the area of international co-opera
tion, and to study practical and feasible means for giving effect to 
programmes in the peaceful uses of outer space which could appro
priately be undertaken under United Nations auspices, including, 
inter alia:

(i) Assistance for the continuation on a permanent basis of the 
research on outer space carried on within the framework of 
the International Geophysical Year;

'U.N. doc. A/RES/1472 (XIV), Dec. 17, 1959. Unanimously approved. The 
committee was not concerned with the disarmament aspects of outer space (see 
ante, p. 941, n. 1).
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(ii) Organization of the mutual exchange $md dissemination of 
information on outer space research;

(iii) Encouragement of national research programmes for the 
study of outer space, and the rendering of all possible assist
ance and help towards their realization;

(b) To study the nature of legal problems which may arise from
the exploration of outer spase;
2. Requests the Committee to submit reports on its activities to the 

subsequent sessions of the General Assembly.
B

The General Assembly,
Notmg with satisfaction the successes of great significance to man

kind that have been attained in the exploration of outer space in the 
form of the recent launching of artificial earth satellites and sp^ce 
rockets,

Attaching great importance to a broad development of interna
tional co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space in the interests 
of the development of science and the improvement of the well-being 
of peoples,

1. Decides to convene in 1960 or 1961, under the auspices of the 
United Nations, an international scientific conference of interested 
Members of the United Nations and members of the specialized agen
cies for the exchange of experience in the peaceful uses of outer 
space; 1

2. Requests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, 
established in resolution A above, in consultation with the Secretary- 
General and in co-operation with the appropriate specialized agen
cies, to work out proposals with regard to the convening of such, a 
conference;

3. Requests the Secretary-General, in accordance with the conclu
sions of the Committee, to make the necessary organizational arrange
ments for holding the conference.

1 In a statement of Dec. 12 to the General Assembly, Mr. Kuznetsov said that 
the U.S.SJEt. opposed this paragraph, because it excluded countries not belonging 
to the U.N. or the specialized agencies. He declared that the U.S.S.R. would 
“continue to seek to achieve the possibility of participation by all interested 
States in the proposed international conference”. “See U.N. doc. A/PV.856 (pro
visional)', pp. 93-95.

514543— 60—vol. 2------ 55
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400. Report of Technical Working Group II to the Ge
neva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests: Detection, and Identification of 
Seismic Events* December 18, 1959 1

D ea r  M r . C h a i r m a n : The first meeting of Technical Working 
Group 2 was convened on 25 November 1959. Twenty-one official 
sessions of the group, all of them private, were held and work was. 
completed on 18 December 1959.

The Conference members expressed their appreciation to the Sec
retary-General of the United Nations and to his Personal Representa
tive, Mr. T. G. Narayanan, for the facilities and secretariat services 
made available to them.

At the second meeting of Technical Working Group 2,26 November 
1959, the agenda of the Conference was adopted, as follows:

1. General statements.
2. Consideration, proceeding from the discussions and the con

clusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts, of all data and 
studies relevant to the detection and identification of seismic events 
and of possible improvements of the techniques and instrumentation.

3. Consideration of the question of the use of objective instru
ment readings in connection with the selection of an event which 
cannot be identified by the international control organ and which 
could be suspected of being a nuclear explosion, in order to 
determine a basis for initiating on-site inspections.

4. Preparation of a Report containing conclusions on matters 
discussed above.
With reference to the approved agenda we note the following: On 

Item # 2  relating to new data and studies, there are areas of disagree
ment regarding the interpretation of the new data from the Hardtack 
experiments and regarding the question of de-coupling. Agree
ment was reached on possible improvements of technique and 
instrumentation.

On Agenda Item #3 there remain disagreements concerning the 
use of objective instrument readings in connection with the selection 
of an event which cannot be identified by the international control 
organ and which could be suspected of being a nuclear explosion, in 
order to determine a basis for initiating on-site inspections.

Conclusions on that portion of Agenda Item # 2  on which agree
ment was reached are attached to this letter as an annex. Separate

1 Conference doc. GEN/DNT/TWG.2/9, Dec. 18, 1959. See also statement of 
Dec. 19 by the U.S. representative (post, doc. 401).
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reports and comments by separate delegations are also attached to 
this letter as annexes.

Respectfully,
USSR: (Signed) E. K. F edorov 
UK: (Signed) Sir W il l ia m  P e n n e y  
USA: (Signed) J. B. F i s k

ANNEX I

CONCLUSION OF TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP II REGARD- 
ING POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENTS OF TECHNIQUES AND 
INSTRUMENTATION

A. The Technical Working Group has examined the following 
possible techniques and instrumentation which have the purpose of 
improving the detection and identification of seismic events:

1. Arrays of seismographs. Arrays of 10 seismographs at each 
control post were considered and recommended by the Conference 
of Experts in 1958 1 in order to increase the signal-to-noise ratio. 
Experiments since then have confirmed the effectiveness of this 
method, and the possibility of further improvement by use of even 
larger arrays of seismographs.

2. Use of long-period surface waves. Experiments since 1958 
have shown that this method may assume an important role in the 
identification of earthquakes. The measurement of long-period 
waves would be facilitated by including, at all control posts, three- 
component long-period seismographs with response characteristics 
optimized for the registration of such waves. These waves will 
have periods greater than about 10 seconds.

3. Improvement of the operating characteristics of seismic equip
ment. I t  may be possible to develop seismographs with more 
nearly ideal response characteristics, both in the region of long 
and short periods, to improve the registration of seismic events in 
the presence of noise.

4. Seismographs in deep holes. The method of using seismo
graphs in holes sufficiently deep to avoid surface noise should be 
studied further and tested.

5. Spectra of long-period surface waves. Preliminary studies 
of long-period surface waves show promise that, at a given station, 
earthquakes may be characterized by a lower dominant frequency 
than are explosions of the same magnitude in the same area.

1 Ante, doc. 284.
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6. Other methods of potential interest* There is sufficient theo
retical basis for the following methods to justify their further 
study, but experimental results, although encouraging, are insuffi
cient at present for use to say exactly how they can be used. After 
some experience and additional research, some of the methods 
listed below might prove to be of considerable value to the control 
system.

a. Use of the ratio of the amplitudes of horizontal and vertical 
waves. The ration of horizontal amplitude to vertical amplitude 
of short-period transverse body waves is related to detailed mech
anisms at the source. This method could become important if 
the influence of departures from homogeneity, both at the source 
and along the propagation path, could be eliminated. There is 
good reason to expect that the ratio of the amplitudes of long- 
period waves (for example, Love waves and Eayleigh waves) 
will be less sensitive to these inhomogeneities, and therefore more 
effective in revealing the characteristics of the source.

b. Analysis of long-period surface waves. Long-period surface 
waves were detected at large distances in the case of the under
ground nuclear explosions Blanca and Logan. In principle, in
formation about the characteristics of the source, relevant to the 
problem of distinguishing earthquakes from explosions, can be 
obtained by analysis of these long-period surface waves. Partial 
success has been achieved in a few experimental investigations 
of earthquakes and explosions. Until the azimuthal variation 
of surface waves from different sources has been studied, the 
significance cannot be determined.

c. Comparison of the shapes of entire longitudinal wave trains 
received at different stations. This method, offers hope of ex
tending capability of direct assessment of first motion. Devel
opment of objective methods of comparison is needed in order to 
properly evaluate the possible importance of this method.

d. Use of modem data analysis techniques and electronic com
puting machines. The analysis of seismic waves can be improved 
by use of modem computing methods, both analogue and digital, 
including digital recording and processing cm calculating ma
chines and certain advanced techniques of modem communica
tion theory.

e. The use of reflected PP and other waves to provide data for 
the study of the nature of the source of the seismic event.

B. The Technical Working Group recommends, on the basis of the 
consideration of the possible methods for improvement described in 
Section A above, that the recommendations of the Conference of 
Experts for instrumentation at control posts be modified as follows:
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1. Installation at all control posts of three-component long- 
period seismometers of periods greater than ten seconds with the 
response characteristics optimized for the registration of surface 
waves in the presence of noise.

2. Increase in the number of short-period vertical seismometers 
from 10 (as recommended by the Conference of Experts) to 100.

3. The choice of the optimum short-period seismometer as the 
component of the arrays recommended by the Conference of Ex
perts for purposes of best registration of first motion in the presence 
of noise.
C. The Technical Working Group recognizes that the recommenda

tions in Section B above represent improvements of instrumentation 
for the detection and identification of seismic events and that the 
possible methods considered in Section A may lead to improvements 
in the future.

D. The Technical Working Group recommends for consideration 
by the Conference the techniques and instrumentation described 
above, which have the purpose of improving the detection and iden
tification of seismic events.

ANNEX 11 

STATEMENT BY THE SOVIET EXPERTS

The Soviet experts examined, jointly with their United States and 
United Kingdom colleagues, all the material presented to the Tech
nical Working Group. The Soviet experts considered that the Group’s 
main task was, as indicated in its terms of reference, to develop pro
posals concerning the use of objective instrument readings as a basis 
for initiating on-site inspections. The Soviet experts believed that a 
necessary part of their work was to consider possible improvements of 
techniques and instrumentation. I t was that purpose which the ex
perts thought was to be served by the consideration and discussion of 
all data and studies relevant to the detection and identification of 
seismic events. In spite of the clearly defined terms of reference of the 
Technical Working Group, the United States experts insisted that the 
Group should also consider the question of estimating the effectiveness 
of the control system and should revise the estimates made in the re
port of the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts. As grounds for 
revising those estimates, the United States experts cited the “new 
seismic data” they had submitted. As the Conference knows, the Tech
nical Working Group has adopted an agreed decision on the question 
of possible improvements of techniques and instrumentation, but 
failed to arrive at a common view on a combination of objective instru-
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-ment readings which might serve as a basis for initiating on-site in
spections, or on the importance of the “new seismic data” fo r  es tim a t
ing the effectiveness of the control system. The views of the Soviet 
experts on certain problems discussed by Technical Working Group 2 
ure set forth in this statement.

The “new seismic data” were first published in the working paper 
of 5 January 1959 (document GEN/DNT/25). This document con
tains the following findings.

“Stations [used in the Hardtack tests] were all equipped with 
Benioff short-period vertical seismographs (described in the conclu
sions of the Geneva Conference of Experts) ”.

The data obtained in the course of investigation indicate that in 
the range of yields 0.1 to 23 kilotons the amplitude varies approxi
mately as the first power of the yield of the explosion.
. Earlier estimates of the seismic magnitude of the Eainier explo
sion were too high and new data are given on the magnitude of the 
Eainier explosion and of explosions in the Hardtack series.

Previous estimates (at the 1958 Conference of Experts) of the 
number of earthquakes equivalent to explosions of a given yield 
require revision and should be approximately doubled.

The method of distinguishing earthquakes from explosions by the 
direction of first motion in the seismic signal is less effective than 
indicated in the Experts’ report.

The annual number of unidentified continental earthquakes equiv
alent to 5 KT. or larger will be greater than that estimated in the 
Experts’ report by a factor of 10 or more.
I t must be noted that the document of 5 January provides virtually 

none of the original, factual data on which its findings are based. The 
few figures given were obtained by some kind of processing—general
ization, analysis, selection—of the original data by the author. Fun
damentally, the document is a statement, an expression of opinion by 
the author; and not a summary of original data on the basis of which 
any other investigators could draw their own conclusions. As is 
known, the publication of the 5 January document was the occasion 
for statements by many political figures of the United States of Amer
ica and other Western countries—and particularly by the representa
tives of the United States and the United Kingdom at the Conference 
on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests—to the effect that 
the control system recommended by the Experts did not actually pos
sess the capabilities laid down by the Experts and should be reviewed. 
There has been a profusion of similar statements in the Western press. 
Their general theme has been the alleged ineffectiveness of the control 
system and the need to review the work done by the Experts in 1958.
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In the Technical Working Group the IJhited States delegation, in 
documents and statements,, has repeated the findings contained in the 
working paper pf 5 January 1959, w ith ,one small modification, viz. 
the number of earthquakes is raised by a factor, notof 2,butof 1.5.

Having examined the material presentee}, the Soviet experts have 
arrived at the inferences and conclusions set forth below.

Instrumentation used m Hardtack tests 
During the Hardtack I I  series of tests, not one of the stations sit

uated in the United States used the array of seismic instruments rec
ommended in the Experts’ report. Furthermore, not one of the 
seismographs used conformed in its parameters to the recommenda
tions in the Experts’ report. This is easily established by comparing 
the parameters of the instruments used with the parameters recom
mended in the Experts’ report.1

Therefore, the assertion in the working paper of 5 January 1959 that 
all stations were equipped with Benioff short-period vertical seismo
graphs, allegedly as described in the conclusions of the Geneva Con
ference of Experts, is a misrepresentation, as the United States delega
tion itself has virtually admitted.

It is obvious that these other and less efficient instruments could not 
produce the results that might have been expected if the arrays of 
seismic instruments recommended by the Experts had been used.

The document of 5 January and the report to the Conference give 
the impression of a large-scale, well-conducted experiment. In actual 
fact, the situation was quite different. I t was ascertained during the 
meetings of the Group that of the dozens of seismic stations in the 
United States, only a small proportion possessed instruments that 
satisfied, if not the recommendations of the Conference of Experts, 
even the elementary conditions demanded of any scientific instrument. 
For example, the Logan explosion was registered by 54 seismic stations 
in the United States. However, only about one half of them (28) had 
properly calibrated instruments and, in the opinion of the United 
States seismologists themselves, seismograms from only 16 of these 28 
stations could be used for analysis. I t is indeed surprising that the 
instrumentation was not calibrated at least for the period during 
which these unique experiments were to be conducted.

Modifications of 'primary magnitudes 
Members of the United States delegation delivered to the Group a 

large number of copies of seismograms. Quite obviously, in the short 
period of time available, the other delegations were unable to scruti
nize and re-measure the amplitudes recorded, and they asked re
peatedly for tables consolidating the source data. These were not 
supplied by the Americans till the 16th meeting.

1 See table, pp. 1572-1573.
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The Soviet experts note th&t United Strifes fepfcciialists havfc re
peatedly ihddified thfe priittaty data submitted by fchetii ih support of 
Various (Jtoblu&ions. For efcriMipte, the flafctghitude bf the R&ihie£ ei- 
plefeibii Wfcs first deteri&ihfccl b f  United Stated spfebiblfete at the 6hd of 
1957 tond (d£ imported ih tjhited Statefe ̂ i&htififc publibati<tti§ ih Febru
ary 1958) was 4.6. At the 1058 Coftfelrahc  ̂of Eipertfe, United States 
specialists, stated that the magnitude of 4.6 was incorrect and that 
the magnitude of the Rainier explosion was actually lower, i.e. 4.25. 
Finally, in the working paper of 5 January and in reports to the 
Technical Working Group, United States specialists again reduced 
this magnitude to 4.07-4.06. The magnitude of the Tamalpais explo
sion has undergone similar perturbation. In one of the papers sub
mitted by the United States experts at a meeting of the Technical 
Working Group this magnitude is given as equal to 3.1 and in others 
to 2*6.

In support of its conclusion concerning the number of times the 
amplitude of first motion to smaller than the peak amplitude of a 
seismic signal, the United States delegation submitted its measure
ments of the amplitudes registered at certain stations. When the So
viet scientists stated that these measurements contradicted the above 
conclusion, some new values, never previously adduced in the United 
States documents, were presented at the 19th meeting. After close 
questioning, it was ascertained that the 0.1 ratio of first-motion ampli
tude to peak amplitude cited by the United States specialists had not 
been measured at all at stations in the 2,500-3,500 kilometre zone, 
although it is on the basis of this very figure that they arrive at some 
far-reaching conclusions.

Notwithstanding the fact that the initial processing, the preparation 
for analysis, and the analysis itself, of the seismic data had been done 
by persons who were United States nationals, the Soviet scientists 
tried to approach the material before them with the utmost confidence 
in its reliability, on the assumption that it was the result of careful 
scientific work. The abovementioned manipulations of the primary 
data, the erroneous findings in the documents presented by the United 
States experts, and the fact that the instrumentation used for observ
ing the tests was not in conformity with the 1958 Geneva recommen
dations have compelled the Soviet scientists to adopt a more cautious 
attitude towards the quality and objectivity of the figures that were 
supplied by the Americans.
Estimates of seismic magnitudes of explosions and number of earth

quakes equivalent to explosions of given yield
On the basis of the data presented at the 16th meeting it was 

possible to establish that in the working paper of 5 January 1959, in
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conjputiiig-the magnitudes q f  the explosions, the local magnitude Ml, 
obtained with the help of torsion seismometers in the first zone (the 
zona before the shadow zone), had been incorrectly identified with, 
the unified magnitude m, obtained on the basis of observations in 
the third zone (the zone beyond the shadow zone) * In computing the 
average magnitudes, magnitudes from different scales, ML and m, 
were used without being reduced to uniform units. As a result of 
this, the average magnitudes* supplied in the working paper were 
meaningless. Moreover, in the computation of the average magni
tudes, the fact that magnitudes in the shadow zone are consistently 
undervalued was not taken into account. (This phenomenon in the 
shadow zone may be attributed to certain physical causes.)

As a result of these and certain other erroneous operations, the 
working paper of 5 January produced greatly undervalued magni
tudes for the Rainier, Logan and Blanca explosions.

The Soviet experts did a more careful analysis of the seismic data 
on the Blanca and Logan explosions as well as for Rainier. This 
analysis was based on the well-known work on magnitudes of earth
quakes and explosions done by Gutenberg and Richter between 1956 
and 1958. As primary data the Soviet experts used all the magni
tudes in the first (ML) and third (m) zones (i.e. exclusive of the shadow 
zone) which had been presented by the United States delegation at 
the 15th meeting on 14 December. All of the magnitudes were re
duced to the unified scale of m.

As a result, the following magnitudes for the explosions were 
arrived at:

Magnitude In 
working paper of Corrected 

5 Jan. 1959 magnitade

Rainier (1.7 KT.) 4. 07±0. 4 4. 7 ±0. 1
Logan (5 KT.) 4. 4 ±0. 4 4. 95 ±0. 1
Blanca (19 KT.) 4. 8 ±0. 4 5. 2 ±  0.1

Because of the incorrect magnitudes in the working paper of 5 Jan
uary and in other documents of the United States experts, the formu
lation of the, relationship between an explosion’s magnitude and yield, 
given at meetings of the working group, was wrong. The more care
ful; analysis of the Soviet experts based on more precise magnitude 
values results in a different relationship between the magnitude and 
yield of explosions in the 1.7-19 kiloton range.

On the basis of the more precise determination of this relationship 
and the Gutenberg statistics of 1956, it is possible to estimate the num
ber of earthquakes per year throughput the world which are larger in 
magnitude t ĥan an explosion of given yield. These numbers are pre
sented in the following table, together with the estimates of the 1958
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Conference of Experts and the estimates given in the woiiqftg paper 
of 5 January.

Yield (KT.)
Numbers of earthquakes ieqaivalent to, or latfgar than 

explosions of given yield
Tentative
estimates

1050
Geneva

estimates
1058

Working paper 
of 5 Jan. 1050

1 2 3 4

1 3, 000 10, 000 26, 000
5 1, 500 3,800 5, 800

10 1, 000 2, 400 3, 000
20 800 1, 500 1, 600

Thus, on the basis of a more careful analysis of the new seismic data, 
the Soviet experts have come to the conclusion that the annual numbers 
of earthquakes throughout the world equivalent to explosions of given 
yield are, if anything, smaller than the numbers estimated at Geneva 
in 1958 and not 1.5 or 2 times greater, as is asserted in the United States 
documents.

For computing the continental earthquakes only, the numbers in the 
above table must be reduced by a factor of 2.

Sign of First Motion
The assertion in paragraph 9e, of the working paper of 5 January 

1959 that “the determination of the direction of first motion is much 
more difficult than anticipated”, the assertion in paragraph 10a of the 
same document that “the method for distinguishing earthquakes from 
explosions by the direction of first motion is less effective than pre
viously estimated”, and similar statements by the United States 
delegation on this question in the present conference have not been 
sufficiently substantiated.

Although all the seismic stations of the special network were: 
equipped only with single Benioff short-period seismographs (and not 
with arrays of ten of the recommended seismographs) and, what is 
more, these instruments did not have the magnification of those recom
mended in the report of the Experts, they nevertheless clearly recorded 
the first motion as a compression, in the case of the Logan (5 KT.) 
and Blanca (19 KT.) explosions up to epicentral distances of 700 km.

If the instrumentation recommended in the Experts’ report had been 
used in the Hardtack experiments, the first motion from the 5 KT. 
explosion could have been clearly registered (with signal exceeding
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background by a sufficient margin) up to epicentral distances of 1,000, 
km. and, beyond the shadow zone, up to epicentral distances of 
3,500 km.

The report of the 1958 Conference of Experts contains the follow
ing statement concerning the possibility of distinguishing signals of 
explosions from those of earthquakes (equivalent to an explosion of 
5 KT. yield):

“5. The majority of earthquakes can be distinguished from 
explosions with a high degree of reliability if the direction of first 
motion of the longitudinal wave is clearly registered at 5 or more 
seismic stations on various bearings from the epicentre. Thus not 
less than 90 per cent of all earthquakes taking place in continents 
can be identified. The remaining 10 per cent or less of cases will, 
require the analysis of additional seismograms where this is possi
ble ; and for this purpose use must also be made of the data of the 
existing network of seismic stations . . .” (EXP/NUG/28, page
u ) }

This conclusion is by no means refuted but rather confirmed by the 
measurements taken during the Hardtack experiments, if the quality 
and characteristics of the instruments used are duly and objectively 
taken into account.

The raising of the number of seismometers in arrays at each control 
post from 10 to 100 now being recommended will increase consider
ably (approximately threefold) the capacity of the control system 
to determine the direction of first motion in the first longitudinal 
wave, and this will also permit the identification of explosions of a 
lower yield.

Significance of the new sei&mic data
The Soviet experts believe that the seismic observations carried out 

in connection with the Hardtack tests will certainly be of significance 
to the work of the control system. They will help the control system 
to improve its instrumentation and its measurement techniques, as 
well as in other ways; they will therefore have to be studied most 
carefully by the control organization staff concerned.

At the same time, and on the basis of careful analysis of all the 
material presented, the Soviet experts categorically repudiate the way 
in which primary data have been handled in the document of 5 Janu
ary and by some members of the United States delegation in the 
Working Group. Having uncovered many errors as mentioned above, 
and even some misrepresentation, in United States statements and 
documents, the Soviet experts note that they all tend in a single di-

1 Ante, p. 1099.
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rection—towards reducing the estimates of the control system’s effec
tiveness. The Soviet experts therefore cannot regard these shortcom
ings as resulting from carelessness or coincidence, and have come to the 
conclusion that there has been tendentious use of one-sidedly developed 
material for the purpose of undermining confidence in the control 
system whose basic characteristics were determined by the 1958 
Geneva Conference of Experts.

In this connexion, it must be noted that only the practical utiliza
tion of the control system will best permit evaluation of its effective
ness and introduction of improvements as appropriate. Many of the 
suggestions put before the Working Group by the United States 
scientists concerning possible improvements in the instrumentation 
and techniques of the control system can be regarded as correct in 
principle. Some of them could even now be recommended for prac
tical application. Others may be applicable after a certain amount 
of experience has been gained in the operation of the control system. 
Here we would restate what the Experts said in 1958, namely that 
the use of techniques and instrumentation reflecting the latest scien
tific developments can always be proposed. Such innovations will im
prove the operation of the control system and increase its capabilities. 
I t  is clear from this that the next task is not to engage in endless 
discussion about the potentialities of the control system but to con
clude an early agreement on the cessation of tests, establish a control 
system, and improve it on the basis of practical experience.

Dissimilation of seismic signals of wider ground explosions
During discussion of the amplitude of the seismic signal produced 

by an underground nuclear explosion, the United States delegation 
introduced the idea that the seismic signal could be disguised by carry
ing out the explosion in a sufficiently deep and large underground 
cavity. The United States experts’ views on the possibility of con
siderably reducing the seismic signal under such conditions are, in the 
main, based on general considerations of theory. However, even 
from the theoretical point of view, the earth’s crust is a very complex 
medium. Therefore* a combination of formal mathematical solutions 
for the problems involved in the dissimilation of underground explo
sions does not as yet offer a sound basis for any findings relating to 
the possible amplitude of the seismic signal generated by an explosion 
in a deep underground cavity or to the technical feasibility of carry
ing out vast underground construction operations at a depth of the 
order of one kilometre.
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Objective instrument readings as a basis for initiating 
on-site inspections

As the experts concluded in 1958, the control system will record ia 
considerable number of seismic signals from natural earthquakes, 
some of which it will not be able to identify. Study of an unidenti
fied event nmy give rise to suspicions and call for investigation at the 
site of the event. The Technical Working Group should elaborate 
criteria which would serve as a basis for initiating on-site inspection. 
As this statement has already indicated, the control system will record 
thousands of earthquakes equivalent to a yield of 1-2 kilotons and 
above. It is perfectly obvious that criteria must be chosen in such a 
way that, of this multitude of recorded seismic events, a relatively 
small number may be selected whose signals are consistent with those 
of nuclear explosions. Such events may be regarded as suspicious. I t 
is therefore clear that, the more useful the criteria in permitting the 
selection of the most suspicious events, the more effective will be the 
work of the control system. If the control system regards all reg
istered seismic events as equally suspicious, it will never be able to 
detect real violators.

The 1958 Experts’ report already contains clear and definite con
clusions concerning the possibilities and methods of distinguishing 
the seismic signals of earthquakes from those of explosions. The 
agreed proposals of the Technical Working Group relating to im
provements will unquestionably increase the control system’s capa
bility of correctly identifying earthquakes of less than 5 KT. yield. 
In this connexion, it would appear that the Technical Work
ing Group was to concentrate its attention on perfecting the criteria 
previously laid down and on finding new criteria, thereby augmenting 
the effectiveness of the control system in carrying out its most impor
tant function, that of identifying suspicious events and detecting 
possible violators.

With that purpose in mind, the Soviet experts put forward specific 
principles for the selection of suspicious events on the basis of find
ings as to a combination of objective instrument readings.

The basic requirements for determining that seismic events are to 
be regarded as suspicious can be different in aseismic areas (which 
represent almost 80 per cent of total continental area), where natural 
earthquakes are rare and control posts will be widely dispersed, and 
in seismic areas, where natural earthquakes are very frequent and the 
network of control posts will be considerably thicker. The Soviet 
proposals on criteria meet these requirements.
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We consider that a seismic event localized within an aseismic conti
nental area of 200 square kilometres (the Experts’ report establishes 
that, with well-defined co-ordinates, a seismic event can be localized 
within an area of 100 square kilometres) can be regarded as sus
picious if there are no clear and definite indications that it has 
occurred at a depth of tens of kilometres or that it has been accom
panied by the characteristic foreshocks and aftershocks of an 
earthquake.

Thus, the greater part of earthquakes occurring in aseismic areas 
would, in practice, be regarded as suspicious events.

This approach cannot be used with regard to seismic events occur
ring in seismic areas, where there are thousands of earthquakes per 
year. However, only some of them produce signals similar to those 
of nuclear explosions. The great density of the control post network 
in seismic areas will make it possible to ascertain reliably differences 
in the nature of seismic signals. For this purpose, it will be necessary 
to utilize the distinguishing characteristics previously ascertained and 
some of those now proposed. Specifically, the Soviet representatives 
proposed the use of the sign of first motion of the seismic signal (the 
effectiveness of which was ascertained by the Experts in 1958), as 
well as certain new indicators.

Such an approach will unquestionably ensure the detection of truly 
suspicious events, on which the control system’s future activity will 
be concentrated.

The approach of the United States delegation is completely differ
ent. On the basis of the wrong conclusions already referred to and 
notwithstanding the facts, the United States experts suggest a system 
of criteria which virtually rejects the very idea.of selecting suspicious 
events from the events recorded by the control system.

As a result of analysis, it became clear, for example, that if the 
United States criteria were used the determination of first motion 
could be considered basically reliable only in the case of explosions 
with yields of the order of hundreds or thousands of kilotons. Obvi
ously, such a formulation of criteria is challenged even by the United 
States interpretation of the Hardtack measurements.

According to the United States scientists themselves, their criteria 
would leave under suspicion the overwhelming majority of the earth
quakes registered by the control system.

The Soviet experts submit that here their United States colleagues 
are on the brink of absurdity.
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In concluding this statement, the Soviet experts note that, in spite 
of the significant differences that still remain, the meetings of the 
Technical Working Group had a positive result, as is shown by the 
adoption of an agreed decision regarding improvements of techniques 
and instrumentation, which can increase the effectiveness of the 
control system.
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ANNEX III

REPORT BY THE UNITED KINGDOM DELEGATION FROM
THE PROCEEDINGS OF TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP II

(1) The United Kingdom has no seismological data of its own on 
the underground explosion RAINIER or on the underground ex
plosions of the HARDTACK series. The United Kingdom has not 
exploded a nuclear device underground.

(2) The United Kingdom Delegation agrees with the Delegations 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America on the material given in the first Annex.1

(3) With regard to HARDTACK data on first motion, the opinion 
of the United Kingdom Delegation is stated as follows.

The 1958 Conference of Experts concluded that the majority of 
earthquakes can be distinguished from explosions with a high degree 
of reliability if the direction of first motion of the longitudinal wave is 
clearly registered at five or more stations. They also stated that, using 
their recommended array of seismometers at each control post, the 
direction of first motion would be clearly observed from weapons 
greater than 5 KT. over a range of distances from 2,000 to 3,500 km. 
from the weapon, even in periods of unfavourable noise conditions. 
This was the only instrumental criterion specifically mentioned by the 
Experts and was considered by them to be sufficiently powerful to 
identify not less than 90 per cent of all continental earthquakes.

The United Kingdom Delegation believes that the HARDTACK 
data have shown that the 1958 Experts were too optimistic. For ex
ample, we have been impressed by the fact that only one station out of 
six in the third zone (2,500 km. to 3,500 km.) in the case of BLANCA 
(19 KT.) gave a clearly recognizable compressional first motion. 
Whilst it is true that these observations were made with single BENI- 
OFF instruments, the use of arrays of ten such instruments can be 
expected to have given one positively identified compressional first 
motion out of six stations from an explosion of 4 KT. yield in the en
vironment of the BLANCA explosion. The use of 100 seismometers in 
each array, together with possible improvements in the individual in
struments, would certainly increase the proportion of the stations in 
the third zone able to identify positively compressional first motion; 
but to what extent is not yet clear. Since the stations in the third zone 
are of prime importance for collecting first motion data, the United 
Kingdom Delegation consider that even with arrays of 100 seismo
graphs of improved design, it is unlikely that the stations in the third 
zone will have a high probability of being able to show a positively 
identified compressional first motion from an explosion of 5 KT. in 
RAINIER conditions.

1 Ante, pp. 1559-1561.
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The HARDTACK data have been criticized on the grounds that 
the BENIOFF seismographs used in the experiment did not comply 
with the specification of the 1958 Conference of Experts. However, 
the United Kingdom Delegation accepts the demonstration given by 
the United States Delegation that the characteristics of the 
BENIOFF instrument are such that the fact that it did not comply 
with the specification would not make it inferior for the registration 
of the first motion in the presence of seismic noise.

The maximum amount of information must be extracted from the 
basic data of RAINIER and HARDTACK because these are the 
only underground nuclear explosions for which we have results.

(4) With regard to the number of earthquakes per year in the 
world equivalent to or greater than underground explosions of a given 
yield, the United Kingdom Delegation have the following views.

The Geneva Conference of Experts in 1958 had available to them 
the data from only one underground nuclear explosion (RAINIER). 
As a result of the HARDTACK series, more data have become avail
able. Using all of these data, we estimate that each year throughout 
the world there will probably be between 1,000 and 4,000 shallow 
earthquakes equivalent to 20 KT. or more, between 2,500 and 10,000 
equivalent to 5 KT. or more, and between 7,500 and 30,000 equivalent 
to 1 KT. or more. The spread in these figures reflects our uncertain
ties about the seismic signals generated by underground nuclear explo
sions, and also our ignorance of the worldwide distribution of small 
earthquakes.

We think that it is important to appreciate the large range of uncer
tainty in these numbers.

(5) With regard to the possibility of greatly reducing the seismic 
signals by exploding a nuclear weapon in a deep underground cavity, 
the views of the United Kingdom Delegation are as follows.

Theory shows that the seismic signal generated by a nuclear explo
sion in an underground cavity can be much less than that from an 
equal explosion in RAINIER conditions. The theory assumes that 
the cavity is sufficiently large and deep for the material around the 
cavity, right up to the boundary surface, to behave elastically. Calcu
lations indicate, for example, that a cavity in salt, one kilometer 
below ground level, of volume 7 x lOW per kiloton, should suffice to 
meet the theoretical requirements.

The theory assumes a perfect isotropic medium, and makes certain 
assumptions about the stress distribution around the cavity before the 
explosion occurs. Careful work would have to be done before it could 
be stated that conditions likely to be met in practice do not require the 
theory to be modified. However, it may well be possible in practice, 
should the necessary scientific research and engineering effort be
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found, to give confidence that a decoupling factor ctf two orders of 
magnitude compared with RAINIER conditions eould be achieved.

Experiments have been made to compare the seismic signals at 
about one mile irom high explosive changes, exploded :in an under
ground cavity, with those given by small charges placed a few feet 
from the cavity in the surrounding limestone. Approximately ten 
times as much explosive was required in the cavity as in the surround
ing limestone to give equal seismic signals. A decoupling factor of 
about one order of magnitude in limestone has thus been demonstrated 
for one cavity which was smaller and less deep than those demanded 
by the above-mentioned theory.

Cavities are known to exist in salt formations which would satisfy 
the volume and depth requirements for a few kilotons. The cavities 
are not spherical shape and the stress distributions around the cavities 
are not known.

(6) The Soviet Delegation suggested criteria which would separate 
off a relatively small class of events which they consider eligible for 
inspection. In our opinion, explosions of several tens of kilotons 
would be correctly classified by these means; but small explosions 
would, with high probability, be misidentified as earthquakes.

The United States Delegation suggested criteria which will identify 
most large earthquakes, but leave the majority of seismic events uni
dentified and hence eligible for inspection.

We accept the value of the American and Soviet criteria on depth 
of focus and epicentral location in deep oceans. We think that the 
criteria on foreshocks and aftershocks are useful ones and we also 
approve the proposed criterion about eligibility for inspection based 
on the location of the epicentre in an aseismic area.

With regard to the location of an epicentre, we consider that when 
reliable travel time curves have been established, it should be possible 
to locate an event to within an area of 200 square kilometers, except 
near a coastline. National seismic stations can give valuable help 
in determining travel time curves.

In addition to the main criteria based on first motion, the American 
and the Soviet Delegations have suggested a number of phenomena 
and methods capable of giving auxiliary information. These may be 
called aids to criteria. We believe that these aids can appreciably 
increase the value of the choice of an inspection over that of random 
choice. We are hopeful that some of them may be capable of being 
codified into valuable criteria at some time in the future, when the 
necessary research has been done. However, we cannot at present 
see how any of these aids can be codified, and we do not believe that 
at present any of them has the element of reliability that a criterion 
must have.
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Thua the difficulty in which we find ourselves is that we cannot at 
present propose criteria which will identify a large proportion of 
earthquakes as such. A large number remain unidentified and must1 
therefore be considered as eligible for inspection. Aids are not yet in 
a codified form or sufficiently reliable to be used as criteria but they 
do have real value as statistical weighting factors.

In our opinion, the best that can be done in the present state of 
knowledge is to define criteria which will identify a modest proportion 
of earthquakes. The remaining events must be regarded as eligible 
for inspection, even though the number of events will, for a few 
years, be far too large for all to be inspected. However, world 
research on seismology, including work done by the control organ 
itself, could in a few years materially increase the proportion of 
earthquakes which can be identified.

It is for the Political Conference to consider the procedure by which 
the aids to criteria might be introduced as weighting factors and the 
procedure by which the events to be inspected are chosen.

(Signed) W. G. P e n n e y
Head of United Kingdom Delegation 
to Technical Working Group II.
Geneva. December 18, 1959.

ANNEX IV
REPORT OF THE DELEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES CON- 

CERNING TECHNICAL WORKING GROUP II OF THE CONFER
ENCE ON THE DISCONTINUANCE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
TESTS

A. The Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons 
Tests on 24 November 1959 agreed upon terms of reference for 
Technical Working Group II  as follows:

“The Technical Working Group of experts shall consider the 
question of the use of objective instrument readings in connection 
with the selection of an event which cannot be identified by the 
international control organ and which could be suspected of being 
a nuclear explosion, in order to determine a basis for initiating 
on-site inspections. As part of their work, the experts, proceeding 
from the discussions and the conclusions of the Geneva Conference 
of Experts, shall consider all data and studies relevant to the detec
tion and identification of seismic events and shall consider possible 
improvements of the techniques and instrumentation.5’
B. The Delegation of the United States to Technical Working 

Group II  concludes on the basis of its consideration, proceeding from
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the discussions and the conclusions of the Geneva Conference of 
Experts, of all data and studies relevant to the detection and identifica
tion of seismic events as follows:

1. On the basis of the Hardtack data, the amplitude of first 
motion of P-waves is smaller than was concluded on the basis of 
data available to the Conference of Experts. Because of the small 
amplitude of first motion and the presence of noise, the first motion 
from an explosion will sometimes appear to be a rarefaction at 
distances up to 1100 kilometers and also beyond 25000 kilometers. 
The vertical component seismograms obtained during the Hardtack 
operation showed numerous apparent first motions corresponding to 
rarefactions. The direction of the first motion is also unreliable in 
the “shadow zone” which was shown by Hardtack data to extend 
from about 1100 to 2500 kilometers, instead of 1000 to 2000 kilo
meters as was concluded at the Conference of Experts. As a result 
of these new data concerning first motion, we conclude that the 
direction of first motion which the Conference of Experts considered 
to be the only specific criterion for identifying earthquakes is useful 
only at substantially higher equivalent yields than was concluded 
by the Conference of Experts.

2. The amplitudes of seismic signals produced in the Hardtack 
Series were smaller than would have been estimated on the basis 
of the data available to the Conference of Experts. We estimate 
that each year there will be throughout the world about 2000 
shallow earthquakes equivalent to 20 KT. or more, about 5000 equiv
alent to 5 KT. or more, and about 15,000 equivalent to 1 KT. or 
more. However, our knowledge of the frequency of occurrence is 
uncertain by at least a factor of two either way. It is expected that 
variations of location, medium, and depth of the explosion will also 
produce considerable variation of the amplitude of the seismic 
signal from a closely confined explosion of a given yield. Our 
estimated number differs from the number which could have been 
estimated on the basis of the data available to the Conference of 
Experts by less than the uncertainties mentioned above.

3. Theory now indicates that the amplitude of the seismic signal 
produced by an underground explosion at large distance should vary 
with the first power of the yield up to at least 20 KT. For suffi
ciently greater yields theory shows that the signal should vaiy as 
the % power of yield. The best fit with a single power law to the 
Rainier and Hardtack data, including explosions in the 100-ton 
range, is provided by an exponent of 0.9 ±0.1. Consideration of 
Rainier, Logan and Blanca (1.7 to 19 kilotons) alone would indicate 
an 0.7 ±0.1 power law.

4. The Hardtack tests show that strong horizontally polarized 
transverse waves (SH) and long-period Love waves are excited
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by underground explosions. Therefore, such waves cannot be con
sidered characteristic only of earthquakes.

5. Rigorous theoretical calculations combined with measurements 
on the Rainier explosion show that the seismic signal produced by 
an explosion in a sufficiently large underground cavity in salt or 
hard rock will be reduced by a factor of 300 or more relative to the 
seismic signal from an explosion of the same yield under Rainier 
conditions. Calculations indicate that a cavity at a depth of about 
one kilometer with a volume of 7 x 104 cubic meters per kiloton 
should suffice.

Cavities are known to exist in salt formations which would satisfy 
the volume and depth requirement for explosions of several kilotons. 
Engineering studies indicate that it is feasible to construct cavities 
which would satisfy the volume requirement for explosions at least 
as large as 70 kilotons. The total construction time for a cavity of 
this size in a salt dome is estimated to be from 2 to 4 years.
C. The Delegation of the United States concurs with the conclu

sions and recommendations of Technical Working Group 2 regarding 
possible improvements of techniques and instrumentation which 
have the purpose of improving the detection and identification of 
seismic events. These agreed conclusions and recommendations are 
set forth in the following paragraphs C, 1 through C, 4:

1. The Technical Working Group has examined the following 
possible techniques and instrumentation which have the purpose of 
improving the detection and identification of seismic events:

a. Arrays of seismographs. Arrays of 10 seismographs at 
each control post were considered and recommended by the Con
ference of Experts in 1958 in order to increase the signal-to- 
noise ratio. Experiments since then have confirmed the effective
ness of this method, and the possibility of further improvement 
by use of even larger arrays of seismographs.

b. Use of long-period surface waves. Experiments since 1958 
have shown that this method may assume an important role in the 
identification of earthquakes. The measurement of long-period 
waves would be facilitated by including, at all control posts, 
three-component long-period seismographs with response charac
teristics optimized for the registration of such waves. These 
waves will have periods greater than about 10 seconds.

c. Improvement of the operating characteristics of seismic 
equipment. I t may ibe possible to develop seismographs with 
more nearly ideal response characteristics, both in the region of 
long and short periods, to improve the registration of seismic 
events in the presence of noise.
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d. Seismographs in deep holes. The method of using seismo
graphs in holes sufficiency deep to avoid surface noise should be 
studied further and tested*

e. Spectra of long-period surface waves; Preliminary studies 
of long-period surface* waves show promise that, ab a* given station, 
earthquakes may be characterized by a lower dominant frequency 
than are explosions of the same magnitude in the same area.

f. Other methods of potential interest. There is sufficient 
theoretical basis for the following methods to justify their further 
study, but experimental results, although encouraging, are insuf
ficient at present for us to say exactly how they can be used. 
After some experience and additional research, some of the 
methods listed below might prove to be of considerable value 
to the control system.

(1) Use of the ratio of the amplitudes of horizontal and ver
tical waves. The ratio of horizontal amplitude to vertical 
amplitude of short-period transverse body waves is related to 
detailed mechanisms at the source. This method could become, 
important if the influence of departures from homogeneity, both 
at the source and along the propagation path, could be eliminated. 
There is good reason to expect that the ratio of the amplitudes of 
long-period waves (for example, Love waves and Rayleigh waves) 
will ibe less sensitive to those inhomogeneities, and therefore, 
more effective in revealing the characteristics of the course.

(2) Analysis of long-period surface waves. Long-period sur
face waves were detected at large distances in the case of the 
underground nuclear explosions Blanca and Logan. In principle, 
information about the characteristics of the source, relevant to the 
problem of distinguishing earthquakes from explosions, can be 
obtained by analysis of these long-period surface waves. Partial 
success has been achieved in a few experimental investigations of 
earthquakes and explosions. Until the azimuthal variation of 
surface waves from different sources has been studied, the signifi
cance cannot be determined.

(3) Comparison of the shapes of entire longitudinal waves 
trains received at different stations. This method offers hope of 
extending capability of direct assessment of first motion. Devel
opment of objective methods of comparison is needed in order to 
properly evaluate the possible importance of this method.

(4) Use of modem data analysis techniques and electronic 
computing machines. The analysis of seismic waves can be 
improved by use of modem computing methods, both analogue 
and digital, including digital recording and processing on calcu
lating machines and certain advanced techniques of modem com
munication theory.
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(5) The use of reflected PP and other waves to provide data 
for the study of the nature of the source of the seismic event.
2. The Technical Working Group recommends, on the basis of 

the consideration of the possible methods for improvement described 
in Para. C.l above, that the recommendations of the Conference 
of Experts for instrumentation at control posts be modified as 
follows:

a* Installation at all control posts of three-component long- 
period seismometers of periods greater than ten seconds with the 
response characteristics optimized for the registration of Surface 
waves in the presence of noise.

b. Increase in the number of short-period vertical seismometers 
from 10 (as recommended by the Conference of Experts) to 100*

c. Choice of the optimum short-period seismometer as the com
ponent of the arrays recommended by the Conference of Experts 
for purposes of best registration of first motion in the presence 
of noise.
3. The Technical Working Group recognizes that the recom

mendations in Para. C.2 above represent improvements of instru
mentation for the detection and identification of seismic events and 
that the possible methods considered in Para. C.l may lead to 
improvements in the future.

4. The Technical Working Group recommends for consideration 
by the Conference the techniques and instrumentation described 
above, which have the purpose of improving the detection and iden
tification of seismic events.
D. The Delegation of the United States to Working Group 2 con

cludes that any seismic event, located as described in Paragraph D.l 
below, could be suspected of being an underground nuclear explosion 
and therefore should be eligible for inspection unless it meets one or 
more of the specific criteria enumerated in Paragraph D.2 below 
which identify the event as an earthquake. A seismic event occurring 
in an aseismic area is to be considered eligible for inspection even if 
it meets the criteria of Para. D.2(d) below. For this purpose an 
^seismic area is to be considered as any area at a distance of more 
than 100 kilometers from the epicenter of a located earthquake of 
magnitude 4.4 or greater.

1. Location of Seismic Events
A seismic event shall be considered to be located when seismic 

signals, whose frequencies, amplitudes, durations, and velocities are 
consistent with those of waves from earthquakes or explosions, are 
recorded at a sufficient number of control posts to establish the ap
proximate time and position of the event. This requires at least
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. : 4 clearly measurable arrival times of identifiable phases which are 
mutually consistent to.within ±3 seconds. These 4consistent arrival 
times must include P-wave arrival times at 3 different control posts. 

If  the event5 is eligible for inspection, the area eligible for in- 
1 spection cbnsists of that 500 square kilometers which has the highest 

 ̂ likelihood of containing the epicenter, according to a previously 
; established data reduction procedure. This procedure shall take 

into account the frequent occurrence of relatively aberrant observa
tions and the relative accuracies of different observations. When 
adequately precise regional travel time curves are developed and 
used, and consistent arrival times are available from control posts 
surrounding the epicenter, that is, from control posts at least one 
of which lies in every possible 90° sector around the epicenter, the 
area eligible for inspection will be the 200 square kilometers which 
has the highest likelihood of containing the epicenter.

2. Identification of Earthquakes
A located seismic event shall be ineligible for inspection if, and 

only if, it fulfils one or more of the following criteria:
a. Its depth of focus is established as below 60 kilometers;
b. Its epicentral location is established to be in the deep open 

ocean and the event is unaccompanied by a hydroacoustic signal 
consistent with the seismic epicenter and origin time;

c. I t is established within 48 hours to be a foreshock by the 
occurrence of a larger event of at least magnitude 6 whose epi
center coincides with that of the given event within the accuracy 
of the determination of the two epicenters. The eligibility of the 
second event for inspection must be determined separately.

d. The directions of clearly recorded first motions define a 
pattern which strongly indicates a faulting source. First motions 
recorded at distances between 1100 kilometers and 2500 kilometers 
will not be used. First motions beyond 3500 kilometers will not be 
used for events of magnitude smaller than 5.5. The apparent 
direction of first motion must also meet both the following mini
mum conditions to be considered to be clearly recorded:

(1) The amplitude of the half-cycle of apparent, first motion 
is at least two (2) times as large as any half-cycle of apparent 
noise in the preceding few minutes, and

(2) The largest of the amplitudes of the half-cycle of apparent 
first motion and the two immediately following half cycles:

(a) at epicentral distances less than 700 kilometers is twenty 
(20) times larger than any half-cycle of noise in the pre
ceding few minutes,



DOCUMENT 400 : DECEMBER 18, 1959 1583

(b) at epicentral distances more than 700 kilometers is forty 
(40) times larger than any half-cycle of noise in the pre
ceding few minutes.

A pattern of clearly recorded first motions strongly indicates 
-a faulting source if the observed motions, extended backward to 
a small sphere about the focus, can be separated into alternate 
quadrants by two orthogonal great circles drawn on the small 
sphere, with the requirement that two opposite quadrants com
bined (i) contain at least 4 clearly recorded rarefactive first mo
tions and (ii) contain not more than 15% compressions among the 
•clearly recorded first motions.

First motion criteria cannot properly be defined without speci
fying the seismograph used. In this connection the description of 
the short-period vertical seismographs which make up the arrays 
of 10 described by the Conference of Experts has to be expanded 
-as follows: the instruments will be optimized to detect first motion 
in the field of noise known to exist in the earth and the receiving 
band will be selected to balance the need to reproduce the charac
teristic form of the seismic signal against the need to reject the 
noise, and will be such as will permit operation of single seismo
graphs at quiet stations with a magnification greater than 106 at 
the frequency of peak response. These conditions are presently 
judged to place the frequency of peak response somewhere between 
1 and 5 cycles/sec.

e. I t is established to be an aftershock of a seismic event of at 
least magnitude 6 which has been clearly identified as an earth
quake by the criteria in Pars. D.2 a, b, or d. For this purpose an 
aftershock is defined as one of a sequence of earthquakes which oc
curs less than one week after the main shock and which has an 
epicenter within 10 kilometers of the epicenter of the main shock.
3. The basic data for all criteria will be obtained from the control 

posts. Supplementary data not involved in determining the eligi
bility of a particular event for inspection may be derived from 
national stations; for example, readings from national stations 
might be used to establish the regional travel time curves as de
scribed in Para. D.l.
E. The criteria described; above in Section D, which make certain 

detected and located seismic events ineligible for inspection, leave a 
large number of seismic events eligible for inspection. Selection of 
certain eligible events for inspection may be made more effective by the 
use of auxiliary seismological information, so long as this information 
is used only as an aid to selection, and is never allowed, by its own 
weight, to exclude the possibility that a particular event will be in
spected. At the present state of seismological knowledge, the effective



1584 DOCUMENT 400 : DECEMBER 18, 1959

ness of selection would be very greatly reduced if any rigid or formal 
procedure of using such auxiliary information were adopted. Such 
auxiliary information may include the following seismic phenomena:

1. Even if an event remains eligible for inspection in accordance 
with the criterion of Paragraph D.2.d above, first motion phenomena 
may provide auxiliary information. Specifically, both (a) patterns 
of first motion consistent with a faulting source, and (b) rarefac
tional first motions at stations where the signal-to-noise ratio is high, 
are suggestive of natural earthquakes.

2. Surface wave phenomena can provide auxiliary information, 
particularly in view of their large amplitudes in comparison with 
first movements of the longitudinal wave. Specifically, the follow
ing are suggestive of natural earthquakes:

a. inferred near-source behavior of Rayleigh waves consistent 
with a faulting source;

b. high ratios of Love wave amplitude to Rayleigh wave 
amplitude at a number of stations at widely different azimuths 
from the source;

c. predominant frequencies of Love waves equal to or less than 
the value typical of earthquakes of the same magnitude recorded 
over a similar path;

d. predominant frequencies of Rayleigh waves equal to or less 
than the value typical of earthquakes of the same magnitude 
recorded over a similar path;

e. unusually large amplitude of long-period surface waves in 
comparison to that expected of an explosion of the same magni
tude, and

f. strong dependence of long-period Rayleigh wave amplitudes 
on azimuth of observation.
3. The following also provide auxiliary information suggestive 

of a natural earthquake:
a. a sequence of many after-shocks;
b. large ratios of SH to SV amplitudes at many and widely 

different azimuths from the source;
c. a seismogram duplicating in detail a seismogram from a 

known earthquake with coincident epicenter ; and
d. seismic waves, particularly surface-reflected body phases, 

indicative of a focal depth of tens of kilometers.
4. For the Nevada underground explosions and many earth

quakes, at distances beyond 2500 kilometers the ratio of second-to- 
first motion appears to be several times larger, on the average, than 
the ratio of third-to-second motion. This fact may be useful in 
evaluating the direction of first motion, since on a given seismogram
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the earliest motion of a size comparable with that immediately 
following, would then be likely to be the actual second motion. 
The variations in the ratios of second-to-first and third-to-second 
motion are large, and explosions in other situations may produce 
seismic waves of quite different amplitude ratios, so that the power 
of this method cannot be evaluated at this time.

I t  is not possible at the present time to devise a formal procedure 
for the use of this auxiliary information, nor is it possible to use it 
as a means to eliminate the eligibility of any particular event for 
inspection. However, some of the seismic characteristics listed above 
may, in the future, develop into criteria to establish an event as 
natural in origin. The formulation and establishment of future 
criteria using such characteristics can only be carried out on the basis 
of continuing research. This research is likely to involve observa
tions at many locations of earthquakes and, in some cases, of large 
explosions, the development of instruments, and the use of modem 
data processing techniques.

ANNEX IV
A ppendix

Comments by the Delegation of the United States Regarding the 
“Report of the Delegation of the United States concerning Techni
cal Working Group 2 of the Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests”
In accordance with the Terms of Reference, the United States 

Delegation bases its report on all scientifically valid conclusions con
cerning the detection and identification of nuclear events based on 
new studies and data, whether such conclusions would lead to improve
ments of the system or would lead to an assessment which would 
make the system appear less effective. I t is the view of the United 
States Delegation that mentioning only the potential improvements 
in its final conclusions on this subject would mislead the Conference 
on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests concerning the pres
ent technical status of the possible control system.

One of the important conclusions in Section B of the report deals 
with the so-called “first motion” problem, that is the direction in 
which a seismic needle would swing as a first response to a seismic 
disturbance. This direction was considered by the Conference of 
Experts to be the primary tool for discriminating between earth
quakes and explosions. The conclusion drawn by the United States 
Delegation based on new data is that this method of discrimination 
is much less effective than had been thought.
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A further important conclusion in this section concerns the possibil
ity of concealment of underground nuclear explosions by detonating 
such an explosion in a vfcry large underground cavity in salt or hard 
rock. I t  was shown theoretically that the seismic signal of a given 
explosion under these conditions could be reduced three hundredfold 
or more as compared to the signals produced in the Nevada tests. 
Consequently explosions could be made to look smaller by this factor 
and thus be much harder to detect and locate.

An item in Section B deals with the estimate of the number of 
earthquakes which would be expected to be detected and located by 
the control system. The conclusion is that the estimates of such a 
number are very uncertain but that about 15,000 earthquakes per year 
would be located by this system over the whole world, corresponding 
to earth movements produced by nuclear explosions of more than one 
kiloton. For larger explosions such as 20 kilotons, the number of 
equivalent earthquakes is about 2,000 worldwide.

All Delegations concurred in Section C, which contains a list of 
new seismological techniques which could in the future be used to 
improve the control system. Our knowledge of these techniques 
ranges from very detailed to purely speculative, but it is clear that 
further research work will demonstrate the degree of utility which 
these techniques and improvements of instrumentations may have 
on the control system. As a result of these studies, the delegations 
were able to agree on specific recommendations for instrumental 
improvements of the control system as listed in Section C.

Section D describes “criteria based on objective instrument read
ings” which could be used by the control organization in determining 
the eligibility of detected and located seismic events for inspection. 
Agreement was not reached on this section. It is the view of the U.S. 
Delegation that such criteria must be formulated so that a large num
ber of explosions would not be classified as natural earthquakes and 
that the criteria must be based on well established technical informa
tion. Unfortunately, the resulting criteria classify only a small frac
tion of the seismic events as natural earthquakes leaving a large num
ber eligible for inspection. I t was the view of the USSR Delegation 
that criteria must be specified by this Working Group which would 
remove a large fraction of the seismic events from eligibility for 
inspection by identifying them as natural earthquakes. However, it is 
the view of the U.S. Delegation that this is impossible within present 
technical knowledge. In fact the criteria proposed by the USSR Dele
gation would have classified; such events as the recent U.S. under
ground nuclear test explosions which range up to 19 kilotons in yield 
as natural earthquakes and thus would have made them ineligible for 
inspection. It is the view of the U.S. Delegation that as scientific
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knowledge progresses  ̂more useful criteria can be formulated in the 
future.

The U.S. Delegation recognizes, thatthere is a great deal of addi
tional seismic information available, as listed in Section E, which is 
not sufficiently complete to be formulated into specific criteria, The 
U.S. Delegation feels that such auxiliary information should be ver^ 
useful if evaluated in a competent technical manner in connection with 
a particular seismic event.

In the view of the U.S. Delegation, the problem of the formulation 
of criteria is a strictly technical problem. If technical knowledge per
mits one to identify a large fraction of seismic events as earthquakes,, 
then it is clearly a great advantage to the control system. If technical 
knowledge does not permit this, then seismic events must remain eligi
ble for inspection. Determination of the means of selecting events to 
be inspected must be left for further consideration by the Conference.

401. Statement by the United States Representative 
(Fisk) to the Geneva Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear-Weapon Tests, December 19, 
19591

I had hoped that we would not be called upon today to re-argue our 
cases, particularly since I  understand that the annexes to the report 
which we have submitted to you today are to be published, and par
ticularly also because these questions have been so thoroughly covered 
in the verbatim records.

However, since Mr. Federov has read his incorrect, distorted and 
misleading statement,21 feel that the record would be lopsided if I  did 
not make a few moderate comments on behalf of the United States 
delegation.

Mr. Federov has referred to a large number of very highly technical 
and complicated matters. I  do not propose to comment on all of them, 
for the reasons that I  have cited. There are, however, a few which 
deserve comment at this time.

Mr. Federov has returned once again to the argument which he 
has used persistently throughout our meetings—namely, the argu
ment that the new data based on the Hardtack experiments are invalid

1 Conference doc. GEN/DNT/PV.150 (provisional), pp. 26-33; Department of 
State press release 884, Dec. 29, 1959.

2 GEN/DNT/PV.150 (provisional), pp. 5-25; with minor editorial changes, 
this statement is reproduced as Annex II of the report of Technical Working 
Group II (ante, doc. 400).
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because they in effect do not represent a test of the system recom
mended by the Geneva Conference of Experts.1 I  should like to 
observe that that assertion is irrelevant. I  would, furthermore, 
observe that the instruments which were used in the Hardtack 
experiments have been conclusively shown, in the course of the meet
ings of the Technical Working Group, to be superior to those which 
we understand were recommended by the Conference of Experts. 
Mr. Federov challenges us because not every one of the total number 
of seismographs used in the Hardtack experiments was used in every 
experiment. This has no essential bearing on the results. I  would 
simply observe that sixteen seismographs, well calibrated and well 
placed, for any one of these underground explosions, are a rather 
unusually large number and the data from them are good, relevant 
and complete.

Mr. Federov charges us with changing the source data as a matter 
of whim. I  should like to remind him that the source data are the 
seismograms themselves. Many of them have been available to the 
Soviet delegation for a number of months. In the first few meet
ings of the Technical Working Group, 250 were made available to 
the Soviet delegation. Those are the source data. If the Soviet 
scientists are willing to do their own homework, they have available 
every bit of data that we have laboured on for so long.

Mr. Federov says that we introduced new data at the nineteenth 
meeting of the Working Group. That is an absurd statement. I  
should like to observe that it was only at last, at that nineteenth meet
ing, that we could even bring Mr. Federov to discuss on a technical 
basis the very important question of first motion. Furthermore, what 
he calls new data were obtained by measuring the very seismograms 
that had been made available to the Soviet delegation earlier.

I should now like to make some remarks about the final report 
of the United States delegation concerning the work of the Technical 
Working Group.2

In accordance with the Group’s terms of reference, the United 
States delegation bases its report on all scientifically valid conclu
sions concerning the detection and identification of nuclear events 
based on new studies and data, whether such conclusions would lead 
to improvements of the system or would lead to an assessment which 
would make the system appear less effective. I t  is our view that 
mentioning only the potential improvements in the final conclusions 
on this subject would mislead the Conference on the Discontinuance 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests concerning the present technical status of 
the possible control system.

1 Ante, doc. 284.
* Ante, doc. 400, Annex IV.
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One of the important conclusions in the section of our report on 
new data deals with the so-called first motion problem—that is, the 
direction in which a seismic needle would swing as a first response 
to a seismic disturbance. This direction was considered by the Con
ference of Experts in 1958 to be the primary tool for discriminating 
between earthquakes and explosions. The conclusion drawn by the 
United States delegation, based on new data, is that this method of 
discrimination is much less effective than had been thought.

A further important conclusion in that section concerns the pos
sibility of concealment of underground nuclear explosions by deto
nating such explosions in a very large cavity in salt or hard rock. I t 
was shown theoretically that the seismic signal of a given explosion 
under these conditions could be reduced three hundredfold or more 
as compared to the signals produced in the Nevada tests. Conse
quently, explosions could be made to look smaller by this factor and 
thus be much harder to detect and locate.

Another item of the same section deals with a subject to which 
Mr. Federov has given much attention—that is, the estimate of the 
number of earthquakes which would be expected to be detected and 
located by the system. The conclusion is that the estimates of such 
a number are very uncertain but that about 15,000 earthquakes per 
year would be located by the system over the whole world, corre
sponding to earth movements produced by nuclear explosions of more 
than one kiloton. For larger explosions, such as 20 kilotons, the 
number of equivalent earthquakes is about 2,000 world-wide.

All delegations concurred in the section on seismic improvements, 
and I  do not believe that it needs any further comment. However, 
much work and research must be done to make these new methods 
effective.

We then have a section on criteria based on objective instrument 
readings which could be used by the control organization in determin
ing the eligibility of detected and located seismic events for inspection* 
Agreement was not reached on that section. It is the United States 
delegation’s view that such criteria must be formulated so that a large 
number of explosions would not be classified as natural earthquakes 
and that the criteria must be based on well established technical in
formation. Unfortunately, the resulting criteria classify only a> 
small fraction of the seismic events as natural earthquakes, leaving a 
large number eligible for inspection. It was the Soviet delegation’s 
view that criteria must be specified by the Working Group which, 
would remove a large fraction of the seismic events from eligibility 
for inspection by identifying them as natural earthquakes. However, 
it is the United States delegation’s view that this is impossible within 
present technical knowledge. In fact, the criteria proposed by the 
Soviet delegation would have classified such events as the recent
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United States underground nuclear test explosions, which ranged up 
' to J.9 kilotons in yield, as natural earthquakes and thus would have 
< made them ineligible for inspection. I t  is the United States delega
tion’s view that as scientific knowledge progresses more useful 
criteria can be formulate^ in the future.

We recognize that there is a great deal of additional seismic in
formation available, as listed in a substantial section of our report, 
but that information is not sufficiently complete to be formulated into 
specific criteria. The United States delegation feels that such aux
iliary information should be very useful if evaluated in a competent 
technical manner in connection with a particular seismic event.

The problem of the formulation of criteria is a strictly technical 
problem. If  technical knowledge permits one to identify a large 
fraction of seismic events as earthquakes, then it is clearly a great 
advantage to the control system. If technical knowledge does not 
permit that, then seismic events must remain eligible for inspection. 
Determination of the means of selecting events to be inspected must 
ibe left for further consideration by the main Conference.

402. Statement by President Eisenhower: Nuclear 
Weapons Tests, December 29, 1959 1

The negotiations with respect to the cessation of nuclear testing have 
now been in progress for fourteen months. While now recessed* they 
will soon be resumed. No satisfactory agreement is yet in sight. The 
prospects for such an agreement have been injured by the recent un
willingness on the part of the politically guided Soviet experts to give 
serious scientific consideration to the effectiveness of seismic techniques 
for the detection of underground nuclear explosions. Indeed the at
mosphere of the talks has been clouded by the intemperate and tech
nically unsupportable Soviet annex to the report of the technical 
experts.2 The distinguished American group of scientists who com
posed the United States delegation will make public from the ver
batim records of the conference the facts which will completely refute 
this Soviet document.3

We will resume negotiations in a continuing spirit of seeking to 
reach a safeguarded agreement. In the meantime, the voluntary mora
torium on testing4 will expire on December 31.

1 White House press release, Dec. 29, 1959 (released at Augusta, Ga.). On 
Dec. 30, Premier Khrushchev told the director of the Buenos Aires Clarin that 
the U.S.S.R. would not resume testing unless the Western Powers did so (Moscow 
radio broadcast, Jan. 3, 1960).

a Ante, doc. 400, Annex II.
* Ante, doc. 401.
4 See ante, doc. 371.



Although we consider ourselves free to resume nuclear weapons 
testing, we shall not resume nuclear weapons tests without announcing 
our intention in advance of any resumption. During the period of 
voluntary suspension of nuclear weapons tests the United States will 
continue its active program of weapon research, development and lab
oratory-type experimentation.
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MAPS OF PROPOSED AERIAL INPECTION ZONES

Map No. 1
A. President’8 “Open Skies” proposal of July 21, 1955 (text antet doc. 120 K 

Includes “these steps” :
“To give to each other [i.e., the United States and the Soviet Union] a com

plete blueprint of our military establishments, 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 photography to the- 
other country—we to provide you the facilities within our country, ample facili
ties 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. . .

B. “Illustrative concept” which the U.S. representative discussed with the Soviet 
representative on the Disarmament Subcommittee, April 9, 1957. Suggests the 
following areas, extending in both cases from the North Pole to 45 degrees north 
latitude: (1) the area between longitude 5 and 30 degrees east (i.e., from the- 
North Pole to Marseille at one corner to Odessa at the other corner), and (2> 
the area between longitude 140 degrees west and 160 degrees east. This “illus
trative concept’* was later converted into the firm proposal described in par. I>r 
p. 1594. (See Disarmament: The Intensified Effort, 1955-1958 (Department of 
State publication 6676; 1958), pp. 39, 44r-46.)
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t,

Map No* 2 |

Western aerial inspection proposal, August 29, 1957 (tex t antef doc. 219).* 
Essential points as follow s:

“C. W ith regard to inspection in  the W estern Hemisphere and in the Soviet 
Union the Governments of Canada, France, the United Kingdom and the United 
States propose the following:

“1. T hat all the territo ry  of the continental United States, all Alaska includ
ing the Aleutian Islands, a ll the territo ry  of Canada and all the territory  of 
the Soviet Union will be open to inspection.

“2. I f  the Government of the Soviet Union rejects th is broad proposal, to 
which is related the proposal for inspection in Europe, referred to in paragraph 
D below, the Governments of Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and the 
United S tates (withJ:he consent of the Governments of Denmark and Norway) 
propose th a t:

“All the territo ry  north of the Arctic Circle of the Soviet Union, Canada, the 
United States (A laska), Denmark (Greenland), and Norway; all the territo ry  
of Canada, the United States and the Soviet Union west of 140 degrees W est 
longitude, east of 160 degrees E ast longitude and north of 50 degrees North 
la titu d e ; all the remainder of A laska; all the rem ainder of the Kamchatka 
peninsu la; and all of the Aleutian and K urile Islands will be open to inspection.

“D. W ith regard to inspection in Europe, provided there is commitment on 
the p a rt of the Soviet Union to one of the two foregoing proposals, the Govern
m ents of Canada, France, the United Kingdom and the United States, w ith the 
concurrence in principle of their European allies and in continuing consultation 
w ith  them, subject to the indispensable consent of the countries concerned and 
to any m utually agreed exceptions, propose th a t an area including all of Europe, 
bounded in the south by latitude 40 degrees North and in the west by 10 degrees 
W est longitude and in  the east by 60 degrees East longitude will be open to 
inspection.

“E. I f  the Government of the Soviet Union rejects this broad proposal, then, 
under the same proviso expressed above, a more limited zone of inspection in 
Europe could be discussed but only on the understanding th a t this would include 
a  significant p a rt of the territory  of the Soviet Union, as well as the other 
countries of E astern  Europe.”

* N o te  : This proposal was linked w ith other disarm ament measures and was 
not to be construed as a separable arrangement.



MAP NO. 2 1595



1596 MAP NO. 3

Map No. 3

A. Soviet aerial inspection proposal of November 17, 1956 (tex t ante, doc. 
163). S tates th a t the Soviet Government “is prepared to consider the ques
tion of using aerial photography in the area in Europe where basic m ilitary 
forces of the North A tlantic P act are  located and in  countries participating in  
the W arsaw  P act to a depth of 800 kilometers to the E ast and W est from the 
line of dem arcation of the above-mentioned m ilitary forces, if  there is agreement 
o f the appropriate states.”

[ E d it o r ia l  N o te  : The eastern and western boundaries of the proposed zone, 
a s  plotted on the map printed on the opposite page, do not follow the sinuosities 
of the actual line of demarcation but are  drawn, respectively, 800 km. east 
o f the easternm ost point of the line and 800 km. w est of the westernmost po in t]

B. Soviet aerial inspection proposal of April SO, 1957 (tex t ante, doc. 203). 
Sets fo rth  proposed zones as follow s:

. . the sector of Europe proposed by the United States [April 9], but w ith 
th e  proviso th a t the line bisecting the aerial photographic sector should run 
near the dem arcation line in Germany, and th a t in the north the sector pro
posed by the United States should not extend beyond the parallel passing 
through the northernm ost point of the demarcation line in  Germany, and in 
the  south should be bounded by the parallel passing through the southernmost 
point of Albania. A sector bounded to the west by the zero meridian, to the 
east by longitude 25° E., to the north by latitude 54° N., and to the south by 
la titude 39° 38' N. would meet the requirements of this principle.

“As to the area  of aerial inspection in the F a r  East, the United States Gov
ernm ent proposes a  sector extending from longitude 140° W. to 160° E. and 
Abounded to the south by latitude 45° N. The Soviet Government considers th a t 
the area of aerial photography could be expanded considerably by including in  
i t :  (a) the territo ry  of the Soviet Union east of longitude 108° E., and (b) 
the te rrito ry  of the United States west of longitude 90° W. I t  should be 
noted th a t the two areas of aerial photography are approximately equal in  
extent (the USSR area being 7,129,000 sq. km. and the United States area  
7,063,000 sq. km.).

“As soon as an agreement on partial measures entered into force a lim ited 
number of control posts could be set up a t railway junctions, on motor highways 
and a t  ports in the areas of aerial photography in Europe and the F a r  E a s t”
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Map No. 4
Soviet aerial inspection proposal of November 28, 1958 (tex t ante, doc. 327). 

P roposes:
“. . . an aerial photography zone in Europe extending 800 kilometres to the 

east and the west of the line of division between the principal armed forces 
of NATO and the W arsaw Treaty and also . . .  in Greece, Turkey and Iran.

“. . . an aerial photography zone in the F ar E ast and in the United States, 
such zone to include the territory  of the USSR to the east of 108° east and 
a te rrito ry  of equivalent size in the United States of America to the west of 
90° west, and also all of Japan  including Okinawa Islands. . . .

“The Soviet Government is acting on the assumption th a t the establishment 
of an aerial photography zone in the F ar E ast and in the United States of 
America is only possible if  an agreement is reached on establishing ground 
control posts and an  aerial photography zone in Europe and the Middle East.”
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Soviet proposals and statements, 
332, 341, 426, 451, 452, 466-467, 
568-569, 605-607, 755-756, 791,
1363-1364, 1366, 1457, 1471, 1472- 
1473

U.K. proposal and statement, 514-516, 
1450, 1451 

U.S. proposals and statements, 233- 
235, 414—422, 436, 576, 611-613, 
653, 734

Western proposal, 449-450, 873-874 
Control posts for safeguarding against 

possibility of surprise attack  (see 
also Surprise attack) :

Areas to be included: Soviet proposals 
and statements, 782, 791, 824, 854, 
861, 880, 1139, 1166, 1267-1268,
1274, 1298-1299, 1328; U.S. state
ment, 1053; Western proposal, 
872-873

French proposal, 507,1194-1195 
Soviet-bloc proposals, 1273-1275, 

1298-1302 
Soviet proposals and statements, 465,

466, 467, 469-470, 520-521, 540- 
541, 544, 568, 690, 727, 782-783, 
785, 861, 880, 1033-1034, 1085, 
1130, 1139, 1267-1268, 1328 

Staffing of. See Inspection teams 
and personnel 

U.S. proposals and statements, 501, 
502, 503, 511, 529, 557, 576-577, 
593-594, 628-629, 686, 842-843, 
1323

W estern proposals and statement, 
838, 873, 1313-1314
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Conventional Armaments, Commission 
for. See Commission for Conven
tional Armaments 

Conventional arm am ents adm inistra
tion, U.S. proposal for, 235-239 

Conventions, proposed. See Treaties, 
agreements, etc., proposed 

Cooper, John Sherman, 263-269 
Cosmic space. See Outer space 
Court of Justice, International, 41, 238, 

421
Courts, issuance of w arrants for in

spection purposes, U.N. Atomic 
Energy Commission 2d report, 146- 
147

Couve de Murville, Maurice, 1165w, 
1483-1486

Crimea Conference, approval of princi
ple of unanimity, Soviet statement, 
78, 80-82

Cut-off of production of fissionable ma
terial for weapons purposes. See 
Fissionable m aterials 

Czechoslovakia, Geneva surprise attack 
conference, proposal with Soviet 
bloc, 1273-1275

Dangerous activities, atomic energy: 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission re 

ports, 98-99, 129, 149-150 
U.S. proposal and statement, 14, 32 

D ata processing centre in a system for 
prevention of surprise attack, 
W estern proposal, 1262 

Davidon, W., 1453 
Dayal, Rajeshwar, 412-413 
Declared atomic activities, inspection 

of, U.N. Atomic Energy Commis
sion reports, 137, 144-145, 160-161 

Demonstration test area for inspection 
and control, U.S. proposal, 600-601, 
609

Denmark, cancellation of proposed visit 
of Prem ier Khrushchev, article 
Izvestvya , 1436-1437 

Denuclearized zones, proposals for.
See Atom-free zones 

Detection of nuclear explosions. See 
Nuclear tests 

D isarm am ent:
Berlin Foreign Ministers meeting, 

communique, 408 
Canada, France, U.K., and U.S. decla

ration on program for, 625-626

Disarmament—Continued
Communist China, question of par

ticipation in negotiations o n : 
Soviet statements, 607, 755; U.S. 
statement, 801-802 

Definition of, U.S. statement, 669n 
Geneva Heads of Government Con

ference (1955), directive to For
eign Ministers, 493 

NATO communique on, 928-929 
Principles for:

Canada, France, U.K., and U.S.
proposal, 645-646 

U.S. proposal and statements, 257- 
259, 263-264, 357-358, 1152-1153 

Relation to problem of aid to under
developed areas, French sta te
ment, 1483-1484 

Relaxation of international tension 
and the settlement of political is
sues, relationship t o :

Berlin declaration (France, Ger
many, U.K., U.S.), 834-837 

Berlin Foreign M inisters meeting
(1954), communique, 408 

French statements, 1197, 1485-1486 
General Assembly resolution, 392 
Soviet statements, 298-300, 306, 

390-391, 403-404, 405, 456-460, 
468-469, 563-565, 574, 587-593, 
630-631, 637, 672, 675-681, 720-
725, 727-729, 779, 863-864, 918-
926, 1121-1125 

T ripartite proposal (France, U.K., 
U.S.), 275 

U.K. statements, 479,1447-1448 
U.S.-German joint declaration, 788 
U.S. statements, 179-186, 276, 280, 

310, 311, 329, 365-366, 384^386, 
397-398, 580-582, 626-630, 652, 
729-730, 796-797, 1127-1129, 1152 

Soviet proposals:
General and complete disarmament, 

1452, 1474, 1506-1519; U.S. sta te
ments, 1482-1483, 1489-1490 

P artia l measures for disarm a
ment, 778-787, 874-884 

Treaty on, proposed. See under T rea
ties

T ripartite  proposal (France, U.K., 
U.S.) a t Geneva Foreign Minis
ters meeting (1955), 553-555 

U.S.-German joint declaration, 787- 
790
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Disarmament—Continued 
U.S. proposals and statements, 593- 

595, 605-613, 623-625, 708-720, 
825-834, 971-972 

Disarmament and atomic development 
authority, U.N., U.S. proposal for, 
414-422

Disarmament commission, permanent, 
Soviet proposal for, 904-906 

Disarmament Commission, U.N.: 
Committee I, 358-364 
Dissolution of, Soviet proposal for, 

904-906 
Establishm ent o f :

Committee of 12 resolution, 273 
General Assembly resolutions, 270, 

337-339 
Soviet proposal, 330-333 
T ripartite  proposal, 307-309 
U.S. proposal and statement, 267- 

268, 271-273 
Four Power communique proposing 

convening of, 1442-1443 
General Assembly resolutions trans

m itting proposals on disarm a
ment to, 343-344, 583-586, 748 

Membership, composition, and en
largement o f :

French statement, 1195-1196,1198 
General Assembly resolutions, 916- 

917,1216-1217 
Indian proposal, 666 
Soviet proposals and statements, 

584n, 739, 883-S84, 1141-1142, 
1515-1516 

U.S. statements, 741-742,910 
Plan of w ork : adopted, 345-346; So

viet proposal, 344-345 
Progress in 1954, U.S. statement, 435- 

437
Proposals and statem ents in : 

Bacteriological weapons and w ar
fare : Soviet, 381; U.S., 372-381, 
381-382

Disclosure and verification of 
armed forces and armaments 
(U.S.), 346-356 

Nuclear weapons control (French), 
658-663

Nuclear weapons tests: Indian, 
665-667; U.S., 718 

Numerical lim itation of armed 
forces (France, U.K., U,S.), 365- 
369,370-372

Disarmament Commission, U.N.—Con. 
Proposals and statements in—Con. 

P artia l disarmament measures 
(Yugoslav), 664 

Principles for a disarm ament pro
gram : Canadian, French, U.K, 
and U.S. proposal, 645-646; U.S., 
357-358

Progress and negotiations (Soviet), 
667-684

Review of Subcommittee work 
(U.S.), 648-658 

Strengthening peace and security 
(Soviet), 647 

Reports o f :
General Assembly resolutions re

garding, 383-384, 391-393, 444- 
446,1549 

Listed, 1603 
Text of 3d report, 388 

Resolutions, 413, 684-685,1443 
Soviet refusal to participate in, sta te

m ents: Soviet, 916w, 968, 970; 
U.S., 910

Subcommittee. See Disarmament 
Subcommittee 

D isarmament committee, 10 nation. 
See Ten Nation Committee on Dis
armament 

Disarmament organization, internation
al : Anglo-French proposal, 615- 
622; French proposal, 503-506 

Disarmament Subcommittee of the U.N. 
D isarmament Commission: 

Disarmament Commission resolution 
on, 6S4-685 

Dissolution of, Soviet proposal for, 
904-906

Establishment of, resolutions: Dis
armament Commission, 413; Gen
eral Assembly, 393 

Membership, composition and enlarge
ment o f :

French statements, 1195-1196,1198 
Indian proposal, 666 
Soviet proposals, 584w, 739, 883-884 
U.S. statements, 741-742, 910 

Negotiations a t London meetings, U.S. 
statements, 435-436, 437-440, 443, 
474, 812-813, 826-827, 893-903 

Proposals and statem ents i n :
Aerial inspection (U.S.), 501-503,

523-528



1624 INDEX

Disarmament Subcommittee of the U.N. 
Disarm am ent Commission—Con.

Proposals and statem ents in—Con. 
Control of nuclear production 

(French), 803-812 
Control organ: French, 506-509, 

522-523; U.K., 514-516; U.S., 
414-422

Demonstration test area for inspec
tion and control (U.S.), 600-601 

Destruction of stocks of atomic 
weapons (Soviet), 447 

D isarm am ent program : Anglo- 
French, 423-424, 595-598; U.S.,
608-613; Western, 448-450, 625- 
626

Disarmament talks (Soviet), 849- 
868

Financial supervision of disarm a
ment and allocation for peaceful 
purposes of funds made available 
(French), 498-501 

Inspection and control (U.S.), 510- 
514

Inspection systems to prevent sur
prise a t ta c k : U.S., 839-845; W est
ern, 837-839 

International convention for prohi
bition of atomic, hydrogen, and 
other weapons of mass destruc
tion, for a reduction in arm a
ments and armed forces, and for 
establishment of international 
control over convention, Soviet 
proposal, 425-426,450-452 

International disarm ament organ
ization, Anglo-French, 615-622; 
French, 503-506 

Need for relaxation of international 
tensions (U.S.), 626-630 

New Soviet proposals (U.S.), 473 
Notification of movements of armed 

forces (U.S.), 716 
Nuclear tests, cessation or suspen

sion o f : French, 774-776; Soviet, 
791, 816-825; U.S., 763-770, 845- 
848; Western, 802-803 

Nuclear weapons, prohibition on 
use o f : Anglo-French, 453-454; 
Soviet, 456-467, 613-614, 752- 
757; U.S., 763-770 

P artia l disarmament measures : So
viet, 778-787; Western, 868-874

Disarmament Subcommittee of the U.N.
Disarmament Commission—Con. 

Proposals and statem ents in—Con. 
Reduction of conventional arm a

ments and armed forces: Anglo- 
French, 452-453; Soviet, 447,456-
467, 603-607, 752-757, 816-825; 
U.S., 757-762, 792-797, 798-800 . 

Review of negotiations in : Soviet, 
849-868; U.S., 648-658 

Technical exchange mission (U.S.), 
599-600

U.S. disarm ament policy, 623-625 
Use of atomic, hydrogen, and 

weapons of mass destruction 
(Soviet), 422 

Soviet intention to leave, U.S. sta te
ment, 910

Disclosure and verification of m ilitary 
information. See Census, disclos
ure, and verification of m ilitary 
information 

Distribution of nuclear fuel, control of, 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 
2d report, 126-135 

Dulles, John Foster, 389-390, 497-498, 
555-560, 640-643, 715, 776-778, 801- 
802, 812-816, 825-834, 839-845, 
898n, 941-943,1013-1020,1052-1055, 
949n, 1076, 1123rc, 1156n, 1200-1201, 
1212n

Dumbarton Oaks Conference, discus
sion of principle of unanimity, So
viet statement, 77-79

Earthquakes, difficulty of distinguish
ing from underground nuclear ex
plosions. See Seismic detection 

East-W est contacts, proposed develop
ment of:

Geneva Heads of Government Con
ference directive to Foreign Min
isters regarding, 494 

Soviet proposals and statements, 592, 
693, 925,952,1034-1035 

U.K. statement, 480 
U.S. statement, 935 
Western proposal, 1048-1049 

East-W est trade, Soviet proposal for 
expansion, 1034 

Eastern Europe:
Reduction of tension in, Western 

proposal, 1049 
Right to choose own government in, 

U.S. statement, 937-938
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Economic and Social Council, U.N., 238 
Economic assistance to underdeveloped 

countries:
French proposals and sta tem ents: 

476-477, 489-492, 1194, 1483- 
1484, 1504 

General Assembly resolutions, 915, 
1214-1215 

Soviet proposals, 1172-1173, 1458,
1472

U.S. statement, 911 
Eden, Anthony, 293, 478-480, 529, 550 
Eden Plan, 529 
E gyp t:

Aggression in, Soviet statement, 721- 
723

Arms sales to, Soviet statement, 680- 
681

Eisenhower, Dwight D., 38^-387, 393- 
400, 442, 486-488, 528-529, 593- 
595, 685-687, 697-698, 698-702, 712,
717, 719, 729-730, 772-773, 787-790, 
794, 892-893, 926-928, 932-941, 977- 
978, 982-985, 1006-1007, 1043-1044,
1051-1052, 1111-1112, 1121n, 1127- 
1129, 1221, 1392-1393, 1403-1404, 
1495, 1496, 1590-1591 

English, Spofford G., 953-967 
Europe: (See also Central Europe, 

Eastern Europe, and Germany) : 
Aerial inspection and ground control 

posts for prevention of surprise 
a t ta c k :

Soviet proposals and statements, 
727, 756, 784-785, 1033, 1085-
1086, 1139, 1267-1269, 1298-1302 

U.S. statements, 815, 830, 840-842, 
1088-1089 

Western proposals, 838-839, 872- 
873

Foreign forces i n :
Exchange of information on, West

ern proposal, 1414,1415 
Irish  statement, 1480-1481 
Reduction and w ithdrawal of, So

viet and Soviet-bloc proposals 
and statements, 882, 1031-1032, 
1141, 1218-1219, 1269-1270, 1274,
1459,1473 

Geneva surprise attack  conference, 
unanimity of U.S. and West Eu
ropean positions, U.S. statement,
1359

Military bases in. See M ilitary 
bases

Europe—Continued 
Security of. See European security 
Soviet proposal for general and com

plete disarm ament in, 1459, 1473 
Zone for lim itation and inspection of 

arm am ents:
Soviet proposals and statements,

537-538, 545, 607, 750-757 
U.K. proposal and statement, 480, 

488-489
European security (see also Germany, 

North A tlantic Treaty Organiza
tion, and W arsaw Pact) :

Berlin declaration by Federal Repub
lic of Germany, U.S., U.K., and 
France, 835-836 

Geneva Heads of Government Confer
ence directive to Foreign Minis
ters regarding, 492-493 

Soviet proposals and statements, 470- 
472,481-484,532-538,591 

U.K. statement, 479-480 
U.S. statement, 1024-1025 
W estern proposals, 529-532, 1048, 

1413, 1414, 1415-1416, 1417-1418 
European Union, Western, 533n, 641, 643 
Exchange of information. See Inform a

tion
Exchange of m ilitary blueprints. See 

Blueprints 
Exchange of persons. See East-W est 

contacts
Explorations. See Ground surveys and 

explorations 
Explosions. See Nuclear tests 
Export of armaments, regulation of, 

W estern proposal, 874

Fallout. See Atomic radiation cmd R a
dioactive fallout 

F ar E a s t :
Aerial inspection in, Soviet proposal 

and statements, 785, 1086, 1268- 
1269

Atom-free zone in, Soviet proposal,
1345-1346 

Taiwan situation, Soviet statement, 
1121-1125; U.S. statement, 1127- 
1129

Farley, Philip J., 1346-1351 
Faure, Edgar, 475-478 
Fedorov, Ye. K., 1559,1587-1590 
Financial control of disarmament. See 

M ilitary appropriations
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Finland, cancellation of proposed visit 
of Prem ier Khrushchev, Izvestiya  
article, 1436-1437 

F irs t Committee of the  General Assem
bly, proposals and statem ents i n : 

Armaments and armed forces, con
ventional, regulation and reduc
tion o f :

Soviet, 42-44,248-250,340-341 
U.S., 309-330 

Armaments truce (Ind ian), 563 
Atomic energy control and prohibi

tion of atomic weapons (Soviet), 
177-178, 248-250, 250-257, 340- 
341

Cessation or suspension of nuclear 
te sts:

French, 1186-1199,1539-1543 
Indian, 563,906-907,1184-1185 
Indonesian-Syrian, 561n 
Japanese, 886-887 
Soviet, 736-737, 1144, 1153-1171, 

1529-1538 
U.K., 1173-1183
U.S., 1171-1172, 1201-1206, 1538, 

1543-1544 
Condemnation of w ar propaganda 

(Soviet), 248-250 
D isarm am ent:

Complete and general disarm ament 
(Soviet), 1506-1516 

Negotiations and progress: Indian, 
907-908; U.S., 433-444. 1488-1497 

Problem o f : French, 1186-1199, 
1497-1506; Soviet, 563-575; U.S., 
575-583

U.S. proposals, 731-734, 734-736, 
1146-1153,1171-1172,1488-1497 

Disarmament Commission: Soviet, 
330-333,383,739; Tripartite, 307- 
309; U.S., 383 

General Assembly, Soviet proposal for 
special session, 737-738 

International committee for coopera
tion in study of cosmic space for 
peaceful purposes (Soviet), 1228- 
1230

London sessions of Disarmament Sub
committee (U.S.), 736, 893-903 

M ilitary budgets and aid to under
developed countries (Soviet),
1172-1173

F irs t Committee of the General Assem
bly—Continued 

Prohibition on transfer, production, 
and acquisition of nuclear weap
ons by non-nuclear states ( Ir ish ) ,
1185-1186,1520-1526 

Proposed resolutions, U.S. statements, 
739-742, 908-913 

Registration of nuclear tests (Can
ada, Japan, N orw ay), 738 

Scientific Committee on Effects of 
Atomic Radiation membership 
(Soviet), 561ft.

Subcommittee (France, Soviet Union, 
U.K., U.S.) on disarm am ent and 
abolition of atomic weapons, 
work of, U.K. statement, 333-336 

Fisk, Jam es B., 1559,1587-1590 
Fissionable m aterials ( see also Raw 

m aterials), cutoff of production for 
m ilitary purposes and control of: 

French statement, 803-812 
General Assembly resolution, 914 
Soviet statements, 855-856, 878-879, 

1042
U.K. proposal, 1450,1451 
U.S. proposals and statements, 29-34,

524-525, 559-560, 686, 731-732, 
814, 829, 831, 846, 848, 928, 953- 
967,1017-1018 

W estern proposals, 870-871,1045 
Foreign m ilitary bases. See M ilitary 

bases
Foreign Ministers meeting (France, So

viet Union, U.K., U.S.), Berlin,
1954, communique, 408

Foreign Ministers meeting, Geneva,
1955. See Geneva Foreign Minis
ters meeting (1955)

Foreign Ministers meeting, Geneva,
1959. See Geneva Foreign Minis
ters meeting (1959)

Foreign Ministers meeting (Soviet 
Union, U.K., U.S.), Moscow, 1945, 
communique, 3-5 

Foster, William C., 1316-1324, 1351-
1360

France (see also Anglo-French propos
als, T ripartite  proposals, and W est
ern proposals) :

Armed forces levels:
Acceptance of, 798w 
Proposed levels for. See Armed 

forces: Proposed levels
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France—Continued
Berlin declaration w ith Federal Re

public of Germany, U.S., and 
U.K., 834-837 

Berlin Foreign Ministers meeting, 
communique, 408 

International c o n t r o l  of atomic 
energy, joint statem ent with 
Canada, China, U.K., and U.S., 
216-224

M ilitary budget of, reduction o f : 
General Assembly resolution, 

1214-1215 
Soviet proposal, 1172-1173 

Nonintervention in the Middle East, 
Soviet proposal for Four Power 
declaration, 742-746 

Nuclear tests in Sahara, proposed: 
French statements, 1186-1191, 1486 
General Assembly resolution, 1546- 

1547
Moroccan statement, 1487-1488 
Soviet statement, 1160, 1165 

Proposals and statem ents:
Control organ, 506-509, 522-523 
Conventional armaments, 208-209, 

210
Disarmament, 1186-1199,1497-1506 
International disarm ament organi

zation, 503-506 
M ilitary expenditures, financial su

pervision and reduction of, 475- 
478, 489-492, 498-501 

Nuclear production, control of, 803- 
812

Nuclear tests, cessation or suspen
sion of, 774-776, 1165n, 1186- 
1199, 1539-1543 

Nuclear weapons, control and pro
hibition of, 658-663,1483-1486 

Friendship and cooperation, Soviet 
proposal for treaty  with U.S., 587- 
593

Fusion, controlled, research on, French 
statement, 811

Gaseous diffusion plant, inspection of, 
U.S. statement, 964-966 

General Assembly:
Ad Hoc Political Committee, U.S. 

statem ent on international con
trol of atomic energy in, 225-229 

F irs t Committee. See F irs t Commit
tee

General Assembly—Continued 
Proposals and statem ent i n : 

Application of rule of law and pro
hibition of dissemination of nu
clear weapons (Irish ), 1474-1482 

Atoms-for-peace (U.S.), 393-400 
Cessation and control of nuclear 

tests (Soviet), 884-885 
Complete and general disarm a

m ent: Irish, 1520; Soviet, 1452- 
1460, 1460-1474, 1518-1519 

Denuclearized zone in Europe (Pol
ish), 889-892 

Disarmament and strengthening 
peace (Soviet), 281-289, 1132- 
1142

French nuclear tests (Moroccan), 
1487-1488 

International control of atomic en
ergy: Soviet, 262; U.S., 152-154 

Measures to avert new world w ar 
and to reduce tensions (Soviet),
390-391

Outline for progress tow ard dis
armament (U.K.), 1447-1451 

P artia l measures in field of dis
arm am ent (Soviet), 874r-884 

Peaceful uses of outer space 
(U.S.), 1444-1447 

Permanent disarm am ent commis
sion (Soviet), 904-906 

Principles for a disarm am ent plan 
(U.S.), 257-259, 263-269 

Prohibition of nuclear weapons: 
French, 1483-1486; Soviet, 176-
177, 187-188, 262, 431-433, 885- 
886

Question of aggressive acts by U.S., 
Soviet request to include on 
agenda, 750n 

Reduction and regulation of arm a
ments and armed fo rces: Soviet, 
176-177, 187-188, 262, 289-307, 
431—433, 583n; U.S., 152-154, 
389-390, 1444-1447 

Special session on disarm am ent: 
Soviet, 737-738; U.S., 741 

R esolutions:
Armaments and armed forces, con

ventional, regulation and reduc
tion of, 47-49, 50, 189-190, 230- 
231, 343-344, 383-384, 391-393, 
444-446, 583-586, 747-748, 914-
915
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General Assembly—Continued 
Resolutions—Continued 

Atomic energy, international con
trol of, 229-230, 269-270 

Atomic radiation, effects of, 561- 
562, 913, 1302-1303, 1527-1529 

General and complete disarm a
ment, 1545 

French nuclear tests in the Sa
hara, proposed, 1546-1547 

M ilitary budgets, reduction of, and 
use of savings for aid to under
developed countries, 1214-1217 

Nuclear and thermonuclear tests, 
suspension of, 914, 1214-1217, 
1548-1549 

Nuclear weapons, prevention of the 
wider dissemination of, 1547 

Outer space, peaceful uses of, 1304- 
1305, 1556-1557 

“Peace Through Deeds,” 260-261 
Publicity campaign on dangers of 

arm am ents race and destructive 
effects of modern weapons, 915-
916

Regulation, lim itation, and bal
anced reduction of all armed 
forces and all arm am ents; con
clusion of an international con
vention on r e d u c t i o n  of 
arm am ents and prohibition of 
atomic, hydrogen, and other 
weapons of mass destruction, 
343-344, 444-446, 583-586, 747- 
748, 914-915 

U.N. Atomic Energy Commission,
6-7,178-179 

U.N. Disarmament Commission, 
270r 337-339, 343-344, 383-384,
391-393, 444-446, 583-586, 747- 
748, 914-915, 916-917, 1216-1217, 
1549

U.N. Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation, 
progress report, 1527-1529 

U.S. statem ents on relationship to 
proposed: atomic development 
authority, 38; conventional arm 
aments adm inistration, 238; U.N. 
disarm am ent and atomic devel
opment authority, 421

Geneva conference of experts for the 
study of possible measures which 
might be helpful in preventing sur
prise attack  and for the prepara
tion of a  r e p o r t  thereon to 
governments:

Delegations, 1220,1222 
D raft agenda, Soviet-bloc proposal, 

1224
French statement, 1505-1506 
General Assembly resolution, 1214- 

1216
Plan of work, W estern explanatory 

documents, proposal, and sta te
ment, 1223, 1230-1243, 1244-1255, 
1255-1264, 1275-1284, 1284-1297, 
1306-1316 

Senate Subcommittee on Disarm
ament, hearings, 1351-1360 

Soviet-bloc proposals, 1224, 1273-
1275, 1298-1302 

Soviet proposals and statements,
1086-1087, 1129-1131, 1213-1214, 
1222, 1227, 1264-1272, 1325- 
1334,1336-1337,1515 

U.K. statement, 1182 
U.S. proposals and statements, 843-

844, 1007, 1087-1090, 1126, 1145, 
1149, 1219-1220, 1316-1324, 1337- 
1339

Geneva conference of experts to study 
the possibility of detecting viola
tions of a possible agreement on 
the suspension of nuclear tests: 

Communique and final report, 1090- 
1111

Delegations, 1075, 1077-1078, 1079, 
1111

Soviet proposals and statements, 
1038, 1050-1051, 1074-1075, 1078- 
1079, 1080-1082, 1082-1083, 1117- 
1118, 1166, 1212-1213, 1340-1342, 
1533-1534 

U.K. statements, 1112-1113, 1176 
U.S. proposals and statements, 846, 

847, 1007, 1043-1044, 1051-1052,
1052-1053, 1076, 1077-1078, 1082, 
1084, 1111-1112, 1147, 1335-1336, 
1367-1371 

W estern proposal, 871
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Geneva conference on the discontinu
ance of nuclear weapon te s ts : 

French statement, 1191-1192 
General Assembly resolutions, 1214- 

1216, 1548-1549 
Senate Subcommittee on D isarm a

ment, hearings, 1346-1351, 1371- 
1378

Soviet proposals and statements, 
1119-1120, 1161, 1170, 1206-1208, 
1339-1343, 1361-1366, 1396, 1399- 
1400, 1441, 1531-1538 

Technical Working Groups. See 
Technical Working Group 

U.K. statements, 1113, 1176-1177, 
1178, 1448 

U.S. delegate, 1127
U.S. proposals and statements, 1112,

1114, 1126-1127, 1143-1144, 1148, 
1149, 1199-1200, 1201, 1343-1345.
1392-1393, 1439-1440, 1489, 1491, 
1587-1590 

U.S. submission of reports of U.S. 
Panel on Seismic Improvement,
1367, 1378, 1423 

Geneva Foreign Ministers meeting
(1955) :

Decision on reduction of armaments 
and prohibition of atomic w eap
ons, 546-548 

Directive of Heads of Government 
Conference to, 492-494 

Proposals and statements o n :
Aerial inspection and exchange of 

m ilitary blueprints (U.S.), 550- 
560

D isarm am ent: Soviet, 538-545;
tripartite , 553-555; U.K., 548-553 

European security (Soviet), 532- 
538

German reunification and Euro
pean security (France, U.K., 
U.S.), 529-532 

Geneva Foreign Ministers meeting 
(1959) :

NATO statement, 1406 
Soviet proposals and statements, 969, 

1144, 1207, 1394, 1395, 1396, 1421 
U.S. statements, 1200, 1407-1409, 

1422
W estern Peace P lan proposal, 1413-

1419

Geneva Heads of Government Con
ference (1955) :

Directive to Foreign Ministers, 492- 
494

Proposals and statem ents o n :
Aerial inspection and exchange of 

m ilitary blue prin ts (U.S.), 486- 
488

General European treaty  on collec
tive security in Europe (Soviet), 
481-484

German reunification and Euro
pean security (U.K.), 478-480 

Jo in t inspection in Europe (U.K.),
488-489

Reduction of arm am ents and pro
hibition of atomic weapons 
(Soviet), 484—485 

Reduction of m ilitary expendi
tures (French), 475-478, 489-492 

W estern position, U.S. statement, 397 
Geneva international conference on 

peaceful uses of atomic energy, 707 
Geneva protocol (1925) prohibiting use 

in w ar of asphyxiating, poisonous, 
or other gases, and of bacteriologi
cal methods of w a rfa re : Soviet 
statement, 402; U.S. statement, 
373-375,376, 377 

Geophysical Year, International, coop
eration in A ntarctica during, U.S. 
statement, 1020-1022 

Germ warfare. See Chemical and bac
teriological weapons and w arfare 

G erm any:
Foreign forces in, Soviet proposal for 

reduction and w ithdraw al of, 
459, 469, 645, 754, 755, 757, 784, 
882, 1031-1032, 1141; U.S. sta te
ment, 686 

Nuclear and rocket weapons, Soviet 
and Soviet-bloc proposals pro
hibiting stationing in, 925, 1270- 
1271, 1274-1275 

Peace trea ty : Soviet proposal, 1032- 
1033; W estern proposal, 1417 

Reunification of (see also European 
security) :

Berlin declaration by Federal Re
public of Germany, U.S., U.K., 
and France, 834-837
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Germany—Continued 
Reunification of—Continued

Geneva Heads of Government Con
ference directive to Foreign Min
isters regarding, 492-493 

Irish  statem ent, 1479-1481 
Polish statement, 890-891 
Soviet statements, 459, 591, 636, 

678-679, 692-693, 860 
T ripartite  (France, U.K., U.S.) 

proposal a t Geneva Foreign Min
isters meeting (1955), 529-532 

U.K. statement, 478-480 
U.S.-German joint declaration, 788, 

790
U.S. statements, 652, 686, 687, 815, 

827, 936, 937 
W estern proposals, 1047-1048, 1413, 

1414-1415, 1416-1417, 1419 
Germany, Federal Republic o f :

Berlin declaration with U.S., U.K., 
and France, 834-837 

Disarmament and German reunifica
tion, U.S.-German communique 
and jo in t declaration, 787-790 

Rem ilitarization of, Soviet statement, 
751ft

U.S. supply of nuclear and missile 
weapons to, Soviet statements,
925, 1270-1271, 1274-1275, 1394, 
1395, 1421 

Greece, Soviet statem ents on proposed 
missile bases in, 1394, 1395, 1424n, 
1425, 1426 

Gromyko, Andrei A., 17-24, 43ft, 64-82, 
90-93, 613-614, 667-684, 985-989, 
1158, 1168ft, 1179 

Ground control posts and observers. 
See Control posts and Inspection 
teams

Ground forces ( see also Armed forces), 
W estern proposal for observation 
and inspection system for preven
tion of surprise attack, 1284-1297 

Ground inspection techniques (see also 
Control posts) for prevention of 
surprise attack, W estern proposals, 
1250-1254, 1258, 1259-1260, 1278- 
1279, 1280-1281, 1284-1297 

Ground launched instrum ents of sur
prise attack, categories, character
istics, and detection of, Western 
proposals, 1231-1238, 1241-1243, 
1285

Ground surveys and explorations for 
source materials, U.N. Atomic 
Energy Commission 2d report, 138- 
141,143,145-147,150

Hammarskjold, Dag, 1019n, 1149 
Heads of Government (U.S., U.K., and 

C anada), W ashington meeting, 
1945, jo in t declaration, 1-3 

Heads of Government Conference, 
Geneva, 1955. See Geneva Heads 
of Government Conference 

Heads of Government meeting, pro
posed :

Soviet proposals and statements, 728,
926, 969, 988, 1025-1036, 1394, 
1395, 1396, 1519 

U.K. statement, 1175 
U.S. proposals and statements, 730,

940-941, 972, 1013-1014, 1015, 
1016

W estern proposal, 1044-1049 
Herter, Christian A., 1444-1447, 1482- 

1483
Hickerson, John D., 225-229 
High-altitude nuclear explosions: 

Detection of:
Geneva conference of experts on 

detection of nuclear tests, report, 
1101-1102 

Soviet and U.S. statements, 1493,
1532

Technical Working Group on Detec
tion and Identification of, re
port, 1427-1434 

U.S. proposal for prohibition o f: 
Soviet statements, 1396-1397, 
1398-1399,1411; U.S. statements, 
1392, 1402, 1405 

High-Altitude Nuclear E x p l o s i o n s ,  
Technical Working Group on De
tection and Identification of, report, 
1427-1434 

Holifield, Chet, 1170 
Humphrey, H ubert H., 1351, 1352, 1356, 

1359, 1360 
Hungarian Peace Treaty, 581ft 
Hungary, 723, 729
Hydrogen bombs and weapons. See 

Nuclear weapons

Import of armaments, regulation of, 
W estern proposl, 874
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India, proposals and statements o n : 
Armaments truce, 563 
Conduct of disarmament negotiations,

907-908
Disarmament Commission, U.N., 445 
Nuclear tests, cessation of, 408-411, 

412-413, 563, 665-667, 906-907, 
912n, 917-918, 1184-1185 

U.N. Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation, re
port of, 1069n 

Industrial safeguards in system for 
regulation and reduction of arm a
ments and armed forces, U.S. pro
posal, 247-248 

Inform ation :
Armaments and armed forces, con

ventional, submission of informa
tion for control and reduction of 
(see also Census) :

Commission for Conventional Arm
aments proposal, 203-207 

French proposal, 210 
General Assembly resolution, 231 
Soviet proposals and statements, 

43n, 292-294, 295, 296, 297, 305 
U.K. statement, 514r-515 
U.S. proposals, 43n, 240-247, 346- 

356, 716 
Atomic, exchange o f :

Canada, U.K., and U.S. proposal, 
1-2

Soviet proposal, 19-20, 22 
U.K. statement, 223 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 

reports, 58, 103-105 
Dangers of armaments race and de

structive effects of modem weap
ons, General Assembly resolution 
to publicize, 915-916; U.S. state
ment, 908 

Evaluation centers in system for pre
vention of surprise attack, W est
ern statement, 1314 

Military, exchange o f :
Soviet statements, 496, 518, 543- 

544, 572-574 
U.N. Secretary-GeneraFs state

ment, 1149 
U.S. proposals and statements,

525-526, 528-529, 555-558, 611 
W estern proposal, 1414, 1415

Inspection (see also Control, Control 
posts, and Control organ) :

Aerial inspection. See Aerial inspec
tion

Arctic inspection zone. See Arctic 
inspection zone 

Armaments and armed forces, detec
tion of violations of agreement 
for reductions of. See Arma
ments and armed forces: Control 

Atomic energy control. See Atomic 
energy, international control of 

Europe. See under Europe 
Fissionable material, prevention of 

violation of cutoff of use for 
weapons purposes. See Fission
able m aterials 

Nuclear tests, detection of violations 
of agreement for cessation of. 
See under Nuclear tests 

Surprise attack, prevention of. See 
Surprise attack 

Teams and personnel. See Inspection 
teams and personnel 

U.S. statem ents and proposals, 624, 
628-629, 652-654, 655, 720, 732, 
735, 802

Zones, areas to be included. See un
der Aerial inspection and Control 
posts

Inspection teams and personnel: 
Anglo-French proposal, 616-617 
French proposals, 504-505, 809-810 
Geneva experts conference on detec

tion of nuclear tests, communi
que, 1107, 1108, 1109 

Soviet proposals and statements, 467, 
1300-1301, 1365-1366, 1399, 1532-
1533

U.S. proposals and statements, 278, 
317-318, 327, 351, 353, 416, 501, 
502, 503, 962-964, 965, 1344, 1348- 
1349, 1376-1378, 1444, 1493-1494 

W estern proposals, 1251-1252, 1258, 
1259-1260, 1278, 1296-1297 

Instrum ents and techniques for detec
tion and identification of seismic 
events, Technical Working Group II  
conclusion regarding possible im
provements in, 1559-1587 

Instrum ents of surprise attack, W estern 
proposals for control of, 1223,1230- 
1243, 1244-1255, 1255-1264, 1275- 
1284,1284-1297,1306-1316
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Intercontinental ballistic missiles. See 
Missiles

International atomic development au
thority, U.S. proposal for, 10-16, 
25-42, 45

In ternational Atomic Energy Agency, 
707-708, 714,1527-1529 

In ternational conference on peaceful 
uses of atomic energy, Geneva, 707 

In ternational control organization, pro
posed. See Control organ 

In ternational Court of Justice, 41, 238, 
421

In ternational fund for equipment and 
m utual aid, French proposal, 490- 
492, 499-501 

International Geophysical Year, coop
eration in Antarctica during, U.S. 
statem ent, 1020-1022 

In ternational police force, proposed: 
Irish  statements, 1475-1477, 1525 
Soviet statement, 1517-1518 
U.S. statements, 1483, 1496 

In ternational supervisory body for pre
vention of surprise attack, Soviet- 
bloc proposal, 1302 

In ternational tensions, need for relaxa
tion of, relationship to disarm a
ment problem. See under D isarm
am ent

Ireland, application of the rule of law 
and restriction on dissemination 
of nuclear weapons, proposals, 
1185, 1474^1482, 1520-1526 

Isotope separation plants, U.N. Atomic 
Energy Commission reports on con
trol of, 52-54, 126, 134, 151 

Italy, proposed U.S. missile and rocket 
bases in, Soviet statements, 1394, 
1424ft, 1425, 1426 

Izvestiya , article on proposed atom- 
free zone in Baltic area, 1436-1439

Jap an :
Aerial inspection in, Soviet proposal, 

1268-1269 
Nuclear test registration, proposal 

w ith Canada and Norway, 738 
Nuclear tests, suspension of, propos

als, 886-887, 888 
Resolution on prohibition of atomic 

and hydrogen bombs and sus
pension of testing of, 771-772; 
Soviet statement, 773; U.S. sta te
ment, 776-778

Khrushchev, N ikita S., 615, 715, 967- 
968, 980, 996-1004,1036-1041,1041- 
1043, 1050-1051, 1084^1087, 1114- 
1120, 1121-1125, 1180, 1345-1346, 
1376ft, 1396-1398, 1398-1400, 1409- 
1411, 1411-1412, 1424ft, 1436-1437, 
1452-1460, 1509, 1511, 1512-1513, 
1517-1519 

Kishi, Nobusuke, 888 
Korea, Republic of, U.S. forces in, U.S.

statement, 794^795 
Korean w ar: Soviet statements, 301- 

302, 304, 340, 372, 373, 376, 680; 
U.S. statement, 329 

Kuznetsov, Vasili V., 563-575, 750ft,
1173-1174, 1325-1334, 1352, 1506- 
1516,1529-1538,1557ft

Langenhove, Fernand van, 579-580 
Law, application of rule of, Irish  pro

posal regarding, 1474-1482 
Lebanon, U.S. forces in : Soviet sta te

ment, 1122; U.S. statement, 1122ft 
Less developed countries. See Eco

nomic assistance to  underdevel
oped countries 

Libby, W illard F., 704,1164 
Living standards, world, U.S. proposal 

to improve, 494^-495 
Lloyd, Selwyn, 333-336, 798ft, 822, 823, 

824, 1175ft, 1400-1401, 1447-1451 
Lodge, Henry Cabot, 569ft, 575-583,

648-658, 734-736, 739-742, 893-903,
908-913, 1007-1012, 1146-1153, 
1154ft, 1163, 1171-1172, 1201-1206, 
1228ft^-1229ft, 1488-1497, 1538,1543- 
1544

Logistic and adm inistrative support 
organization for inspection systems, 
W estern statement, 1315

Macmillan, Harold, 548-553, 772-773, 
1163ft 

Malik, Yakov A., 358ft 
M anagerial control of atomic facilities 

(see also Fissionable m aterials, 
Ownership, and Raw m aterials) : 

Soviet statements, 72-73,90-93 
U.K. statements, 90-93, 224 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission re

port, 96-102,120-126 
U.S. statements, 10,14 

M arshall, George C., 152-154 
M artin, Paul, 573,674ft 
McElroy, Neil H., 1124ft
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Medical procedures, radiation exposure 
due to, report of U.N. Scientific 
Committee, 1058-1060 

Merchant, Livingston T., 427-431 
Middle East. See Near and Middle E ast 
M ilitary aircraft. See A ircraft 
M ilitary appropriations, budgets, and 

expenditures, proposals and sta te
ments for reduction o f :

French, 475-478, 489-492, 498-501, 
1192-1194 

General Assembly resolution, 1214- 
1215

Soviet, 545, 677, 727, 782, 859, 861, 
876-877, 1134r-1135, 1172-1173,
1471.1472 

U.K., 1451
U.S., 182, 601-603, 611, 612, 762,1204 
Western, 869-870 
Yugoslav, 664 

M ilitary bases (see also Missiles) : 
Inform ation to  be reported for con

trol of disarm am ent program, 
U.S. proposal, 245-247 

On foreign territory, Soviet proposals 
for elimination of, 340, 391, 457, 
462, 464, 468-469, 727, 746, 754, 
755, 783-784, 882, 973-977, 1002, 
1030-1031, 1137-1138, 1459, 1471,
1472.1473 

U.S. overseas bases:
Aerial inspection of, U.S. statement, 

642-643
Soviet statements, 296-297,304,340, 

543, 544, 589, 751n, 859, 861,1394- 
1395

U.S. statements, 629, 749 
M ilitary blueprints, exchange of (see 

also Inform ation) :
Soviet statem ents, 496, 544, 572-573 
U.S. proposal and statements, 487- 

488, 501-503, 555, 686, 1323 
W estern statements, 1288,1312 

M ilitary information, exchange of. See 
under Inform ation 

M ilitary Staff Committee, U.N., 61 
Mining of atomic raw  m aterials, control 

problem, U.N. Atomic Energy Com
mission reports, 51-54, 95, 98, 109- 
120

Missiles and rockets:
Control, prohibition, and destruction 

of, Soviet proposal and state
ments, 974-975,1333,1470-1472 

Germany, Soviet and Soviet-bloc pro
posals to  prohibit stationing: in, 
1270-1271,1274r-1275 

U.S. missile bases, proposed, Soviet 
Statements, 1394-1395, 1424n, 
1425, 1426 

U.S. supply to NATO, Soviet sta te
ment, 1393-1396 

W estern proposals for observation 
and inspection for prevention of 
surprise attack, 1231-1233, 1239- 
1242,1275-1284

Mixed German Committee, W estern pro
posal for, 1414-1415,1416

Moch, Jules, 658-663, 774r-776, 798ft, 
803-812, 1186-1199, 1497-1506, 
1539-1543

Molotov, Vyacheslav M., 43ft, 532-538, 
538-545

Morocco, statem ent regarding proposed 
French nuclear tests in the Sahara, 
1487-1488

Moscow conference (1954), 471n
Moscow Foreign M inisters meeting 

(U.S., U.K., and Soviet Union) 
1945, communique, 3-5

National Academy of Sciences, report on 
biological effects of atomic rad ia
tion, 700ft

Naval forces as instrum ents of surprise 
attack, W estern statement, 1238- 
1241

Near and Middle E ast (see also Bagh
dad Pact) :

Aerial inspection and ground control 
posts in, Soviet and Soviet-bloc 
proposals, 1267-1269,1298-1302 

Arms supply to. See under Arms 
supply

Atom-free zone in, Soviet proposal, 
943

Nonintervention in, Soviet proposal, 
742-746; U.S. statement, 748-752 

Reduction of tension i n : Soviet state
ment and proposals, 680-681, 925, 
1036; U.S. statement, 934
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Negotiations, conduct o f :
Indian proposal, 907-908 
Four Power communique (France, 

Soviet Union, U.K., U.S.), 1441- 
1443

Soviet statements, 849-868, 968-971 
U.S. statements, 708-720, 971-972, 

1152-1153 
Nehru, Jaw aharlal, 408-411, 917-918 
Noble, Allan, 1173-1183 
Noel-Baker, Philip J., 43n 
Nonaggression pact between NATO and 

W arsaw Pact countries, Soviet pro
posal, 727, 925, 1028-1030, 1459,
1473 ; U.S. statement, 934 

Nondangerous atomic activities (see 
also Atomic energy, peaceful uses 
of) :
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission, 

report, 129 
U.S. proposals, 14, 33 

Nonintervention in the Middle East, 
Soviet proposal, 742-746, 748-752 

North American inspection zone (see 
also Arctic inspection zone), U.S. 
proposal, 830 

North Atlantic Council, communiques, 
928-931, 1330n 

North A tlantic T reaty O rganization: 
Aerial inspection and ground control 

posts in NATO countries, Soviet 
and Soviet-bloc statem ent and 
proposal, 881, 1298-1302 

Armaments modernization program : 
NATO statements, 930-931, 1405- 
1407; Soviet statements, 921,
1393-1396, 1420-1422; U.S. state
ments, 814, 815-816, 1407-1409,
1422

Consultations i n : Soviet statement, 
825 ; U.S. statement, 827 

Council, communiques, 928-931, 1330n 
French, U.K., and U.S. forces in coun

tries of, Soviet proposal for re
duction of, 882 

Nonaggression pact w ith W arsaw 
Pact, Soviet proposal. See Non
aggression pact 

Statem ents regarding:
Canadian, 674n 
Polish, 891 
Soviet, 472, 951 
U.S., 102^1025 
U.S.-German, 789

North Atlantic Treaty Organization— 
Continued 

W ar preparations, Soviet accusa
tion, 858-859, 919, 920, 921, 922, 
1437, 1438 

N orw ay:
Cancellation of proposed visit of P re

mier EHirushchev, Izvestiya  a r
ticle, 1436-1437 

Nuclear test registration, proposal 
w ith Canada and Japan, 738 

Nuclear energy. See Atomic energy 
Nuclear explosions. See Nuclear tests 
Nuclear-free zones. See Atom-free 

zones 
Nuclear fuel:

Control of, U.N. Atomic Energy Com
mission reports, 95* 96, 126-135 

Definition of, 151 
Nuclear reacto rs:

Control of, U.N. Atomic Energy Com
mission reports, 53-54, 98, 126, 
134

Definition of, 151 
French statement, 806-807 

Nuclear tests:
Antarctica, prohibition in, tex t of 

treaty, 1551 
Cessation or suspension of. See Nu

clear tests, cessation or suspen
sion of

Detection of (see also H igh-altitude 
nuclear explosions, Geneva con
ference of experts to study detec
tion, On-site inspection, Seismic 
detection, and Underground nu
clear explosions), U.S. sta te
ments, 705-706, 715, 829, 1493 

French tests, proposed, 1160, 1165,
1186-1191, 1486, 1487-1488, 1546- 
1547

High-altitude tests. See High-alti
tude nuclear explosions 

Peaceful uses (see also Atomic en
ergy, peaceful uses of),  U.S. 
statements, 1347, 1493 

Radioactive f a l l o u t  from. See 
Atomic radiation and Radioac
tive fallout 

Registration of proposed tests with 
U .N .:

Canadian, Japanese, and Norwe
gian proposal, 738 

French statement, 774
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Nuclear tests—Continued 
Registration of proposed tests w ith 

U.N.—Continued 
Soviet statement, 773-774 
U.S. statements, 740, 846-847, 848 
W estern proposal, 871 

Soviet tests, 207, 710, 718, 719, 979, 
983, 1037, 1142-1143, 1148, 1168,
1200-1201, 1202-1203, 1211, 1221, 
1539

U.K. tests, 771, 772-773, 979, 1037, 
1113, 1115, 1118-1119, 1132-1133, 
1163n, 1167-1168, 1181, 1209, 
1225-1226 

U.N. observers, U.S. proposal and 
statements, 898, 977, 1020 

U.S. statements, 697-698, 717, 718, 
719, 768-770, 772-773, 892-893, 
982-985

U.S. tests, 698-702, 702-706, 710, 712,
713, 897, 977-979, 1020, 1037,
1115, 1118-1119, 1132-1133, 1167- 
1168, 1181, 1209, 1225-1226, 1367,
1368, 1370

Underground tests. See Seismic de
tection and Underground nuclear 
tests

Nuclear tests, cessation or suspension 
of:

Control o f :
French statement, 775-776 
Inspection zones, areas to be in

cluded : General Assembly reso
lution, 914; U.S. statement, 847 

Irish  proposal, 1475-1476, 1478 
Soviet proposals and statements, 

791, 884-885, 998-999, 1027, 1038,
1116, 1117-1118, 1165-1166, 1169, 
1209-1210, 1226, 1373-1378, 1397- 
1398, 1409-1411, 1531-1537

U.K. statements, 1113, 1178 
U.S. proposals and statements, 513, 

777, 846, 985, 1349, 1350, 1360- 
1361, 1403, 1444-1445, 1492, 1493, 
1494-1496, 1544 

W estern statement, 802-803 
Detection of violations of agreement. 

See Geneva conference of ex
perts to study the possibility of 
detecting violations 

French statements, 774-776, 1187- 
1188, 1539-1543

Nuclear tests, cessation of—Continued 
General Assembly resolutions, 914, 

1214-1215, 1548-1549 
Indian proposals and sta tem ents; 

408-411, 412-413, 563, 665-667, 
906-907, 912n, 917-918, 1184-1185 

Irish  statement, 1523-1524 
Japanese proposals, 771-772, 886-887, 

888
Negotiations for agreement on. See 

Geneva conference on the discon
tinuance of nuclear weapon tests 

Polish statement, 890 
Soviet proposals and statements, 571, 

692, 694-696, 715, 718, 726, 736- 
737, 773-774, 783, 791, 816-825, 
853-857, 879, 884-885, 924, 978- 
980, 980-982, 996-1004, 1019, 
1026-1027, 1036-1041, 1080-1082, 
1082-1083, 1114-1120, 1137, 1143- 
1144, 1153-1171, 1208-1213, 1224- 
1227, 1345-1346, 1363, 1396-1398, 
1398-1400, 1409-1411, 1411-1412, 
1419-1420, 1440-1441, 1455, 1474, 
1514, 1515, 1529-1538 

U.K. proposals and statements, 772- 
773, 802-803, 1113, 1173-1183, 
1448, 1449-1450 

U.S. proposals and statements, 698- 
702, 702-708, 712, 715, 717, 718, 
719, 732, 740, 763-770, 772-773, 
776-778, 792-793, 800, 831-832, 
845-848, 892-893, 899-900, 902, 
903, 908-909, 912-913, 926-928,
939, 982-985, 1017, 1019, 1052- 
1055, 1076,1084, 1112,1114, 1147- 
1149, 1152-1153, 1154n, 1171- 
1172, 1199-1200, 1201-1206, 
1212n, 1349, 1392-1393, 1402- 
1404, 1439-1440, 1445, 1489, 1492, 
1538, 1543-1544, 1590-1591 

W estern proposals, 802-803, 845-848, 
871, 1045

World Peace Council proposal, 711, 
712

Yugoslav proposal, 664 
Nuclear weapons:

Control (see also Fissionable 
m aterials) :

French proposal and statement, 
210, 658-663 

General Assembly resolutions, 48, 
1547
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Nuclear weapons—Continued 
Control—Continued 

Irish  proposal, 1185-1186, 1474- 
1482, 1520-1526 

Soviet proposals and statements, 
464-467, 541-542, 570, 755-756 

U.K. statement, 549-552 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 

report, 58 
U.S. proposals and statements, 11- 

16, 346-348, 352, 355-356, 524-525,
649-650, 801, 831-832, 941-942, 
1320

Definition of, 149
Prohibition on production and use 

of. See Nuclear weapons, prohi
bition on production and use of 

Question of Communist Chinese pro
duction, U.S. statement, 801-802 

Stocks of. See Arms supply and 
Stockpiles of nuclear weapons 

Tests. See Nuclear tests 
Nuclear weapons, prohibition on pro

duction and use o f :
Anglo-French proposals, 423-424,

453-454
Bandung Conference communique, 455 
Canada, China, France, U.K., and 

U.S. joint statement, 217-218 
Conventions proposed. See under 

Treaties, agreements, etc., pro
posed

French statements, 659, 1486 
General Assembly resolutions, 230, 

914r-915
Geneva Foreign Ministers meeting

(1955), Soviet proposal, 546-548 
Japanese proposal, 771-772; U.S.

statement, 776-778 
Polish statement, 890 
Soviet proposals and statements, 65- 

69, 174, 176-177, 187-188, 191- 
193, 248-249, 255-257, 281-283, 
284, 287, 288, 289, 295, 304, 330, 
331, 332, 333, 340-341, 383, 390, 
402-407, 456-467, 484-485, 520,
538-545, 546-548, 565-567, 569- 
571, 574, 583n-584n, 613-614, 632, 
633, 634, 635, 637, 647, 669, 670, 
682, 691, 694-695, 726, 783, 786, 
857-858, 877-879, 885-886, 920- 
921, 924, 967-968, 973, 974, 1027- 
1028, 1041-1043, 1135-1137, 1162, 
1326,1470,1513-1514

Nuclear weapons, prohibition on pro
duction and use of—Continued 

U.K. proposal and statement, 334, 
335, 336,1451 

U.S. proposals and statements, 194- 
195, 210-215, 279, 322-327, 342- 
343, 359, 363, 364, 386, 388, 418- 
419, 429-430, 434, 439, 513, 55&- 
559, 579-580, 763-768, 828, 909,
935, 939, 983, 984, 1150-1151 

W estern proposals, 448-449, 870 
World Peace Council proposals, 232, 

261-262; U.S. statement, 239-240 
Nutting, Anthony, 566, 595, 601n

Occupational exposure to atomic radia
tion, report of U.N. Scientific Com
mittee, 1060 

On-site inspection:
Soviet statements, 1399-1400, 1409- 

1411, 1514-1515, 1535-1536, 1537, 
1569-1571 

U.K. proposal, 1400-1401 
U.S. proposal and statements, 349- 

350, 1376-1377, 1445 
“Open skies,” U.S. proposal. See Aerial 

inspection 
Osborn, Frederick, 179-187,194-198 
Outer space:

Control of weapons and objects enter
ing : Soviet proposal, 973-977; 
U.S. statement, 901-902; West
ern proposal, 871 

International cooperation and study, 
Soviet proposal and statement, 
976-977, 1030-1031,1137-1138 

Peaceful uses of, proposals and sta te
m ents:

French, 1195
General Assembly resolutions, 915, 

1304-1305,1556-1557 
Soviet, 973-977, 1001-1003, 1228- 

1230
U.S., 733, 832, 938-939, 941-943, 

1151,1228n, 1446-1447 
Western, 1047 

U.N. committees on peaceful uses of, 
1305, 1556, 1557 

Ownership of atomic m aterials and fa
cilities (see also Managerial con
trol) :

Canada, China, France, U.K., and 
U.S. joint statem ent, 219-220 

Soviet statement, 70-75 
U.S. statem ent, 359,360
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Ownership of atomic m aterials and fa
cilities—Continued

U.N. Atomic Energy Commission re* 
port, 100-102,112-113,116

Pacific area, atom-free zone in, Soviet 
proposal, 1345-1346 

Panel on Seismic Improvement, U.S., 
reports, 1367-1371, 1378-1392, 1423 

Paris Protocols, 533n 
Peace, proposals and sta tem ents: Soviet, 

287-289, 340-341, 647, 683, 786-787; 
U.S., 826, 932-933, 1483 

Peace plan, Western, 1413-1419 
“Peace Through Deeds,” General As

sembly resolution, 260-261 
Peace treaty, German (see also Ger

m any: Reunification of ) :  Soviet 
proposal, 1032-1033; W estern pro
posal, 1417 

Penney, William G., 1559, 1577 
Perm anent disarm ament commission, 

Soviet proposal, 904-906, 970 
Perrin, Francis, 1190-1191 
Personnel, inspection. See Inspection 

teams 
Phillips, Thomas, 821 
Photography, aerial. See Aerial in

spection
Plants for extraction and separation of 

fissionable material, control of, 
French statement, 807-808 

P o land :
Denuclearized zone in Europe pro

posal, 889-892, 944-948, 1217- 
1219

Geneva surprise attack conference, 
proposal w ith Soviet bloc, 1273- 
1275

Police force, international. See In te r
national police force 

Political issues, settlement of, relation
ship to disarm ament problem. See 
under Disarmament 

Pope Pius X II, 715,1191 
Preparatory armaments regulation 

commission, U.S. proposal, 609-612 
President’s Science Advisory Commit

tee, statem ent regarding detection 
of underground nuclear tests, 1335- 
1336

Propaganda, war, cessation and prohi
bition of, Soviet proposals and 
statements, 248-249, 391, 457-458, 
459, 468, 785-787, 863-864, 883, 922, 
1035-1036, 1141, 1471

Radiation, atomic. See Atomic rad ia
tion

Radio signals, use for detection of nu
clear explosions, Geneva experts 
conference on detection of nuclear 
tests report, 1100-1101, 1104-1105 

Radioactive debris, use for detection 
and identification of nuclear ex
plosions, Geneva experts confer
ence on detection of nuclear tests 
report, 1095-1098, 1105-1106 

Radioactive fallout (see also Atomic 
radiation) :

French statement, 1540-1541 
Geneva experts conference on detec

tion of nuclear tests, report, 
1095-1098, 1105-1106 

Soviet statement, 1530 
U.S. statements, 700, 701, 704-705, 

770, 897-898, 899, 977-978 
U.S.-U.K. statement, 772-773 

Radioactive isotopes:
Nondangerous production of, U.S.

proposal, 34 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission re

ports, 52-54, 126, 134, 151 
Rapacki, Adam, 889-892, 94^-948,1217- 

1219
Rapacki plan for a denuclearized zone 

in Central Europe. See Central 
Europe: Denuclearized zone in 

Raw materials, atomic (see also Source 
m aterials), control of:

Soviet proposal, 61 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission re 

ports, 50-59, 110-120 
U.S. proposals, 13-14, 27 

Reactors, control o f : French statement, 
806-807; U.N. Atomic Energy Com
mission reports, 53-54, 98, 126, 134 

Reconnaissance, aerial. See Aerial in
spection

Registration of proposed nuclear tests.
See under Nuclear tests 

Research (see also Technical discus
sions) :

Antarctic, text of treaty, 1550-1556 
Atomic energy:

Soviet proposal, 88 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 

reports, 58, 99, 103-109 
U.S. proposals and statements, 14, 

33, 232
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Research—Continued
Atomic radiation. See United Na

tions Scientific Committee 
Nuclear tests for research, U.S. state

ment, 768-770 
Outer space, General Assembly reso

lution, 1556-1557 
Scientific research for m i l i t a r y  

purposes, Soviet proposal for pro
hibition, 1472 

U.S. Panel on Seismic Improvement, 
1367-1371, 1378-1392, 1423 

Robertson, W alter S., 679w, 801w 
Rockets. See Missiles and rockets 
Romulo, Carlos P., 305n 
Roosevelt, Elliot, 250 
Rule of law, application of, Irish  pro

posal regarding, 1474^1482 
R um an ia:

Geneva surprise attack conference, 
proposal with Soviet bloc, 1273- 
1275

Peace Treaty, 581 n

Safeguards. See Control 
Sahara, proposed French nuclear tests 

in. See under France 
Sanctions for violations of disarm a

m ent agreement. See Violations 
Sandler, R ickard J., 1540, 1541, 1542 
Sandys, Duncan, 1163 
Satellites, e a r th :

Soviet statement, 919 
Use in detection of nuclear te s ts : 

Geneva experts conference on de
tection of nuclear tests, report, 
1101-1102 

Soviet statement, 1532 
Technical working group, report, 

1427-1430, 1432-1434 
W estern proposal regarding use for 

prevention of surprise attack, 
1244r-1250, 1257-1258, 1277-1278 

Savings from a disarmament program, 
use of. See Economic assistance 

Science Advisory Committee, Presi
dent’s, statem ent on detection of 
underground nuclear tests, 1335- 
1336

Scientific and Technical Committee, 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission, 
report, 50-59; Soviet proposals, 61- 
64

Scientific commission to detect viola
tions of nuclear test suspension, 
Indian proposal for, 906-907 

Scientific Committee on the Effects of 
Atomic Radiation. See United Na
tions Scientific Committee 

Scientific cooperation:
Antarctic, text of treaty, 1550-1556 
Outer space, General Assembly reso

lution, 1556-1557 
Scientific research. See Research 
Secretariat, U.N., relationship to 

proposed:
Conventional armaments adm inistra

tion, U.S. proposal, 238 
U.N. disarmament and atomic devel

opment authority, U.S. proposal, 
421

Security (see also Collective security 
and European security), Soviet 
proposals to strengthen, 647, 683, 
786-787 

Security Council:
Consideration of charge of use of bac

terial weapons in Korea, 373n 
Disarmament problem, U.S. proposal 

for consideration by, 972; Soviet 
statement, 968 

Proposals and statements i n :
Arctic flights of U.S. m ilitary a ir

c ra ft: Soviet, 990; U.S., 990-996 
Arctic inspection zone proposal 

(U.S.), 1005, 1007-1012 
Atomic energy and atomic weapons 

control (Soviet), 64-82 
Conventional arm am ents: French 

208-209, 210; U.S., 208 
Disarmament (U.S.), 210-215 
Prohibition of atomic weapons and 

one-third reduction of great- 
power forces (Soviet), 191-193 

U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 
rep o rts :

Canadian, 173n 
Soviet, 61-64 
U.S., 172-173 

Relationship to proposed:
Atomic development authority, U.S.

proposal, 38-41 
Conventional armaments adminis

tration, U.S. proposal, 237 
U.N. disarm ament and atomic de

velopment authority, U.S. pro
posal, 420



INDEX 1639

Security Council—Continued 
Resolutions, 60-61,174-175 
Role in m aintaining peace, Soviet 

statement, 1040-1041; U.S. sta te
ment, 934

U.N. Atomic Energy Commission re
ports to, 50-59, 93-152,157-172 

Veto power. See under Veto 
Seismic detection and identification of 

nuclear explosions:
Geneva experts conference on detec

tion of nuclear tests, report, 1098- 
1099,1103-1104,1109-1110 

Soviet statement, 1341-1342, 1361, 
1533-1537 

Technical Working Group II. See 
Technical Working Group I I  

U.S. reports and statements, 1335- 
1336, 1344-1347, 1367-1371, 1373, 
1378-1392, 1423, 1445, 1494-1496, 
1538,1587-1590 

Seismic Improvement, U.S. Panel on, 
1367-1371,1378-1392,1423 

Seizure of atomic facilities, problem of, 
U.N. Atomic Energy Committee re
ports, 54, 96, 127 

Self-defense, right of, in case of attack 
by atomic weapons, U.S. statement, 
40

Senate resolutions:
Nuclear tests, discontinuance of, 

1402-1403; Soviet statement, 
1419-1420 

Regulation and reduction of arm a
ments and armed forces and to 
improve living standards, 387- 
388, 494-495 

Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
U.S., hearings and testim ony: 

Geneva negotiations on discontinu
ance of nuclear weapon tests,
1346-1351,1371-1378 

Geneva surprise attack conference, 
1351-1360 

Technical problems of inspection and 
control of atomic energy facili
ties, 953-967 

Sharp, Dudley C., 677 
Shepilov, Dmitri, 718 
Smith, W alter B., 679n 
Smoot, Roland, 1124

Sobolev, Arkady A., 512n, 1228n-1229n 
Source m aterials, atomic energy (see 

also Raw m aterials), U.N. Atomic 
Energy Commission report, 110- 
126,138,143,145,148,151-152 

Southeast Asia Treaty Organization, 
Soviet statements, 680,949-953 

Sovereignty, effects of international 
control of atomic energy on, joint 
statem ent (Canada, China, France, 
U.K., U.S.), 220-221 

Soviet-bloc proposals a t Geneva surprise 
attack  conference, 1224, 1273-1275, 
1298-1302

Soviet Union (for proposals and state
ments on specific subjects, see sub
ject) :

Armed forces:
Proposed levels for. See Armed 

forces: Proposed levels 
Reductions in. See under Armed 

forces
Nuclear tests. See under Nuclear 

tests
Supplementary protocol of 1928, 375- 

376
Treaty of friendship and cooperation 

with U.S., proposal for, 587-593 
U.S. desire for friendship with, 794 
Use of veto in Security Council, 112n, 

208n, 210n, 373n, 934 
Staffing of control posts. See Inspec

tion teams 
Stalin, Josef V., 68, 250, 251 
Stassen, Harold E., 510-514, 601-603, 

623n, 626-630, 713, 715, 717, 757- 
762, 763-770, 792-797, 798-800, 820, 
845-848 

Stettinius, Edward R., 78 
Stevenson, Adlai, 717, 719 
Stockholm appeal of World Peace 

Council, 232, 239-240, 256-257 
Stockpiles of nuclear fuel, control of, 

U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 
report, 126-135 

Stockpiles of nuclear weapons (see also 
Arms supply) :

Destruction of, Soviet proposal, 447, 
1472

NATO. See North Atlantic Treaty 
O rganization: Armaments
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Stockpiles of nuclear weapons—Con. 
Prohibition on transfer and stock

piling on foreign territory  (see 
also Atom-free zones), Irish  pro
posal, 1185, 1474-1482, 1520- 
1526; Soviet proposal, 1135-1136 

Reduction and control of: French 
statement, 659-660; General As
sembly resolution, 914 

T ransfer to uses for peaceful 
purposes:

U.K. proposal, 1451 
U.S. proposal and statements, 400, 

829, 831, 928, 939, 983, 984 
W estern proposal, 684w, 1045 

U.S. statement, 700 
W estern proposal for elimination of, 

625, 646
Storage of armaments, W estern pro

posal, 1046 
Strategic Air Command (see also Air

craft, U.S. m ilitary), U.S. sta te
ments, 992, 993,1018,1020 

Stratosphere, radioactive fallout from, 
report of U.N. Scientific Commit
tee, 1062-1064 

Strauss, Lewis L., 1164 
Subcommittee on disarmament. See 

Disarm am ent Subcommittee 
Summit meetings. See Heads of 

Government 
Supplementary protocol of 1928, Soviet, 

on chemical and bacteriological 
weapons, 375-376 

Surprise attack, measures for preven
tion o f :

Aerial inspection. See Aerial inspec
tion

Arctic inspection zone. See Arctic 
inspection zone 

Control posts. See Control posts 
Geneva surprise attack  conference. 

See Geneva conference of experts 
for the study of 

Inspection and contro l:
Anglo-French proposal, 622 
General Assembly resolution, 915 
Soviet proposals, 1033-1034, 1084- 

1087
U.S. proposals and statements, 511- 

512, 733-734, 828-829, 830, 83&-
845, 901, 939-940, 1008-1012

Surprise attack—Continued 
Inspection and control—Continued 

W estern proposals, 837-839, 872- 
873, 1046-1047, 1255-1264, 1306-
1316

Zones to be included. See under 
Aerial inspection and Control 
posts

M ilitary blueprints and information, 
exchange of. See M ilitary blue
prints and In form ation : M ilitary 

Political conference on, U.K. pro
posal, 1450 

Soviet proposal for agreement on, 
1459, 1474 

U.S. defense against, U.S. statement* 
991-992

Sweden, cancellation of proposed visit 
of Prem ier Khrushchev, Izvestiya  
article, 1436-1437

Taiwan Straits, U.S. activities i n : So
viet statement, 1121-1125; U.S. 
statement, 1127-1129 

TASS statements, 496-497, 943, 949- 
953, 1224-1227 

Taylor, Maxwell, 572 
Technical aspects of instrum ents o f 

surprise attack, W estern s ta te 
ment, 1230-1243 

Technical developments, effect on dis
arm am ent problems, French sta te
ment, 1498-1501 

Technical discussions and studies (see 
also Geneva conferences of ex
perts) :

French statement, 1193-1194, 1199 
General Assembly resolution, 915 
U.K. statement, 1182-1183 
U.S. proposals and statements, 912,

940, 985, 1006-1007, 1017, 1018, 
1150-1152 

W estern proposals, 871,1047 
Technical equipment of control system 

for detection of nuclear explosions, 
Geneva conference on detection of 
nuclear tests report, 1103-1111 

Technical exchange mission on control 
and inspection, U.S. proposal, 599- 
600, 609

Technical Working Group on Detection 
and Identification of High-Altitude 
Nuclear Explosions, report, 1427- 
1434
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Technical Working Group II, detection 
and identification of seismic 
events:

Report of, 1558-1587 
Soviet statement, 1561-1571 
U.K. report, 1574-1577 
U.S. report and statement, 1577- 

1585, 1585-1587, 1587-1590 
Soviet proposal, 1537 

Techniques and instrum entation for de
tection and identification of seis
mic events, Technical Working 
Group I I  conclusion regarding pos
sible improvements in, 1559-1587 

Techniques for observation and inspec
tion of instrum ents of surprise a t
tack, W estern proposal, 1244-1255 

Ten Nation Committee on D isarm a
m ent:

Establishment, Four Power communi
que, 1441-1442 

French statements, 1484—1485, 1497- 
1506

General Assembly resolutions, 1443, 
1545, 1547, 1549 

Irish  statement, 1521,1526 
U.S. statement, 1489,1490 

Thermonuclear weapons. See Nuclear 
weapons 

Thompson, Llewellyn E., 1082 
Trade, international, Soviet proposal 

for expansion, 1034 
Transportation centers, observation of, 

for prevention of surprise attack by 
ground forces, W estern proposal, 
1289

Treaties, agreements, etc., proposed: 
Atomic development authority, U.S.

proposal, 25-29, 36-42 
D isarm am ent:

Anglo-French proposal, 423-424 
U.S. proposal, 608-613 
W estern proposal, 448-450 

Discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests, U.S. proposal, 1372-1374 

Financial supervision of disarm ament 
and allocation for peaceful pur
poses of funds made available, 
French proposal, 498-501 

Friendship and cooperation between 
U.S. and Soviet Union, Soviet pro
posal, 587-593 

German peace trea ty : Soviet p ro
posal, 1032-1033; W estern pro
posal, 1413-1419

Treaties, agreements, etc.—Continued 
German reunifiication and European 

security: Soviet proposal, 481- 
484, 533-536; W estern proposal, 
529-532

International control of atomic 
energy: Soviet proposals and 
statement, 91-93, 178, 193, 198- 
200, 262; U.K. statement, 90-91 

International system of control and 
inspection: General Assembly 
resolution, 48; U.N. Atomic 
Energy Commission, r e p o r t ,  
57-59

Nonaggression, between NATO and 
W arsaw Pacts, Soviet proposal. 
See Nonaggression pact 

Prevention of surprise attack, Soviet 
proposal, 1459, 1474 

Prohibition of atomic, hydrogen, and 
other weapons of mass destruc
tion, for a substantial reduction 
in armaments and armed forces, 
and for the international control 
over observance of, Soviet pro
posals, 425-426, 752-757 

Prohibition of atomic weapons, Soviet 
proposals, 18-22, 65-69, 165-167,
178, 193, 198-200, 225, 262, 304- 
305, 331, 431, 752-757 

Reduction of armaments and the pro
hibition of atomic, hydrogen, and 
other weapons of mass destruc
tion :

General Assembly resolutions, 444- 
446, 583-584, 747-748, 914-915 

Soviet proposals, 422, 431-433, 450- 
452, 460-467, 546, 603-607 

T ripartite proposals (France, U.K., and 
U.S.) (see also W estern pro
posals) :

Armaments and armed forces, reduc
tion of, 274-275, 365-369, 370-372 

Establishm ent of disarm ament com
mission, 307-309, 330-333 

Four Power declaration on disarm a
ment, 553-555 

German reunification and European 
security, 529-532 

Heads of Government meeting 
agenda, 1044-1049
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Troposphere, radioactive fallout from, 
report of U.N. Scientific Commit
tee, 1061-1062 

Trum an, H arry  S, 207, 232, 257-259, 
263, 264, 275-281 

Trusteeship Council, relationship of 
proposed atomic development au
thority to, U.S. statement, 41 

Turkey, U.S. proposed missile and 
rocket bases in, Soviet statements,
1394-1395, 1425, 1426

Underdeveloped countries. See Eco
nomic assistance to underdeveloped 
countries

Underground and underw ater nuclear 
explosions, detection of (see also 
Seismic), Geneva conference of 
experts report, 1095, 1097 

Underwater inspection techniques for 
prevention of surprise attack, 
W estern proposal, 1254-1255 

United Kingdom (see also Anglo- 
French proposals, T ripartite  pro
posals, and W estern proposals) : 

Armed forces levels:
Acceptance of, 601w, 798n 
Proposed levels for. See Armed 

forces: Proposed levels 
Berlin declaration w ith Federal Re

public of Germany, U.S., and 
France, 834-837 

Berlin Foreign Ministers meeting, 
communique, 408 

Middle East, nonintervention in, So
viet proposal for Four Power 
declaration, 742-746 

M ilitary budget, reduction of: Gen
eral Assembly resolution, 1214- 
1215; Soviet proposal, 1172-1173 

Nuclear tests. See under Nuclear 
tests

Proposals and statem ents o n :
Armed forces, inform ation on, 43w 
Atomic energy, control of, 90-93, 

216-224
Atomic energy, peaceful uses of, 

proposal with U.S. and Canada, 
1-3

Commission for Conventional Ar
maments report, 208n 

Control organ, 514-516 
Disarmament program, 625-626, 

645-646, 1447-1451

United Kingdom—Continued 
Proposals and statem ents on—Con. 

Geneva experts conference on de
tection of nuclear tests report, 
1112-1113 

German reunification and European 
security, 478-480 

Inspection and control, 548-553 
Joint inspection in Europe, 488-489 
Nuclear te s ts :

On-site inspection, 1400-1401 
Suspension of, 772-773, 802-803, 

1173-1183, 1448, 1440-1450 
Subcommittee ( F r a n c e ,  Soviet 

Union, U.K., U.S.) on disarm a
ment and abolition of atomic 
weapons, 333-336 

Technical Working Group II, pro
ceedings of, 1574-1577 

U.N. Atomic Energy Commission, 
proposed establishment, Moscow 
communique, 3-5 

United Nations:
Atomic energy control plan, U.S.

statement, 226-228 
Charter. See Charter, United Na

tions
Chinese membership question, Soviet 

statement, 679 
Committee membership, U.S. sta te

ment, 1447 
Disarmament, negotiations in and re

sponsibility o f : U.K. statements,
1174-1175, 1183; U.S. statement, 
1146-1147 

Force for maintenance of peace and 
security. See International 
police force, proposed 

General Assembly. See General 
Assembly 

Nuclear test observers, U.S. proposal 
and statements, 898, 977, 1020 

Proposed agency for cooperation and 
study of outer space, Soviet pro
posal, 976-977 

Registration of proposed nuclear 
tests with. See under Nuclear 
tests

Relationship to proposed: atomic de
velopment authority, 36-42; U.N. 
disarmament and atomic develop
ment authority, 420-421 

Role of, Soviet statement, 1512-1513
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United Nations—Continued 
Secretariat, 238, 421 
Security Council. See Security 

Council
Soviet complaint regarding defeats 

in, U.S. statement, 1200 
Strengthening: U.S. proposal, 936; 

W estern proposal, 1049 
United Nations Atomic Energy Com

mission. See Atomic Energy Com
mission, U.N.

United Nations committees on the 
peaceful uses of outer space, 1305, 
1556, 1557 

United Nations disarm ament and 
atomic development authority, pro
posed, U.S. working paper, 414-^422 

United Nations Disarmament Com
mission. See Disarmament Com
mission, U.N., and Disarmament 
Subcommittee 

United Nations Economic and Social 
Council, 238 

United Nations M ilitary Staff Commit
tee, 61

United Nations Scientific Committee on 
the Effects of Atomic R adiation : 

General Assembly resolutions, 561- 
562, 913, 1302-1303, 1527-1529 

Report, 1056-1074; Soviet statements, 
1160-1161, 1530 

United States (for proposals and state
ments on specific subjects, see sub
ject) :

Aggressive acts by, question of, Soviet 
request to include on General As
sembly agenda, 750n 

Armed fo rces:
Existing levels. See under Armed 

forces
Proposed levels. See Armed forces: 

Proposed levels 
Reductions. See under Armed 

forces
M ilitary budget, reduction of: Gen

eral Assembly resolution, 1214- 
1215; Soviet proposal, 1172-1173 

Nuclear tests. See under Nuclear 
tests

Soviet Union, U.S. desire for friend
ship with, 794

United States—Continued 
Treaty of friendship and cooperation, 

Soviet proposal for, 587-593 
United States Atomic Energy Commis

sion :
Radioactive fallout study, 704r-705 
Research and training program in 

Latin America, 707 
United States Atomic Energy Commit

tee, 290
United States Panel on Seismic Im 

provement, 1367-1371, 1378-1392,
1423

Verification of m ilitary information. 
See Census, disclosure, and verifica
tion of m ilitary inform ation 

Veto pow er:
Operations of control system and vot

ing of sanctions for violations: 
Soviet statements, 63, 76-82, 93,

1364-1365, 1410-1412 
U.K. statements, 91, 93, 1400, 1401 
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission 

report, 58-59 
U.S. statements, 12, 39, 40, 45, 359, 

1344, 1348, 1350, 1360-1361, 1374- 
1376, 1392-1393, 1402,1445, 1494 

Use in Security Council:
Proposal not to use, U.S. statement, 

936
Soviet use of, 172n, 208n, 210n<, 

373n, 934
Vienna, Austria, proposed as headquar

ters for control organization, 1493 
Viet-Nam, reunification o f : Soviet state

ment, 679-680; U.S. statements, 
679w.

Violations of disarm ament agreement, 
determination of and sanctions for 
(see also Veto power) : 

Anglo-French proposal, 621 
Soviet statements, 63, 76-77, 93, le v 

ie s
U.K. statement, 91
U.N. Atomic Energy Commission re

port, 58-59 
U.S. proposals and statements, 12, 39, 

40, 45, 235, 359, 419-420 
Voroshilov, Kliment E., 375 
Vyshinsky, Andrei Ya\, 180, 250-257, 

281-289, 289-307, 438n, 443n

Wadsworth, Jam es J., 433-444, 473, 474,
718, 1127,1371-1378
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W ar propaganda. See Propaganda 
W arran t procedure for inspection pur

poses, U.N. Atomic Energy Com
mission report, 139-140, 146-147 

W arsaw  P ac t:
Aerial inspection and ground control 

posts, Soviet-bloc proposal, 1298- 
1302 

Members, 533n
Moscow meeting, Soviet statem ent at, 

1041-1043 
Nonaggression pact w ith N A T O ,  

Soviet proposal. See Nonaggres
sion pact

Question of supply of nuclear weap
ons : Soviet statements, 925,1270- 
1271, 1274-1275; U.S. statement, 
816

Soviet forces in member countries, 
Soviet proposal for reduction of, 
882

W arsaw conference, Soviet statem ent 
at, 467-472 

W arsaw  resolution of the World Peace 
Council, 261-262 

Washington Heads of Government meet
ing (1945), U.S. U.K., and Canada, 
jo in t declaration, 1-3 

W ashington trea ty  (1922) relating to 
use of submarines and noxious 
gases in w arfare, U.S. statement, 
374

Wastes, radioactive, exposure to, report 
of U.N. Scientific Committee on, 
1060

Weapons of mass destruction, prohibi
tion of. See under Treaties, agree
ments, etc., proposed 

W estern European Union, 533n, 641, 643 
W estern Hemisphere, W estern pro

posal for inspection in, 837-838, 
840, 872

W estern proposals (see also T ripartite 
proposals) :

Armed forces and armaments, reduc
tion of, 712-713 

Disarmament program, 448-450, 454, 
625-626, 645-646

W estern proposals—Continued 
Geneva surprise attack  conference. 

See Geneva surprise attack  con
ference : P lan  of work 

Inspection systems to prevent sur
prise attack, 837-839, 840 

Nuclear tests, suspension of, 802-803, ?
845-848, 871, 1045 

P artia l measures of disarmament, 
^868-874

Peace plan a t Geneva Foreign Minis
ters meeting, 1413-1419 

Stocks of nuclear weapons, use for 
peaceful purposes, 684n 

White, Lincoln, 1422 
W hite House memoranda and state

ment, 702-708, 708-720, 1402 
Wilcox, Francis, 669n 
Working Committee of the Commission 

for Conventional Armaments, pro
posals submitted i n :

Soviet proposals, 173-174 
U.S. proposals:

General views on safeguards, 233- 
235

Industrial safeguards, 247-248 
M ilitary safeguards, 240-247 
Proposed conventional armaments 

adm inistration, 235-239 
Working Committee of the U.N. Atomic 

Energy Commission, report and 
resolution on Soviet proposals, 155- 
166

Working groups, technical. See Tech
nical W orking Group 

World living standards, U.S. proposal 
to improve (see also Economic as
sistance), 494-495 

World Peace Council:
Proposal for cessation of nuclear 

tests, 711, 712 
Stockholm appeal, 232, 239-240, 256- 

257
W arsaw resolution, 261-262

Yugoslavia, d raft resolution for partial 
disarm ament measures, 664

I
Zorin, Valerian A., 816-825, 1153-1171/

1201-1202, 1203, 1204, 1228w-1229n

tf .S . «0VCIIIIHKIIT PRIMTIHf O F H C K tlM O


