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FOREWORD

This volume, a sequel to Documents on Disarmament^ 194^-1969^ 
issued by the Department of State last year, brings together for the 
use of private citizens and Government officials important documents 
for the year 1960 relating to 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 
reimification and collective security—in order to provide the context 
for a number of disarmament developments 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. The documents are arranged here in chronological order. 
A Ust of abbreviations and a Hst of international organizations and 
conferences appear at the beginning of the volume, and a bibho- 
graphical note, a list of persons, and an index are printed at the end.

United Nations documents used in this compilation are designated 
by symbols representing various United Nations organs, as follows: 
the General Assembly (A), the First Committee of the General 
Assembly (A/C.l), the Disarmament Commission (DC), and the 
Security .Council (S). A similar system is used for documents of the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests 
(QEN/DNT) and the Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament 
(TNCD). Other abbreviations used in tHe footnotes are enumerated 
in the list of abbreviations.

The collection was prepared in the Historical Office of the Depart
ment of State, G. Bernard Noble, Director, by the staflF of the Officer 
in Charge of Policy Studies, Richardson Dougall, under the immediate 
direction of Edwin S. Costrell, Chief of the Area Studies Branch, 
Robert W. Lambert, before he was transferred from the Area Studies 
Branch to the staff of the United States Disarmament Administration, 
compiled and annotated the papers; Harold D. Langley then assumed 
responsibility for the remaining details of this work and also prepared 
the bibliographical note, the list of persons, and the list of principal 
commissions and other organs. This work was done in consultation
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iv FOREWORD

with Ronald I. Spiers, Jeremy Blanchet, and other members of the 
Disarmament Administration. Valuable assistance in the procure
ment of United Nations texts was received from Alace M. Harvey^ 
Dorothy B. Thomas, Constance Gaynor, and May Hahlen.

Technical editing was done in the Division of Publishing Services 
under the direction of the Chief of the General Editing Branch, 
Dorothy M. Hine, by Joseph J. Moriarty, Lorna K. Newby, and other 
members of the staff. The index was prepared by John J. Lee of 
the same Branch.
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Letter From Chancellor Adenauer to Premier Khrushchev 

[Extracts}, January 8̂

I  have not previously replied to your letter of October 15 for well 
considered reasons. At that time, Mr. Premier, you had just returned 
from your journeys to the United States and the Far East. Sub
sequently, an exchange of views developed between you and the 
Western heads of governmcmt on the convening of a conference on the 
same problems which you had raised in your talks with the US 
President and in your letter of August 18. A few weeks ago, I  had the 
opportunity in Paris of discussing this conference plan with the heads 
of state and government of the United States and the United Kingdom. 
I considered it appropriate, and in both our interests, to wait with 
my reply until these current talks had come to a certain measure of 
conclusion.

I think this moment has now arrived. In view of the fact that a 
conference of the heads of state and governments of the United 
States, France, the United Kingdom, and the USSR is likely to take 
place in May 1960, I consider it particularly urgent to clear up some 
errors and misunderstandings which are to be found in your letter and 
to conmient on some views which you voice in your letter. I am doing 
this in an attempt, of which I shall never tire, to also clear up those 
problems for which I have repeatedly given explanations. The 
problems concerned are too important to permit any shrinking from 
repetition. I deduce from the contents and tenor of your letter that 
you are of the same opinion.

May I, therefore, ask you to once again read those sentences in my 
letter of August 27 in which I explained to you that I do not harbor 
any feelings of hatred for socialism or communism. Nothing in my 
words justifies your inference that this attitude was of a more recent 
date and differed from prejudices shown so far. I note with satisfac
tion your assurance that in the Soviet Union ideological differences are 
not regarded, as an obstacle to cooperation between states, particularly 
since I emphatically voiced this view in my letter of August 27.

I am glad that you attribute the greatest importance to this attitude 
which the Federal Republic has held-at all times.

1 Department of State files. Premier Khrushchev replied on Jan. 28 {post, 
pp. 27-29).
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2 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

In  full agreement with you, I  see in this attitude, assumed by both 
of us, a possibility for establishing a relationship of trust and coopera
tion between our peoples. I have told you on earlier occasions that 
I  had hoped for such a development as early as 1955. Unfortunately, 
such a development has not yet taken place, but it is never too late to 
make a change for the better.

I  regard it as an important prerequisite that we agree on an im
portant point in our political aims: The conviction that mankind 
must be preserved from a new war and that therefore, in the present 
world situation, the disarmament problem is of front-rank importance. 
I  regard this concord of our judgment as a valuable element on the 
road toward an improvement of the world situation and our mutual re
lations.

I  fervently hope that you and the heads of state and government 
of the United States, France, and the United Kingdom at your meet
ing in May will succeed in achieving progress regarding this problem.

On various occasions, I have given you the assurance in the most 
outspoken form that the Federal Republic will undoubtedly join in 
a disarmament agreement concluded by the big powers. There is, 
however, no justified reason to demand advance gestures in the sphere 
of disarmament specifically from the Federal Republic, whose armed 
power is negligible compared with yours and even compared with the 
armed forces of other Eastern states.

I must tell you quite frankly that I  cannot regard as a serious con
tribution to our exchange of views your example of the people who 
after drenching their house with gasoline declare that they had done so 
in order to avert the danger of fire. Were I to reply in the same style 
I  would have to tell you that the gasoline is not being spilled in our 
country but elsewhere. I suggest that in our correspondence we re
frain from such arguments; this would be in keeping with the intention 
not to indulge in polemics voiced by you in another paragraph of 
your letter, an intention which I share.

The disarmament proposals made by you, Mr. Premier, to the UN 
General Assembly in New York,^ of which you notifiedmy government, 
were studied by me with the same care which I gave to other sugges
tions made at the same General Assembly meeting. I am of the 
opinion that all these proposals should be examined carefully and 
soberly and that future negotiations should be based on those proposals 
which offer the best prospects for early implementation and practical 
effectiveness.

I  must confess that I am unable to understand the logic of your 
suggestion in one essential point. You write that the disarmament

^Documents on Disarmamentf 1945-1969j vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.
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process would take place under constant international control ' ‘in 
which all states throughout the world would take part and whose 
extent would increase to the same degree to which general disarmament 
progressed. An agreement on universal and total disarmament would 
do away with one of the difficulties which arose during all disarmament 
negotiations so far, namely, the problem of control. After complete 
disarmament has been carried out, when no state has anything to coa- 
ceal from another, control can be complete and comprehensive.?

In my opinion, the more objects for control there are in existence— 
that is, above all at the beginning of disarmament—the more com
plete and comprehensive must be the control of the disarmament's 
process. This problem is among those which, I hope, will soon be 
clarified in the impending negotiations.

You speak, Mr. Premier, of attempts to present the solution of the 
disarmament problem as a precondition for the settlement of other 
political questions which do not brook delay, in the intention to pre
vent their settlement. The examples which you cite are the signing of 
a German peace treaty and the setting up of a so-called ''free city'' 
of West Berlin.

I regret to be compelled to tell you, Mr. Premier, that I resent thes^ 
accusations as being particularly unfounded and arbitrary. The Fed
eral Government for a while held the view that the solution of the 
disarmament problem presupposed the prior solution of serious contro
versial political problems such as, for instance, the partition of Ger
many. At that time, my Government was accused, particularly by 
the Soviet side, of obstructing disarmament by raising political con
ditions. Today, after we have done everything to remove the foun
dation for any such misinterpretation of our intentions^ you level the 
opposite accusation against us; namely, that we are making the dis
armament problem the precondition for the solution of political 
problems which allegedly brook no delay.

You are doing so at the very moment when you evidently want to 
give priority to your proposals for a peace treaty and the creation of 
a so-called ''free city" of West Berlin over the disarmament problem.

Both accusations which you level against the Federal Government's 
policy are unfounded. They contradict each other. I t  was neither 
then or is it now our intention to make our tasks more difficult by 
raising preliminary conditions and priorities. I do not deny that I  am 
convinced—and you, Mr. Premier, will also have to admit this—that 
the problem of armaments and their limitation and reduction cannot 
be examined in complete separation from the political tensions and 
quarrels which unfortunately exist in this world of today.

In my opinion, it would be unrealistic to lay down from the outset 
a rigid sequence for the solution of the problem facing us.
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I believe that a certain progress in the disarmament problem would 
facilitate the solution of important political problems. Similarly, I 
believe that we shall finally solve the disarmament problem only if we 
succeed in clearing away matters of political conflict, thus creating 
greater mutual trust. I t  would be a proof of practical common sense 
if we were to let the quarrel on preconditions and the chronological or 
logical sequence of the problems rest and turned to those talks which 
appear to be urgent at the moment and soluble, given good will.

The problems of the peace treaty and the setting up of a so-called 
free city of West Berlin, which you place in the foreground, are not 
among them, in my opinion. The absence of a formal peace treaty 
nearly 15 years after the end of the war is painful, but not unbearable, 
as the state of war has long since been ended among all concerned 
and relations have been normalized. In many cases, former enemies 
have become close friends. Naturally, it would be very desirable to 
finally put an end to the chapter of the last war by means of a peace 
treaty. I t  is up to you and your Government, Mr. Premier, to make 
this possible and to do away with one of the worst injustices left be
hind by the war— t̂he partition of Germany and the artificial isolation 
of her capital, Berlin.

I am convinced that, given good will on both sides, it will be pos
sible in this year to make progress on the road to a general improve
ment of the world situation, to an improvement of German-Soviet 
relations, and to a strengthening of peace by the beginning of universal 
controlled disarmament. With expressions of highest esteem.

Address by Premier Khrushchev to the Supreme Soviet 
{Extracts}, January 14 ^

The position taken by the American Government on the question of 
terminating atomic and hydrogen weapon tests unfortunately serves 
at present as an example of the manifestations of such contradictory 
tendencies. As is known, the Soviet Union, the United States, and 
Britain, as the powers in possession of nuclear weapons, have been 
talking in Geneva for a fairly long time^ over a year, on the discon
tinuance of experimental explosions of atomic and hydrogen weapons. 
The importance of this task is understandable to everybody. I t  would

 ̂Moscow radio broadcast, Jan. 14, 1960. Following Premier Khrushchevas 
address, the Supreme Soviet adopted a law on the reduction of the armed forces of 
the U.S.S.R. {j)ost, pp. 16-18).
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be unjust to deny that during the Geneva talks, although they have 
been progressing slowly, definite positive results have nevertheless 
been achieved which make it easier for an agreement on the termi
nation of tests to be concluded.

In these circumstances the decision adopted voluntarily by each of 
the states taking part in the talks to refrain from further nuclear tests 
was regarded by the peoples of the whole world as a good and encour
aging sign. For over a year now no experimental explosions of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons have been carried out anywhere in the world. 
This gratifying fact has instilled hope in the peoples that it will be pos
sible to consolidate the existing state in the near future by the con
clusion of an appropriate international agreement and that a per
manent end will be put to the nuclear tests. However, on Dec. 29, 
last year, President Eisenhower made a statement to the effect that 
the United States considers itself, after Dec. 31, 1959, free from the 
moratorium on nuclear arms tests.^ And although the President's 
statement says that the Americans will not resume the tests without 
giving advance warning, his statement obviously means that the 
United States can now resmne nuclear explosions at any moment.

The report about this decision of the American Government has 
evoked, literally in all countries of the world, a feeling of regret and 
anxiety. Should any of the states, in the present-day conditions, 
resume tests of nuclear arms, it is not difficult to imagine the conse
quences of this act. Other states which possess the same weapons 
would be forced to take the same road. An impulse would be given 
to resume a nuclear arms test race of any capacity, under any con
ditions, and unlimited by anything. The government which would 
be the first to begin the nuclear arms tests would take upon itself 
a heavy responsibihty before the peoples.

The decision of any of these powers to resume nuclear arms tests 
would hardly be compatible with the obligation accepted by it before 
all the members of the United Nations, for the session of the U.N. 
General Assembly which ended recently, expressing the will of the 
peoples, unanimously called upon the participants in the Geneva 
negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear arms tests to make even 
greater efforts to accelerate the conclusion of an agreement and not to 
resume nuclear arms tests.^ The delegations of the Soviet Union, the 
United States, and Britain voted for this appeal.

In this connection, I would like to reemphasize that the Soviet 
Government, with a view to safeguarding the most favorable condi
tions for the working out in the very near future of an agreement on 
the discontinuation of tests, will continue to abide by its pledge not

^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1590-1591. 
UUd., pp. 1548-1549.
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to renew experimental nuclear explosions in the Soviet Union if the 
Western powers do not start testing atomic and hydrogen weapons.

The U.S. President s statement says that the prospects of reaching 
agreement on the discontinuation of nuclear tests have, allegedly, 
deteriorated recently. I must say frankly that it is difficult for us to 
agree with this assessment. The three-power conference has done, as 
has been said, quite a considerable amount of work in preparing such 
an agreement. The Soviet Union recently put forward for the Ge
neva conference's consideration new proposals for the solution of the 
three questions on which substantial disagreements previously existed: 
The composition of a central commission, the staffing of control 
posts, and manner of adoption of decisions by the control commission 
on budgetary and financial questions.^ These proposals by the Soviet 
Union, in which a step is made to meet the position of the Western 
states, opens a possibility for further progress in the work of the 
Geneva conference.

In President Eisenhower^s statement we note with satisfaction the 
part in which it is said that the United States would resume the 
negotiations in an unswerving spirit of aspiration to conclude an 
a^eem ent on discontinuation of nuclear weapon tests. As for the 
Soviet Union, it will continue to seek ways of overcoming the obsta
cles which arose in the course of negotiations at the Geneva confer
ence and will exert all its efforts to bring about in the nearest future 
the quickest possible conclusion of a treaty on a discontinuation of 
all tests of nuclear weapons for all time. We consider that there are 
already opportunities to achieve this if all participants strive for 
agreement.

Recently official spokesmen of the United States have been declar
ing that it is possible to conceal underground explosions so that they 
can not be detected with any devices. Let us concede that some
times modern technical equipment cannot provide absolute certainty 
that aU underground explosions of nuclear weapons can be detected. 
Let us concede that sometimes it is not easy to distinguish under
ground explosions of nuclear weapons from earthquakes and explo
sions of a volcanic nature, but if an appropriate agreement is signed, 
it must, of courae, be honestly observed by all parties.

This will be of great advantage to all the peoples of the world. 
All nuclear explosions, under ground, under water, and in the air, will 
be discontinued. People will feel confident that the atmosphere is 
not to be contaminated with radioactive fallout. Meanwhile, the 
further development of science wiU provide the possibility of discover
ing and establishing all nuclear explosions with absolute accuracy. 
But even if there is iio guarantee today that all explosions are being

1GEN/DNT/PV.148, p. 11.
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fully established with absolute accuracy, the conclusion of an agree
ment on the discontinuation of tests will place great obligations on 
the participants of this agreement, and it is understood that all will 
have to adhere strictly to such an agreement. Should any side vio
late the obhgations to which it has committed itself, the instigators of 
such violations will cover themselves with shame, and they will be 
condemned by the peoples of the world.

As I said before, nuclear explosions have not been carried out for 
over a year. And this has been done on the basis of a voluntary 
conmiitment by each side, without an international agreement. I t  
must be assumed that should such an agreement be reached it will to 
an even greater degree commit all countries concerned to adhere 
strictly to such an agreement. Therefore references to the imperfec
tion of technical methods for the detection of nuclear explosions are 
not the best method for resuming, under the cover of such arguments, 
underground nuclear explosions. If they wish to resume tests of 
nuclear weapons in the air, above ground, under ground or under 
water, let them say so outright, without looking for formal pretexts 
to justify such a step.

We want to stress once more that the Soviet Union firmly believes 
that it is essential to end all forms of tests of nuclear weapons— în the 
air, on the ground, under ground and under water. If agreement 
were adopted to prohibit tests in the atmosphere only, that would 
undermine the hopes of people for the complete discontinuation of 
tests. The peoples want complete disarmament, the dissolution of 
all armies. They want to see the achievement of the complete pro
hibition of nuclear weapons, so that a stable and rehable peace can 
be assured throughout the world.

• • • • • • •

Recent years have been full of international events which have 
led to the consolidation of the international position of the Soviet 
Union and of aU the socialist countries. We have every right to say 
that never before in the whole of the glorious history of the existence 
of the Soviet state has the defense of our country been so safely 
secured against any fortuitous incidents and encroachments from 
outside as at present. Never before has the influence of the Soviet 
Union in international affairs, its prestige as a stronghold of peace, 
been so great as today.

The distribution of forces in the international arena insures a 
preponderance of the peace-loving states. In the closely rallied 
ranks of the states defending the cause of peace march the Soviet 
Union, the CPR^—all socialist countries. Many states of Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America are advocating more and more actively 
the consolidation of peace.
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Comrade deputies, as you know, our party at its 20th and 21st 
congresses concluded that in present conditions there is no longer 
a complete inevitability of war and that war can and must be elim
inated forever from the life of human society. The obvious way 
to free man from the calamities of war is general and total disarma
ment. On Sept. 18, 1959, at the request of the Soviet Government,
I put forward for the consideration of the United Nations a program 
of general and total disarmament.^ Our proposals are simple and 
easy to understand. They are supported by all who want World 
War II  to be the last world war that mankind undergoes and desire 
that there should be no third world war.

To prevent another war, however, it is necessary to do away with 
the means of waging war, to place states in a situation where none 
of them would have a chance to unleash military operations against 
another state. This is just what the Soviet Government is pro
posing. Our proposals envisage the disbanding of all armed forces 
and the destruction of all types of armament. The Soviet Union 
is prepared itself and proposes to other states to abolish defense 
ministries, disband general headquarters, and do away with military 
service. In short, the gist of our proposals is to reduce to practi
cally nothing the level of armed forces and arms of all states, leaving 
states—for the maintenance of internal order and the protection 
of personal security of their citizens—only strictly limited detach
ments agreed upon for each country, armed with light fibrearms.

We express satisfaction with the fact that at the General As
sembly all U.N. member states passed a resolution approving the 
idea of general and total disarmament.^ A 10-member committee, 
which should soon start discussion on the disarmament problem, 
has been entrusted with the consideration of our proposals. I t 
must also be noted that our partners in the forthcoming talks, on 
which the results of the consideration of the Soviet proposals on dis
armament will largely depend, have carefully considered the pro
posals of the Soviet Union, although they accompanied their positive 
statements with reservations, specifically concerning the estabUsh- 
ment of control.

These reservations have astounded us a little, because our pro
posals provide for everything that is necessary to insure a reliable 
international control over the implementation of general and total 
disarmament. When the proposals on general and total disarma
ment were being worked out and discussed by the government, it 
stands to reason that we were sufficiently well aware of the stand

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1946-1959^ vol. II, pp. 1452 flf.
2 Ibid., p. 1545.
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•of our partners as regards control, and therefore, as before, we took 
particular care in working out our proposals on control in order 
to remove any possible objections and not give the -Western powers 
the chance to raise any reservations. And yet, we are again obliged 
to hear the repetition of the former allegations, which do not cor
respond to the truth, that the Soviet proposals do not provide for 
sufficient eflFective control over the implementation of disarmament 
measures. If our Western partners care for the implementation 
of effective disarmament control, we welcome it, because our posi
tion is the same.

The Soviet Union is for a strict international control over dis
armament. The Soviet Union is in favor of an agreement about 
general and complete disarmament which would permit firm con
fidence that no country would violate the obligations as regards 
the carrying out of disarmament. Our proposals envisaged the 
establishment of an effective international control over disarma
ment which, of course, must correspond to particular stages of 
disarmament.

If the objections as regards control are raised by the Western 
powers for the purpose of filibustering, in order to delay and later 
thwart an agreement on a general and complete disarmament, then, 
of course, this undermines the hopes for a general and complete 
disarmament and can only cause profoundly bitter feelings among 
peoples.

Some people in the West assert that disarmament allegedly threat
ens the economy of the capitalist countries with dire consequences. 
They say that if the production of bombs, guns, submarines, and 
other instruments of annihilation is stopped economic ruin would al
legedly follow; hundreds of thousands of people would be deprived of 
work and of their means of livelihood. But only people who can only 
imagine the development of economy by subordinating it to the inter
ests of war preparations can think this. The least one can say about 
such assertions is that there is no evidence for them. I had the occa
sion to talk with many representatives of American business circles 
who, in this respect, are far from holding such a sinister point of view 
and are confident that it is fully within the capacity of American in
dustry to cope with the task of the changeover of the entire economy 
to the production of civilian goods.

Surely there are grounds to expect that a switch of production ca
pacities to the production of peacetime goods would make it possible 
sharply to reduce taxes imposed on the population, to increase the 
capacity of the domestic market, and at the same time spend more on 
education, health services, and social security? And would not the 
opportunities for foreign trade, freed from artificial restrictions which



10 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

are prompted by considerations having nothing in common with eco
nomic advantages, vastly expand? How many countries there are in 
the world .which have a need not for arms, but for peacetime 
conamodities!

There is no doubt that, with disarmament, opportunities for dis
posal of peacetime products on foreign markets would increase im
measurably and that the widest prospects for development of world 
trade would be opened. Disarmament does not solely benefit one 
given state or group of states, but paves the way for stable peace and 
economic development for all countries and all people.

The Soviet Union has shown its desire for a solution of the disar
mament problem not only in words but also in deeds. Immediately 
after the end of World War II  a wide-scale demobilization of armed 
forces was carried out in our country. In the years that followed, 
the Soviet Union completely removed its military bases on the terri
tory of other states. The Soviet Union has gone further. In an 
endeavor to put an end to the arms race and to launch practical meas
ures for disarmament as soon as possible, our country carried out a 
further reduction of its armed forces.

I t  is well known that in the last four years the numerical strength 
of the armed forces of the USSR has been unilaterally reduced by a 
further total of 2,140,000.^ Soviet troops were withdrawn from the 
Rumanian People^s Republic. There has been a considerable reduc
tion in the numerical strength of our troops stationed, under the ex
isting agreement, in the German Democratic Republic, the Polish 
People’s Republic, and the Hungarian People’s Republic.

I  would like to report to the deputies of the Supreme Soviet how 
the numerical strength of the personnel of our armed forces has 
changed over the last 30 years. After the end of the civil war, the 
Soviet Government demobilized the basic personnel of the army 
and reorganized it. As a result, by 1927 the Red Army and Navy 
had a personnel of 586,000. This was, to a certain extent, determined 
also by conditions of the international situation at that time. The 
aggression of Japanese imperialism in the Far East and the coming to 
power of fascism in Germany were the reasons for an increase in the 
numerical strength of our armed forces, which was raised by 1937 to
1.433.000.

Then, at the beginning of World War II, which created a threat of 
direct attack on the Soviet Union by Hitlerite Germany, our armed 
forces were increased even more, and by 1941 their number reached
4.207.000. The treacherous attack by Hitlerite Germany on the So
viet Union and the bloody war which raged over four years compelled 
us to raise our armed forces by May 1945 to 11,364,000. As a result of

 ̂ See ihid.y vol. I, pp. 496-497, 638.
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the demobilization carried out immediately after the end of the war, 
the armed forces of our country were reduced by 1948 to 2,874,000 
men.

The Soviet Union embarked on a considerable reduction of its 
armed forces in the hope that the Western powers would also be 
guided by the ideas of maintaining peace and friendship and strength
ening the relations which developed among the countries of the anti- 
Hitlerite coalition. Our hopes, however, were not justified. As a 
result of the formation of the aggressive NATO bloc in the West and 
the atom bomb blackmail at the time when we had none, the Soviet 
Union was compelled, in the interests of strengthening its defense in 
the case of a provocation, to increase the nimiber of its troops, which 
by 1955 reached 5,763,000. In the next period 1955-1958, as I  have 
already reported, the armed forces were reduced by 2,140,000 and now 
total 3,623,000. Such are the figures on the state of armed forces of 
the Soviet Union during the past 10 years.^

• • • • • • •

Comrades deputies! Today the Soviet Government is placing 
before the Supreme Soviet for consideration a proposal concerning 
another great re^luction of the armed forces of our country. As before, 
we believe that it is possible to carry out this reduction of armed 
forces, unilaterally and independently from the course of the dis
cussion of the disarmament problem in the Committee of Ten or 
other international bodies.

The Council of Ministers puts before you for consideration and 
confirmation the proposal to reduce our armed forces by another 1.2 
million men. If such a proposal is accepted by the Supreme Soviet, 
our army and navy will have a complement of 2,423,000 men. Thus 
the complement of our armed forces will be below the level proposed 
by the United States, Britain, and France during the discussion of 
the disarmament problem in 1956. These proposals envisaged for 
the Soviet Union and the United States armed forces at a level of 
2.5 million men each.^

We agreed to this proposal and have on our part advanced it many 
times, proceeding, of course, from the premise that this would be 
only the first step in the field of armed forces reduction. We mentioned 
these figures in particular in the proposals of the Soviet Government 
to the General Assembly in the autumn of 1956.  ̂ More than three

* At Premier Khrushchevas request, the Supreme Soviet recessed for 30 minutes 
at this point in his address.

2 Documents on Diaarmamenty 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 601-603.
3 The Soviet declaration of Nov. 17, 1956 {ibid., pp. 721-729) was distributed 

to U.N. members at the request of the Soviet delegation (see General Assembly 
Official Records: Eleventh Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 22, p. 1).
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years have passed since then, but agreement has not yet been achieved 
on this. A proposal is now being made to reduce the armed forces 
to a lower level, and we are doing this ourselves, without delays, 
without an unnecessary waste of time and energy, without the nerv
ous strain connected with endless arguments with our partners on 
the question of disarmament.

We are confident that the comrade deputies will discuss in detail 
the proposals which the government is making to the session of the 
Supreme Soviet and will understand correctly the motives which 
prompt the CPSU Central Committee and the Soviet Government.

Every Soviet citizen, especially a deputy of the Supreme Soviet 
elected by the people, is preoccupied primarily with the security of 
his motherland, the safeguarding of the conquests of the revolution, 
the insuring of the successful building of communism in our country. 
Therefore, the first question arising in connection with the  ̂proposals 
made here is whether the defensive power of our country will be 
sufficient after the implementation of the measures proposed.

Since our foes have not yet relegated to the archives even the term 
‘̂ positions of s tren g th ,w h y  is it that we, instead of matching force 
with force, still decided to reduce the army and the navy and conse
quently lo reduce arms expenditure? Are we not displaying some 
lack of concern for the security of our country? We have studied 
this question in detail from every angle, consulted with the military 
and the general staff, and unhesitatingly reply: Our defense will be
fully sufficient, and we have realistically taken everything into 
account. What grounds are there to substantiate these realistic 
calculations and to adopt such a responsible decision? What groimds 
are there for deputies to accept this decision, firmly confident that it 
will not damage the defense potential of our country?

Our confidence in the correctness of the measures proposed is 
based on the fact that the Soviet country is going through a period of 
unparalleled, tempestuous development of the whole national econ
omy. I t  is based on the indestructible moral-political solidarity 
of the Soviet public. Soviet scientists, engineers, and workers have 
insured the possibility of equipping our army with hydrogen, rocket, 
and other modern weapons. The development of our economy, the 
achievements of scientists and technical thought—these have created 
the conditions for the decision to reduce the armed forces.

Moreover, we have taken into account the strengthening and 
growth of the might of the socialist camp which constitutes a strong 
bulwark of peace.

The Soviet Union has acquired the necessary supply of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons. As long as an agreement on banning nuclear
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weapons is not reached, we are compelled to continue their production. 
We must, of course, expend considerable funds for this purpose, but 
we cannot as yet give up completely the production of nuclear arms. 
Such decisions must be the result of an agreement of the countries 
possessing nuclear arms.

Our state has at its disposal powerful rocket equipment. The mil
itary air force and navy have lost their previous importance in view 
of the modem development of military equipment. This type of 
armament is not being reduced but replaced. Almost the entire mil
itary air force is being replaced by rocket equipment. We have by 
now sharply cut, and it seems will continue sharply to cut and even 
discontinue, the manufacture of bombers and other obsolete equip
ment. In the navy, the submarine fleet assumes great importance, 
while surface ships can no longer play the part they once did. In our 
country the armed forces ha\e  been to a considerable extent trans
ferred to rocket and nuclear arms. These arms are being perfected 
and will continue to be perfected until they are banned.

The Central Committee of the Communist Party and the Soviet 
Government can report to you, comrade deputies, that the arms we 
now possess are formidable; and those which are, so to speak, about 
to appear, are even more perfect, even more formidable.

The arms being designed and, so to speak, in the portfolios of sci
entists and designers are incredible arms. You, comrade deputies, 
will probably agree that one cannot now approach the problem of the 
numerical strength of the army as one did just a few years ago. Suf
fice it to say that from 1955 the numerical strength of armed forces 
in our country has been cut by one-third while its firepower—thanks 
to the introduction and development of the latest types of modern 
military equipment—^increased many times during the same period. 
In our time the defense potential of the country is not determined by 
the niunber of pur soldiers under arms, by the number of persons in 
naval uniform. If one is to divert one's attention from the general 
political and economic factors to which I referred earlier, the defense 
potential of the country, to a decisive extent, depends on the total 
firepower and the means of delivery available to the given side.

The proposed reduction will in no way weaken the firepower of our 
armed forces, and. this is the main point. In fact, the state main
tains its army for the very purpose of having the firepower necessary 
to withstand the likely enemy and prevent him from attack or give 
him a proper rebuff should he attem pt to attack our coimtry.

The Soviet Army now has combat means and firepower never be
fore possessed by any army. I emphasized once, more that we al
ready have so many nuclear weapons, both atomic and hydrogen, 
and the necessary rockets for delivering these weapons to the terri
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tory of a potential aggressor, that should any madman launch an 
attack on our state or on other socialist states we would be able to 
literally wipe the country or countries which attack us off the face of 
the earth.

The United States has set itself the tasjk of catching up with the 
Soviet Union in the production of rockets in five years. They will 
naturally make every effort to raise their rocketry from the state it is 
now in and reach a better position. But it would be naive to think 
that we are meanwhile going to sit with arms folded.

Even in America itself, people are saying, “ And are the Russians 
going to wait? Theyll wait and shoot crap [Budut zhdat\ hudut v 
kosti igrat̂ ].̂  ̂ Yes, of course, we shall do everything to use the time 
we have gained to develop rocket armaments and to take the leading 
position in this field until international agreement on the question of 
disarmament is reached.

The following question arises, however: If the possibility is not 
excluded that some capitalist countries will draw even with us in the 
field of modern armaments, will they not, possibly, act perfidiously 
and attack us first in order to make use of the factor of surprise at
tack with such a formidable weapon as the rocket-atomic weapon 
«,nd thus have an advantage for achieving victory? No, modem 
means of waging war do not give any country such advantages. One 
can be the first to attac^i; for this one does not need to be particu
larly clever, one must rather be reckless to do this. We, of course, 
nre aware of the fact that some of our possible adversaries are inclined 
this way. One can often observe how in one country or another the 
adherents of the position of strength policy are showing haste and 
zeal, although it would seem that Hitler^s laurels should have had a 
-cooling effect on them. But it seems that the minds of these leaders 
are so blurred that these serious lessons of history have been forgotten 
by them.

Let us, however, assume, that some state, or group of states, suc
ceeds in preparing and carrying out a surprise attack on a power with 
nuclear and rocket weapons. But could the attacking side, even if 
one supposes for a moment that it succeeded in inflicting a surprise 
attack, be able to put out of order immediately all the stocks of nu
clear weapons, all the rocket installations on the territory of the power 
attacked? Certainly not. The state subjected to a sudden attack, 
if, of course, the state in question is a sufficiently big one, will always 
be able to give a powerful rebuff to the aggressor. We take into ac
count the fact that foreign military bases are located around our 
country. That is why we site our rocket facilities in such a way as 
to insiu’e duplication and triplication. The territory of our country
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IS immense. We have the possibility of dispersing our rocket faciUties, 
of camouflaging them well. We are creating such a system that if 
some means earmarked for a retahatory blow were put out of com
mission one could always send into action the means duplicating them 
and hit the targets from reserve positions.

All this is quite suflBicient to exercise a sobering influence on any 
person of normal psychology, people who are responsible before na
tions for their actions, who have the fate of nations at heart. But, 
naturally, one cannot speak for madmen.

Madmen have always existed and, apparently, will not disappear 
in the future. But one must not forget that if in the past the accession 
of such madmen to power led to bloody wars it would now be an en
tirely unprecedented disaster. Like those of us who on leaving home 
make sure that no inflammable material, matches, or certain electric 
appliances fall into the hands of a silly child and imwittingly provoke 
a terrible disaster for the home and the whole town, thus, nations ought 
to take care that the government, parhament, and other responsible 
posts for insuring peace are not penetrated by people who have mad 
and criminal aims. Great vigilance is required of people to prevent 
madmen from using rocket and nuclear weapons against mankind un
til a solution is found for the question of full and universal disarma
ment and, consequently, the destruction of all means of warfare.

Statement by the Director of the Office of News of the 
Department of State (White): Reduction of Soviet 
Forces, January 14^

We note with interest the Soviet Union’s announcement of an ap
proximate 1.2-million-men proposed reduction in its conventional 
-armed forces and a readjustment in its conventional armaments. 
We also note that these reductions are to be carried out within the 
jiext 1 to 2 years. This proposed action to reduce present massive 
Soviet armed forces could lessen one of the causes of existing world 
tensions. The announcement was not unexpected, since the Soviet 
Union, along with other modern nations, is now in a position to place 
greater reUance on new weapons.

In this connection Chairman Khrushchev has emphasized that the 
proposed reductions would in no way affect the actual power of the

1 Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 1, 1960, p. 147. See also Premier Khru
shchev’s address to the Supreme Soviet {supra).
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Soviet Union’s arms. The Soviet Union, with its acknowledged—I 
might say parenthetically for the first time—its acknowledged armed 
force level of 3.6 million, and its neighbor. Communist China, main
tain the largest standing armies in the world. This fact has been a 
constant source of concern to those nations earnestly seeking a solu
tion to the dangers inherent in the armaments race.

For its part the United States, not in 1960 but immediately fol
lowing World War II, demobilized the great bulk of its armed forces 
from a peak level of 12.3 million. In view of Conmiunist aggression 
the level was later raised and stands today a t approximately 2.5 million. 
In addition the United States has carried out corresponding reductions 
in its conventional armaments.

As in the case of previous unilateral Soviet announcements, the pro
posed reductions can be taken only as an intention since there will be 
no verifiable means of checking any actual reductions. An opportu
nity to achieve controlled international measures of disarmament will 
be offered a t the general disarmament negotiations scheduled for the 
early part of this year. At these negotiations the United States will 
be prepared to go as far toward safeguarded disarmament as any 
other country. I t  is hoped that this announcement by the Soviet 
Union is an indication of its willingness to participate in the forth
coming negotiations in the same spirit so that world accord can be 
established through concrete and verifiable measures of disarmament, 
thereby removing suspicions and building real security.

Soviet Law on the Reduction of Armed Forces, 
January 15̂

The Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
having thoroughly studied the current international situation and 
having fully assessed all circumstances, finds it possible and expedient 
to carry out another substantial reduction of the Soviet armed forces.

In taking this decision, the USSR Supreme Soviet proceeds from 
the fact that the great victories in communist construction scored by 
the Soviet people have insured an unprecedented growth of our coun
try 's might and entailed radical changes in the international situation.

Under these conditions, the peaceable poUcy of the Soviet Union 
and other sociahst-camp countries, meeting with full understanding 
and support on the part of all peace forces throughout the world, has

1 Moscow radio broadcast, Jan. 15, 1960.
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brought about an improvement in the international situation. The 
tension in relations between states belonging to dijfferent social systems 
began giving way for the first time in many years. The historical 
visit by the chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, Nikita 
Khrushchev, to the United States and his talks with President Eisen
hower played a most important part in relaxing this tension.

The foreign pohcy of the Soviet Union is founded on the Leninist 
principle of peaceful coexistence of states with different social systems. 
Guided by this principle, the Soviet state, from the very first days of 
its existence, has been persistently and consistently working for the 
preservation and consolidation of peace on earth. The surest, the 
most reliable means of insuring stable peace and friendship among 
peoples and ridding mankind forever from the calamities of murderous 
wars is total and universal disarmament.

Striving to achieve this noble aim, the Soviet Government sub
mitted for the consideration of the United Nations a program of total 
and universal disarmament.^ This proposal of the Soviet Government 
has been widely supported by all the peoples of the world. The idea 
of total and universal disarmament has met with the unanimous 
approval of the U.N. member states.^

The Soviet Union, tirelessly striving for easing international ten
sions, has repeatedly taken initiatives aimed at ending the arms race 
and starting disarmament at the earliest possible date. Moreover, 
it has substantiated this initiative by taking practical measures 
unilaterally.

The Soviet Union has closed down its miUtary bases on territories 
of other states, has considerably cut its armed forces and military 
spending, has again suspended atomic and hydrogen weapon tests and 
decided not to resume them unless Western powers recommence 
nuclear weapon testing.^ Desirous of making another contribution 
to the cause of securing peace and creating most favorable conditions 
for reaching agreement on general and total disarmament, the Supreme 
Soviet of the Union of Soviet Sociahst Republics resolves:

Art. 1—To carry out a new big reduction of the armed forces of 
the USSR, viz., by 1.2 miUion men.

Art. 2— T̂o disband in this connection an appropriate number of 
units, formations, military colleges of the Soviet Army and Navy, 
with a corresponding reduction of arms, and also reduce the military 
expenditures of the Soviet Union under the state budget of the USSR.

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.
2 Ibid,, p. 1545.
* For the Soviet suspension of nuclear tests, see ibid., pp. 1440“1441 and 1590 

n., and Premier Khrushchev's address of Jan. 14 (ante, pp. 4-15).
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Art. 3—To direct the USSR Council of Ministers to :

a—^Enact the necessary measures to put into effect articles one and 
two of the present law, set specific dates for the reduction of the armed 
forces of the USSR now being undertaken, and provide the armed 
forces personnel discharged from the army and navy with work in 
the national economy;

b—Maintain the country’s defense potential at the proper level, 
retaining the necessary armed forces of the USSR and arms until an 
international agreement on total and universal disarmament is reached.

In adopting the present law, the Supreme Soviet of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics expresses the hope that the new reduction 
of the armed forces of the USSR will be an example for other states to 
follow, especially those possessing the greatest military power. There
by, agreement on total and universal disarmament would be facilitated.

Signed: Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR, K. VoroshUov.
Secretary of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, M* 
Georgadze.
Moscow, the Kremlin, Jan. 15, 1960.

Disarmament Appeal by the Supreme Soviet, January 15'

The Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has 
resolved to appeal to the Parliaments and Governments of all the 
nations of the world on a matter of supreme importance, affecting the 
interests of the whole of mankind.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR has decided, without waiting for 
the disarmament issue to be settled on an international scale, to carry 
out a further big reduction of the strength of the armed forces of the 
USSR. We have enacted a law cutting them by another one third, 
namely by 1,200,000 men.^ Reductions are to be made in the 
armaments of the Army and Navy, and in military expenditure.

When the law we have adopted today has been carried out, the 
strength of our Army and Navy will be 2,423,000 men.

We should like you to remember that during the discussion of the 
disarmament problem in 1956 the United States, the United Kingdom 
and France proposed that the level of the armed forces of the Soviet

1 U.N. doc. A/4356, Jan. 20, 1960. The text of the appeal was transmitted to 
Secretary-General Hamnaarskjold by Ambassador Sobolev on Jan. 16 (ibid.),

* Supra,
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Union and the United States should be established at 2.5 million men.^ 
The Soviet Government accepted their proposal, naturally assuming 
that this would be only the first step toward disarmament.^ But no 
sooner had the Soviet Union accepted this figure than those who had 
suggested it themselves repudiated it.^

Three years have since passed. Agreement with the Western 
Powers has not been reached, and we are faced with the question: 
What must be done now? Our Government, which has already sev
eral times reduced its armed forces and cut its military budget uni
laterally, has decided to take a new bold and generous step, namely to 
effect another considerable cut in its armed forces without further 
delay.

In adopting the Law for a Further Considerable Reduction in the 
Armed Forces of the USSR, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR was 
guided by a realistic appraisal of the latest developments in the inter
national situation. I t  is a fact that international tension has eased 
considerably and that the prospects for the strengthening of peace 
have substantially improved. The peoples of the world and the polit
ical leaders and statesmen are becoming ever-increasingly aware of 
the irrefutable truth that peaceful coexistence of nations with different 
social systems is a historical fact and a vital necessity, arising from 
the present stage of evolution of human society.

Meetings and contacts between leading statesmen are becoming an 
effective means of easing tensions and solving the most complicated 
international problems. The visit by N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman 
of the Coimcil of Ministers of the USSR, to the United States and 
his discussions with President Dwight Eisenhower have opened a new 
chapter in world relations—one of peaceful negotiations for the set
tlement of the international issues left imsettled since the Second 
World War or created during the years of the arms race and the 
‘^cold war”. Negotiation is the only possible way to solve the issues 
in dispute. This is one of the major conclusions agreed on and re
corded in the joint Soviet-American communique of 27 September
1959.  ̂ The talks of the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of 
the USSR and the President of the United States were characterized

1 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1968, vol. I, pp. 601-603.
2 See ibid., p. 670.
3 The Western powers never repudiated the proposed level of 2,500,000. The 

Soviet Union, however, did not agree to other first-stage measures, such as aerial 
inspection, which the West considered essential (see ibid.  ̂ pp. 645-646, 648-658, 
667-684). The 2,500,000 figure was also included in the Western papers of 
Aug. 29, 1957 {ibid.., vol. II, p. 868) and Mar. 16, 1960 {'post, pp. 65-69).

 ̂ Background of Heads of Government Conference, 1960: Principal Documents, 
1955-1969, With Narrative S'iArnrt%eî /y (Department of State publication 6972; 
1960), pp. 461-462.
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by frankness, by the forthright and outspoken manner in which they 
stated their positions and by a constructive attitude to each other's 
interests. I t  is an example which must be followed if there is a gen
uine desire to achieve a radical improvement of the international 
situation.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR expresses the hope that a sin)ilar 
constructive approach will be adopted at the forthcoming conference 
of heads of government which has at last been agreed on. The peo
ples expect that this summit meeting will lead to new positive de
velopments in international relations and will help to solve the 
disarmament problems.

In its appeal of 31 OctobeM959, to the Parliaments of all countries 
of the world, the Supreme Soviet of the USSR urged the Parliaments 
of all coimtries and their members to take advantage of the present 
favourable international situation and to do everything in their power 
to relieve the peoples of*the terrible scourge of the arms race and 
open to all mankind the road to a lasting peace.^

In adopting the Law for a Further Considerable Reduction in the 
Armed Forces of the USSR, we express the hope that the Parliaments 
and Governments of other countries too will embark on a course 
leading in the same direction.' I t  is high time that talk about dis
armament gave way to practical disarmament measures. Only then 
will it be possible to carry out the great task for the solution of which 
representatives of all nations voted at the last session of the United 
Nations General Assembly,^ at which the Chairman of the Coimcil 
of Ministers of the USSR presented on behalf of the Soviet Govern
ment a plan for general and complete disarmament.®

Never before in the history of mankind have the arms race and 
military psychosis been as dangerous as in our days. Ranged against 
each other stand armies equipped with most dreadful means of mass 
destruction. In these conditions, the foolish action or evil designs 
of any one statesman may plunge the world into, the abyss of a catas
trophic war.

Modem weapons have unlimited range and destructive power. 
The explosion of a single hydrogen bomb could wipe the largest 
centres of world civilization from the face of the earth. I t  would 
take only a few H-bombs to destroy whole nations. Yet more and 
more atomic and hydrogen bombs are being stockpiled.

Because of the continuing arms race, masses of people are divorced 
from peaceful labour and kept under arms or employed in the man
ufacture of means of destruction. Millions of workers, engineers,

1 U.N. doc. A/4251, Nov. 2, 1959.
* Documents on Disarmamentj 1946-1969, vol. II, p. 1545. 
5 Ibid., pp. 1460-1474.
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scientists and talented and hard-working people, the flower of our 
society, whose creative minds and energies could do so much for the 
welfare of the peoples, are today wasting their energies on the creation 
of increasingly dreadful instruments of death. And the more re
sources go into the arms race, the more guns, tanks, missiles and 
other weapons produced, the greater is the burden of taxation im
posed on the peoples. If the arms race were put to an end, large 
additional resources could be diverted to housing construction, health 
and education, to increasing the working people's incomes and pro
viding assistance to the economically under-developed countries.

The implementation of the great programme for general and com
plete disarmament which has been put forward by the Soviet Union 
would permit vast material and spiritual resources to be used for 
creating conditions of life worthy of human beings.

Over the past four years alone, the strength of the armed forces of 
the USSR has been unilaterally reduced by a total of 2,140,000 men,^ 
and now we are reducing these forces by another 1,200,000 men. 
During these years, the Soviet Union completely withdrew its troops 
from the Romanian People’s Republic, substantially reduced its armed 
forces stationed on the territories of the German Democratic Repub- 
hc and the Hungarian People’s Republic, and hquidated its military 
bases on the territories of other States.

Year by year, the Soviet Union has systematically cut down the 
USSR’s budget appropriations for military purposes. For 1960, these 
appropriations amount to 12.9 per cent of the total USSR budget, as 
against 19.9 per cent in 1955.

We are profoundly confident that tiie Law for a Further Consid
erable Reduction in the Armed Forces of the USSR adopted by the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR will contribute greatly to bring about 
still further improvements in the international climate.

Now that international negotiations are shortly to be held on 
general and complete disarmament, particular importance attaches 
to practical action by States in the direction of unilateral disarmament, 
action which could help to create an atmosphere of confidence and 
promote the success of the forthcoming negotiations. Such action 
is the more essential because, despite the relaxation of international 
tension which has been achieved, there still are forces in the world 
trying to prevent the ending of the ‘̂cold war” and arms race. West 
Germany is being rearmed and equipped with atomic weapons and 
missiles, with grave consequences for the cause of peace in Europe 
and the rest of the world. Open calls for the implementation of the 
long-bankrupt ‘̂positions of strength” policy are still being made in 
a  number of coimtries.

1 See iUd,, vol. I, pp. 496-497, 630-639.
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All this makes it imperative that those who sincerely wish to spare 
the peoples the horrors of a new war should not relax their efforts to 
bring about agreement on disarmament. There is much that Parlia
ments and their members can do in this respect. Their duty and 
reponsibility to the peoples is to do everything in their power to help 
to end the arms race and solve the problem of disarmament.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR expresses the hope that the new 
unilateral reduction by the Soviet Union of its armed forces will 
serve as an example to other States, especially those possessing the 
greatest military might.

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR calls upon the Parliaments and 
Governments of all countries of the world to respond to this new 
peaceful initiative on the part of the Soviet Union, and to imder- 
take in their turn practical steps aimed at reducing existing armed 
forces, relieving the peoples of their countries of the burden of arma
ments, freeing humanity from the threat of war and ensuring peace 
throughout the world.

The Supreme Soviet of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics 
Kj-emlin, Moscow.
15 January 1960

Statement by the Deputy Leader (Wright) of the British 
Delegation at the Geneva Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, January 15 ^

At the one hundred and fifty-second meeting we had an inconclu
sive discussion about criteria. I  said that I would Hke to reflect 
upon what had been said by our various delegations. I want to revert 
to the m atter today.

Once again I  wish to make it clear that my delegation is working 
for an agreement which will put a permanent end to nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments under effective international control. Such 
a treaty must provide for an adequate system of control and inspec
tion, and the Soviet representative has always maintained that in
spection must be based Upon some form of criteria or of instrument 
readings. We are now, 1 hope only temporarily, at an impasse over 
criteria. I t  is precisely because my delegation is seeking a compre
hensive treaty, and not because we do not seek one, that we want to

* GEN/DNT/PV.154, pp. 3-5. See also Ambassador Tsarapkin’s statement 
of Feb. 16 (pos<, pp. 40-44).
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find a way out of this impasse over criteria.- That is why I  turn to 
it again.

Now, one of the suggestions for solving the problem made a t our one 
hundred and fifty-second meeting by the Soviet representative was 
that we should agree upon a quota of inspections, to be written 
into the treaty, but, if I understood him rightly, that we should 
leave the question of criteria—that is to say, the basis on which in
spections might be initiated—to be settled by the future control 
conmiission after the entry into force of the treaty. But the result 
of this would be that unless and until the control conmiission reached 
agreement on criteria there would be no basis for inspections even 
within a quota and no inspections could therefore take place. If the 
control commission never reached agreement on criteria there could 
then never be even a single inspection. I cannot conceive of such a 
proposal being adopted at this table, and I  do not suppose that our 
Soviet colleague seriously thinks this possible.

At the same time I am in partial, although I underline only partial, 
agreement with the thought of our Soviet colleague. I am in agree
ment with it to this extent, namely that it will take several years for 
a full control system to be established, and during those years we look 
forward to intensive joint research into underground detection. I t  is 
our hope that by the end of the period our combined scientific wisdom 
and effort will have found more reliable means of distinguishing be
tween earthquakes and underground nuclear explosions and will have 
evolved better criteria than are now available to us for distinguishing 
between the two.

Chairman Khrushchev voiced this thought in the statement he 
recently made when he said—and I believe I am quoting him accu
rately—^̂ In time, scientific developments would guarantee precise 
detection of all nuclear explosions.^’

That seems to be on the same line of thought. In fact we look for
ward to the prospect that better and better criteria may progressively 
be evolved as time goes by. We may thus perhaps allow ourselves to 
think of successively improving phases of criteria, or, shaU I say, an 
improving sliding scale of criteria. The prospect would therefore be 
that the criteria to be applied in the first phase, at the beginning of 
the operation of the treaty, would be temporary and would be super
seded by constantly improving criteria. But we must make some 
sort of start with some criteria which will operate until replaced by 
better criteria. Perhaps it will help our deliberations if we look a t 
the m atter in this way.

As I have said, it seems to my delegation that if there is to be a 
comprehensive treaty covering the underground environment we must 
write into this treaty some provision for a basis of inspection, even if
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we hope that this basis will be progressively improved. Indeed, at 
our one hundred and fifty second meeting, the Soviet representative 
said that that was one of the coiu*ses open to us. He went on to say 
that in certain circumstances, for example if there were agreement on 
a quota, agreement on such criteria would be relatively easy to reach. 
He then spoke with optimism of the possibility of our reaching agree
ment within a week or two. I assume that in speaking in this manner 
he had some definite ideas in his mind and it would help us in our 
search for agreement if he could give us some further indication of 
what these may be. I cannot, of course, say whether my Government 
would be able to accept them, but I  can certainly undertake that they 
will be given full consideration.

Let us look for a moment at the alternatives which the Soviet rep
resentative may be considering, especially if he is contemplating a 
situation in which, as he said, there were agreement on the size of a 
quota. He certainly gave the impression that in that event he would 
not be greatly preoccupied with the nature of criteria. That is why 
I  asked whether he would be willing, if necessary, to begin—I empha
size, only to begin—^using the quota without any criteria: that is to 
3ay, until the control commission agreed upon satisfactory criteria, 
events for inspection under a quota might be chosen without criteria. 
Our Soviet colleague said, I think, he could not accept that. Whether 
that is his final position I do not know. In any case I should like now 
to ask him whether, alternatively, he would perhaps consider that in 
the first, and we hope temporary, phase inspections might be chosen 
from any located events. To judge from the proceedings of the Tech
nical Working Group  ̂ it should certainly not be impossible to agree 
on what would constitute a located event. On the criteria for lo
cation both sides were fairly near together. If the Soviet Union could 
be satisfied on the quota perhaps it would be prepared to begin—as 
I say, in the first phase, until the control commission had adopted 
better criteria—by allowing all the inspections under the quota to be 
selected simply from located events.

Or, again, is it perhaps in the Soviet representative's mind that if 
the Soviet Union were satisfied on the quota it would be agreeable to 
the United States criteria for identification being applied in the first 
phase and until the control conamission had worked out better cri
teria? Yet again, has he in mind some system under which there 
would be a distinction, similar to that in the experts' report of 1958, 
between the ease of identification of categories of events according to 
size or magnitude?

If no ideas on any of these lines were in his mind, perhaps he had 
something else in his mind. Perhaps he had, or has, some other sug-

1 See Documents on Diaarmamentp 1945-1969, vol. II, pp. 1670, 1681-1582.
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gestion. I would only repeat that I feel sure he must have had some 
alternative ideas in mind in speaking as he did. He always speaks to 
us seriously, and I  feel sure that he was speaking to us seriously on 
that occasion. Perhaps, therefore, he may be able to give us some 
helpful elucidation on this matter.

Resolution by the Standing Committee o f the National 
People’s Congress of Communist China, January 21 ^

The fourth session of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR on Jan. 15̂
1960, adopted a bill on the reduction of the Soviet armed forces by 1.2 
million men^ and made an appeal to the parliaments and governments 
of all countries on the question of disarmament.^ This is another 
important action for peace taken on its own initiative by the Soviet 
Union to promote universal disarmament, following its proposal on 
general and complete disarmament put forward on Sept. 18, 1959.  ̂
The Standing Conamittee of the National People’s Congress of the 
Chinese People’s Republic warmly welcomes and supports this peace
ful proposal of the Soviet Union. I t is confident the proposal will have 
a favorable eflPect on further relaxing international tension.

But in contrast to the imremitting efforts of the Soviet Union for 
universal disarmament, the ruling circles of the United States are hold
ing fast to armament expansion and war preparation, using all means 
to obstruct agreement on arms reduction. For instance, the United 
States recently announced openly that it would resume nuclear- 
weapon testing whenever it pleased.® I t  is continuing its military 
expenditure in the next fiscal year at a peak peacetime level. I t  is 
accelerating the development and production of rockets and actively 
extending its guided-missile bases abroad. Moreover, while accelerat
ing the militarization of West Germany and strengthening various 
existing aggressive military blocs, it has signed a treaty of military 
alliance with Japan, reviving Japanese militarism.® This situation,

1 Peiping radio broadcast, Jan. 21, 1960.
^AnUf pp. 16-18.

pp. 18-22,
^See Documents on Disarmament, lOiS-lQBBy vol. II, pp. 1460 ff.
* See President Eisenhower’s statement of Dec. 29,1959 {Documents on Disarmon 

ment, 1945-1959^ vol. II, pp. 1590-1591). The United States did not resume test
ing in 1960.

® For the texts of the treaty of mutual cooperation and security between the 
United States and Japan, signed at Washington on Jan. 19, 1960, and related 
agreements signed on the same date, see TIAS 4509, 4510, and 4511; 11 UST 
1632, 1652, and 1758.
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as predicted by the Sino-Soviet treaty of friendship, alliance, and 
inutual assistance/ threatens the security of the people of all Far 
Eastern countries and peace in Asia, All this completely exposes the 
vaunted peace professions of the U.S. ruling bloc as false. In the 
guise of peace, it is actually making preparations for war. All 
peace-loving people must heighten their vigilance.

The Chinese People’s Republic has all along conducted a peaceful 
policy and has spared no effort within its capacity to promote univer
sal disarmament. The Chinese People’s Volunteers, on their own 
initiative, withdrew from Korea in 1958 in spite of the U.S. rejection 
of the reasonable proposal put forward by the Korean and Chinese 
side that aU foreign troops should withdraw from Korea.^ Although 
the U.S. military forces still occupy our territory of Taiwan, U.S. 
military bases encircle half of China, and U.S. naval and air forces 
have been repeatedly intruding into China’s territorial seas and air 
space, China has, nevertheless, successively taken a series of measures 
since 1951 which have greatly reduced her armed forces. These 
great efforts by China have won the sympathy and support of aU. 
peace-loving countries and people.

Disarmament is now^an important question in preserving world 
peace. The Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress 
would welcome speedy agreement by the countries concerned on the 
question of imiversal disarmament. China has always favored uni
versal disarmament and will unhesitatingly commit itself to inter
national obhgations to which it agrees. However, it must be pointed 
out that any international agreement concerning disarmament, with
out the formal participation of the People’s Repubhc of China and the 
signature of its delegate, cannot, of course, have any binding force 
on her.^

1226 UNTS 3.
2 See The Record on Korean Unification^ 1943-1960: Narrative Summary With

Principal Documents (Department of State publication 7084; 1960), pp. 210 ff.
8 Referring to this part of the Chinese Communist statement, Lincoln White, 

Director of the Office of News of the Department of State, told correspondents .on 
Jan. 21, 1960, that it was obvious that '‘the Chinese Communists would not 
necessarily act in accord with any agreement to which they were not a party. 
White also pointed out that the membership of the Ten Nation Committee on 
Disarmament had been carefully discussed and agreed upon and that this Com* 
mittee was to meet in the near future. ‘‘At this conference,” he continued, ‘'the 
first thing to establish will be the question of the Communist side to join with us—  
and the ‘us’, of course, includes the Western composition— în a workable and 
adequately controlled disarmament program. Now, if this should prove to be the 
case, and substantial progress is made toward controlled disarmament during the 
course of these discussions, then it would be logical to consider participation in 
such a disarmament program by other countries, including Red China.*’ (Depart
ment of State files.)
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At the present time, in spite of obstruction and sabotage of disarm
ament by the imperialist, the strength of the people^s demand the world 
over for universal disarmament is gaining greater and greater mo
mentum. The Chinese people will carry out an unswerving strug- 
glej together with the Soviet Union and all peace-loving coimtries and 
people, for the realization of general and complete disarmament and 
lasting peace.

Letter From Premier Khrushchev to Chancellor Adenauer 
{Extracts}, January 28^

I  have received and carefully read your letter of Jan. 8. Mind
ful of your advice, I  reread your previous letter, too. Now I  want to 
tell you what I  think of some points in your last letter and, partly, of 
those of the previous one.

In messages to you I have already referred to the way we look at 
the solution of the general disarmament problem. May I repeat 
that we regard this as the primary issue before all mankind today.

The issue of war or peace depends, above all, on the solution of the 
problem, and should a war break out in the present conditions it 
would develop into a world war. This is why disarmament has as
sumed so supreme an importance. Not only does the Soviet Union 
recognize the supreme importance of this issue, but it is taking con
crete steps toward settling it.

At the last session of the U.N. General Assembly the Soviet Gov
ernment put forward a proposal for complete disarmament.^ We 
made our position clear. The Soviet Union stands for complete 
disarmament under comprehensive international control so tha t no 
nation which might be untrue to its commitments could secretly 
raise armed forces and jeopardize other peoples by confronting them 
with a fact of armed aggression.

To our satisfaction the General Assembly has received the Soviet 
proposals sympathetically, approved the idea of general and complete 
d sarmament, and submitted our proposals for consideration by the 
10-nation committee.® At the present time the Soviet Union is 
preparing to take an active part in the work of the 10-nation com
mittee and hopes that other nations will approach the question of

1 Moscow radio broadcast, Feb. 1, 1960.
2 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, voL II, pp. 1460-1474.
3 Ibid., p. 1545.
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general and complete disarmament in the way the interests of peace 
require.

However, the Soviet Union’s position is not one of wait and see. 
A lthon^  little time has passed since we submitted the proposal for 
general and complete disarmament, we, unilaterally, of our own accord, 
adopted at a session of the USSR Supreme Soviet on Jan. 15 the de
cision to reduce our armed forces by one-third,^ without waiting 
for a meeting of the 10-nation committee. How many instances 
have there been lately of other countries taking such concrete steps 
indicating their sincere desire to attain international agreement on 
complete disarmament and create all the conditions for it, except the 
aforementioned decision of the Soviet Union? I  believe there have 
been no such instances as yet.

Unfortunately some statesmen are trjdng to downgrade the inter
national significance of this peaceable act of the Soviet Union. They 
contend that this is not disarmament but rearmament—^merely a 
switch from one kind of armaments to another—on the grounds that 
as a result of manpower cuts the firepower of the armed , forces of 
the Soviet Union will not diminish.

Submitting the proposal to reduce the armed forces of the Soviet 
Union by 1.2 million men, we ourselves said outright that we would 
have been unworthy of the confidence of our people had our unilateral 
disarmaments measures weakened the defense potential of our country, 
which would tempt aggressive forces to attack the Soviet Union and 
other socialist countries—our allies.

One need not be too wise to see the simple tru th : A nation con
templating an act of aggression would never start reducing its armed 
forces. Any military man will agree tha t whenever an attack is 
being prepared no company is one too many.

While reducing the numerical strength of the armed forces we do 
not intend to reduce their firepower without such a reduction and 
with the same firepower the Soviet Union would, naturally, be a 
more powerful mihtary force. I think this must be clear not only to 
the military but also to any person capable of sound reasoning and 
willing to imderstand properly the crux of the matter.

These are practical, far-reaching acts of the Soviet Union in the 
field of disarmament. Naturally, we are expecting other states to 
react accordingly and to take similar practical steps in this field. Only 
given the great and earnest determination of all the parties concerned 
and their willingness to go over to concrete action will a solution as
suring total general disannament be achieved.

To get on with the issue of disarmament, I want to reply to a spe
cific question in your letter, that is, why under the Soviet proposals,

1 AntCt pp. 18-22.
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international control should be widened as disarmament progresses. 
Our proposal on this subject is quite natural and logical. I  shall 
explain it.

The Soviet Government considers that an agreement on total gen
eral disarmament should be accompanied by the institution of strin
gent international control over the progress of disarmament, rather 
than ‘^control” in itself, isolated from disarmament; for all such con
trol could lead to under present conditions is a mutual gleaning of 
intelligence information without ever bringing about disarmament a t all. 
We believe that the purpose behind international control is to see 
whether all the nations really carry out the disarmament measures 
provided for by the treaty at any given moment, the inspection being 
extended to the very establishments covered by these measures, and 
not anything else which has nothing to do with this.

In view of the fact that with every new phase in the implementation 
of the treaty disarmament measures will become ever wider and far- 
reaching, it is but natural that control, too, will become ever wider.

This is how we pose this question in our proposal. As to the 
demand for establishing comprehensive control from the very begin
ning, regardless of disarmament measures being carried out, such 
a demand is absolutely unrealistic in the present conditions and 
can have only one purpose: to prevent agreement on disarmament.

I  found it necessary to state frankly my views on the questions 
you have touched upon in your letter. I  should like not to relin
quish the hope that the governments of our coimtries eventually 
will be able to find a point of contact in joining their efforts for 
strengthening peace.

News Confereiice Remarks by Secretary of State Herter: 
Communist China and Disarmament, February 8 ^

Q, Mr, Secretary, at what stage, sir, do you believe that Communist 
China should take part in  a nuclear or a general disarmamen;t agree
ment, and would you draw any distinction that is to be made between 
the two?

A. No, I  don’t think there is necessarily any distinction that need 
be made between the two. In so fat as the nuclear test suspension 
is concerned, it is obvious that while there are only,three nations

1 Department of State press release 53, Feb. 8, I960.



30 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

engaged in discussing the matter, should they reach agreement that 
agreement can be valid for other sections of the world only if it is 
adhered to by other nations. At that time the question of the adher
ence of Communist China would become an important factor and 
would, I  assume, be asked for. Until they can reach agreement among 
themselves, particularly with the two principal nuclear powers in
volved, it would seem to me futile to move into the overall inter
national field.

With respect to general disarmament, it is obvious that if the major 
powers who are beginning the discussions in that m atter should 
come to general agreement, then, again, the principles on which they 
made their a^eem ent would have to be spread to other nations.

As you may recall, when the 10-power Conference was agreed to, 
the United Nations was notified that reports would be made to 
the United Nations on progress in this field,^ in the full expectation 
that the General Disarmament Commiittee of the United Nations 
would take notice of that progress, and if the question of expansion 
became an important part of general adherence that the United 
Nations would undoubtedly carry on from there.

Q. Mr, Secretary, in answer to a 'previous question I  understood 
you to say that if  the time came that the broader disarmament agree
ment should be expanded to include other countries that the procedure 
for handling that would be for the United Nations to go on from there. 
Now, does that mean that the United Nations would seek Communist 
China^s adherence and would this require Chinese membership in the 
United Nations?

A. I t  might well seek Communist China’s adherence to the agree
ment. But I  don’t think it would necessarily require Communist 
Chinese membership in the United Nations any more than it would 
require recognition by any power of China. I  was, of course, spec
ulating as to what that next step might be, but I  think it’s a reason
able assumption that the United Nations would take cognizance 
of this situation because of their approval of the negotiations of 
the ten-power group with the proviso that it does its reporting on 
all of its activities to the United Nations.

* See Documents on Disarmamentj 1946-1959, vol. II, p. 1442.
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News Conference Remarks by President Eisenhower: 
Communist China and Disarmament, February 11 ^

Q. Mr. President, the Chinese Communists, sir, have said that they 
would not take part in  any disarmament agreement in  which they had no 
hand in  formulating. A t what point, sir, do you think they should come 
into a world-wide disarmament agreement^t

T h e  P r e s id e n t : Well, it's perfectly clear that in such a big ter
ritory, such a great population could not be ignored when you are 
talking about general disarmament. And once that we can make any 
kind of progress between the West and the Soviets and its satellites, 
I  think that there will have to be some kind of mechanism in which we 
can bring these people into some kind of agreement, if it is going to 
be successful.

White House Statement on the Cessation of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, February 11 ^

The United States Representative at the Geneva Conference on the 
Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests is presenting today a pro
posal for the ending of nuclear weapons tests in all the environments 
that can now be effectively controlled.

The new United States proposal would ban all tests above ground 
up to the greatest heights to which effective controls can now be agreed, 
all tests in the oceans, and all underground tests above the present 
limit (or ‘^threshold'O of detection and identification.

At the same time the proposal includes provision for a program of 
joint research and experimentation by the United Kingdom, the Union 
of Soviet Sociahst Republics, and the United States to improve the 
detection of small tests under ground and thus permit the extension of 
the ban to such tests. Extensive research and experimentation is al
ready imder way in the United States to improve detection instru
ments and techniques.

The new approach, if agreed to, should allay worldwide concern over 
possible increases in levels of radioactivity since it discontinues all 
tests which can release radioactivity into the atmosphere.

1 Department of State files.
2 Devartment of Stale Bulletin, Feb. 29, 1960, pp. 327-328. See also President 

Eisenhower^s statement of Feb. 11 {ibid., p. 327) and Ambassador Wadsworth^s 
statement of the same date (infra).
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As for underground tests the proposal represents an effort to find 
ways around the significant disagreements that remained unresolved 
in the technical working group which reported to the conference in 
December.^ The proposal would ban those tests which cause seismic 
magnitude readings of 4.75 or more. This is the level that can now be 
adequately monitored. We propose to express the level in terms of 
signal strength since Soviet and Western scientists are in substantial 
agreement as to the measurement of signals but not on the equivalent 
kiloton yields of seismic disturbances.

The United States, since the inception of the Geneva Conference on 
the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests, has persistently sought 
a lasting, safeguarded agreement banning all nuclear weapons tests. 
We have, at the same time, indicated willingness, as in our proposal of 
May 5, 1959,  ̂to move immediately to consolidate in a first-step agree
ment the broadest existing area of agreement while remaining difficul
ties are being worked out.

With the failure to reach agreement after the technical conference 
which ended on December 19, 1959, it became clear that a controlled, 
comprehensive agreement could not, a t this time, be achieved with
out great improvement in instrumentation or a degree of on-site in
spection which would be impractical to attempt. Lack of agreement 
a t this conference has left unresolved major technical difficulties in 
detecting underground explosions as well as the procedures that must 
be established if on-site inspections are to be satisfactorily initiated 
and carried out.

In this situation, the United States is determined to make all pos
sible progress toward the ultimate objective of the negotiations. We 
believe that the proposal placed before the conference today, if entered 
into in good faith by the parties concerned, will lead toward even
tual prohibition of all nuclear weapons tests under the practical and 
adequate safeguards that we deem as indispensable prerequisites.

If accepted, the proposal will end forthwith, under assured controls :

(1) all nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere;
(2) all nuclear weapons tests in the oceans;
(3) all nuclear weapons tests in those regions in space where effec

tive controls can now be agreed; and
(4) all controllable nuclear weapons tests beneath the surface of 

the earth.

Moreover, it wUl permit, through a joint program of research and 
experimentation, the ban to be systematically extended to remaining

1 See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1558-1687.
* Ibid., pp. 1403-1405.
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areas under ground, where adequate control measures are not now 
possible to incorporate.

These are initial, far-reaching, but readily attainable steps. They' 
are steps which offer an opportunity to consolidate the important 
progress made in the negotiations thus far. These steps will also 
allay worldwide concern over possible increases in levels of radio
activity. More importantly, they will greatly enhance the prospects 
for future international arms limitation and control agreements.

I t  is our hope that the Soviet Union, in the light of a reasoned and 
objective appraisal of the facts, will join with us in this constructive 
beginning. Such an agreement could be a milestone toward the secur
ing of a just and enduring peace.

Statement by the United States Representative (Wads
worth) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontin
uance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, February 11̂

Today I should like to turn from the matters we have been con
sidering in recent meetings and to make a statement on a subject we 
believe to be of critical importance for this Conference. That sub
ject is the extent to which we can overcome the principal technical 
obstacle in the way of agreement among our three delegations, namely, 
the problem of the detection and identification of underground 
nuclear explosions. My delegation has a proposal to make with re
gard to this problem.

From the very beginning of these negotiations it has been clear that 
a fimdamental requirement exists which must be fulfilled if a satis
factory treaty is to be concluded. Such a treaty must lay down a 
system of effective and adequate control so that violation and evasion 
could not go imdetected, and such a control system must be soundly 
based on the best available scientific data and analysis. All three 
of our Governments have acknowledged the existence of this re
quirement. For its part the United States continues to regard the 
requirement as an essential element in our discussions;

The experts who met in Geneva in the summer of 1958 sought to 
set down on paper the technical foundation for an adequately safe-

1 GEN/DNT/PV.170, pp. 3-9. Sir Michael Wright immediately supported 
the American proposal (see ihid.y pp. 18-23). For the Soviet reaction, see Ambas
sador Tsarapkin^s statement of Feb. 16 {posty pp. 40-44).
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guarded treaty.^ Their report constitutes a landmark in the field 
of international control. They quickly recognized that the problem 
of detecting and identifying imdergroimd nuclear explosions would 
be difficult. Working largely on the basis of experimental data 
derived from the only underground nuclear detonation which had 
then taken place, they reached conclusions which at the time appeared 
to them to be reasonable.

Since the report of the Conference of Experts was pubUshed, the 
volume of experimental data on imderground nuclear detonations has 
increased enormously, not only as a result of the Hardtack series of 
explosions imdertaken in October 1958, but also as a result of theo
retical and operational advances in the science of seismology. The 
significance of the new seismic data obtained from the Hardtack tests 
was quickly recognized in the United States, and, as my colleagues 
are aware, the new information was first connnimicated to this Confer
ence on 5 January 1959.  ̂ My delegation has always regretted that 
because of the unyielding resistance of the Soviet delegation almost a 
year elapsed before it was possible for the scientists of our three coun
tries to undertake a joint examination of the impHcations of the new 
data.

When the Soviet Union at last agreed that Technical Working 
Group 2 should be convened in November 1959, we hoped that full 
discussion on a purely scientfic basis of all the new material would 
result in a common assessment of the situation with respect to the de
tection and identification of imderground nuclear explosions. We 
had hoped that a concerted appraisal of the clearly revealed dif
ficulties in this area would lead to an agreed technical basis for 
pursuing treaty negotiations and for resolving outstanding technical 
problems.®

Unfortunately this was not the case. Despite our best efforts it 
was not possible to obtain a joint reassessment of the conclusions of 
the Geneva Conference of Experts. Thus, it has proved impossible 
to convince the Soviet scientists that the experts’ conclusions required 
modification in certain respects before they could be used as a basis 
for specific treaty provisions.

1 have reviewed these developments not in order to engage in 
polemics about the past but to highlight the fact that we have reached 
an impasse on the technical issues of international control as regards 
the underground environment. I am not here engaged in praise or in

^For the text of the experts^ report, see Documents on Disarmamentj 1945-1959, 
vol. II, pp. 1091-1111.

2 See ibid,, pp. 1335-1336.
8 Th^ texts of the report of Technical Working Group II and related statements 

may be found ibid., pp. 1558 ff.
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blame. I  am merely stating that as we see it the technical facts 
presented by the United States experts have demonstrated that 
adequate control of undergromid nuclear testing is far more difficult 
than the Geneva experts thought in 1958. The existence of these 
technical facts confronts all of us with a serious challenge as diplomats 
seeking mutually acceptable arrangements for the discontinuance 
of nuclear weapon tests.

I have already made it very clear that the United States would 
much prefer to be able to enter at once into an agreement for the 
cessation of all nuclear weapon tests. But it cannot do so on faith 
alone. The United States is prepared to agree to the cessation of 
nuclear weapon test explosions in those environments where adequate 
control is possible under a control system acceptable to us all. How
ever, the United States cannot agree to a prohibition of testing in 
areas where controls cannot bQ effectively maintained. My colleagues 
will recall that I made a very similar statement on 12 January when 
we resumed this particular series of meetings.^

Let me emphasize that our objective has been and continues to 
be to seek a political solution enabling us to progress as rapidly as 
possible toward a treaty including an adequately monitored cessa
tion of all nuclear weapon tests. In the light of our current difficulties 
such a solution must, we believe, possess four characteristics. First, 
while acknowledging the areas of technical disagreement between 
Western and Soviet scientists as regards criteria for the identification 
of seismic events, such a solution should seek to circumvent them. 
Second, it should similarly circumvent existing disagreements regarding 
equivalent kilo ton yields of events of given seismic magnitude. Third, 
it should allow us to proceed immediately to consohdate and codify 
the widest possible area of workable agreement, in the light of the 
technical convictions. Fourth—and I  would stress this aspect of 
the m atter—such a solution should provide for the progressive 
extension of this area of agreement as rapidly as such extension is 
technically warranted.

On the instructions of my Government, therefore, I  propose that 
we, at this Conference, move immediately to negotiate a phased 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. The first phase 
of the agreement—-which could be put into effect in the near future—■ 
should, in our view, provide for the cessation of all nuclear weapon 
tests in the earth^s atmosphere, in the oceans, and in outer space 
up to the greatest height with respect to which agreement can be 
reached on the installation of effective controls.

This phase should include provision for the cessation of under
ground nuclear tests down to the lowest limit of size, or threshold, for

1 See GEN/DNT/PV.151, pp. 5-10, 16-18.
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which, in our judgment, adequate control is now feasible. This 
threshold would be defined in terms of the magnitude of seismic 
events detected by the control system. I  am here referring to the 
control network reconmiended by the Geneva experts in 1958. Under 
this approach there would be a direct relationship between, on the 
one hand, the number of on-site inspections of detected but imiden- 
tified seismic events of magnitudes greater than the threshold mag
nitude, and, on the other, the number of such events which occur. 
This means, of course, that, within the limits of the technical capa
bility of the agreed control system, the selection of an agreed specific 
threshold will depend, in part, upon the level of inspection acceptable 
to the three countries represented h«re. To state the position in 
simplest terms, a high threshold would result in fewer unidentified 
events, and thus in a reduced need for inspection. A low threshold 
would have the opposite eflFec?.

I  wish to stress that we have a dynamic concept of phasing. We 
certainly do not regard our current capabilities in seismic technology 
as fixed and unchanging. .O n the contrary, it remains as much as 
ever a policy of the United States ultimately to achieve a compre
hensive treaty prohibiting all nuclear tests, and to achieve it as 
rapidly as the technology of control allows. Not only that: my Gov
ernment will be as active as it can in encouraging technological pro
gress towards improved methods of control.

Under our approach the treaty would provide for the evolutionary 
and progressive lowering of the threshold magnitude as the detection 
and identification capabilities of the system were improved through 
the utilization of improved techniques, instrumentation, and criteria. 
In this connexion I  am happy to be able to say that the United States 
has embarked on a major experimental programme aimed at the dis
covery and development of improved means of seismic detection and 
identification. In pursuing this programme we shall make use of all 
essential methods and techniques of scientific research, and shall feel 
free to utilize nuclear detonations should these be required.

At the same time, we recognize that even the best and most consci
entious efforts of one country in research are not likely to prove as 
rewarding as the joint efforts of several coxmtries. All three nations 
here represented have, in the past, made major contributions to knowl
edge in the science of seismology. These advances could undoubtedly 
be accelerated through the pooling of research and elimination of 
duplication. In this respect it is encouraging that the one subject 
on which the three delegations of experts did reach agreement last 
December in Technical Working Group 2 was that of improvements, 
and potential improvements in the seismic control system and in the  ̂
techniques which it will use.
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We therefore propose, as part of our projected approach, that our 
three countries should institute a programme of joint research in this 
field as rapidly as it can be agreed. There are many possibilities for 
co-ordination and for the exchange of information, but we can go 
even further toward actual collaboration in projects and experiments. 
I t  would be imderstood that the results of our labours would be incor
porated into the control system as soon as they had reached a tech
nologically useful state, and this would, in turn, allow us to consider 
to what extent each advance might permit us to lower the threshold 
magnitude or otherwise move nearer to a comprehensive treaty. 
This programme of joint research could be continued under the su
pervision of the control commission after that body had been estab
lished, since a research programme is already among the commission's 
functions imder agreed provisions of draft article VI.

My Government beUeves that it would be helpful if we could agree 
that the criteria for identification proposed by United States experts 
in Technical Working Group 2 could be used by the control system 
in the initial phase of the treaty. This would go far to meet any 
concern as to the range of events to which an agreed level of inspection 
could be applied. The use of these criteria would enable the control 
organization to limit the number of events eligible for inspection to 
the lowest figure which we are convinced is consistent with existing 
technical and scientific knowledge. If we can agree to employ these 
criteria, my delegation would propose that the agreed level of inspec
tion should apply only to those seismic events above the threshold 
magnitude which cannot be identified by their application. This 
procedure has the decided practical advantage that it will permit 
reduction of the number of inspections which may be required when 
and as improvements in techniques occiu* and better criteria for 
identification of seismic events are developed and agreed upon.

If, however, we are unable here to reach agreement on criteria for 
identification, we would alternatively propose, as a way round this 
difficulty, that pending such agreement the agreed level of inspec
tion be expressed simply as a percentage of all seismic events above 
the agreed threshold magnitude which are located by the system. 
In either case, of course, each side would have the right to select from 
those events eligible for inspection the particular events which it 
wished to have inspected on the territory of the other side.

I should like to recall that my delegation has made it clear, nota
bly at our one hundred and twenty-eighth meeting, that the question of 
whether the level of inspection should be expressed as some percent
age figure of unidentified seismic events, or whether it should be ex
pressed as a fixed numerical quota, is of secondary importance. The 
primary consideration, as we have stated many times, is that the
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level of on-site inspection must bear an appropriate relationship to the 
scientific facts, to the detection capabilities of the system, and thus to 
the number of seismic events which the seismic component of the con
trol system cannot identify. Accordingly, if the other delegations 
prefer, my delegation would be willing to express the level of inspec
tion in numerical terms. Initially we would base such a number on 
an agreed percentage of the current United States scientific estimates 
of the annual number either of located events or of unidentified 
events above the agreed threshold magnitude. This numerical quota 
of inspections would be subject to revision at least annually, by ap
plying the agreed percentage to the number of events which had ac
tually occurred in the previous period.

As I  said earlier, the specific threshold magnitude to be adopted 
under this approach would depend in large part on the level of inspec
tion that the other delegations were prepared to accept. However, 
as a specific proposal under this approach my delegation is authorized 
to suggest the adoption of a threshold of magnitude 4.75 on the uni
fied magnitude scale in common use by seismologists. Thus, depend
ing on whether we are able to reach agreement on criteria, either all 
seismic events of magnitude greater than 4.75 located by the system 
would be eligible for inspection or, alternatively, only those events 
above such magnitude left unidentified after the application of the 
United States criteria would be eligible for inspection. In the former 
case, we would propose that 20 per cent of all eVents located by the 
system would be subject to inspection; in the latter case we would 
propose that 30 per cent of unidentified events be inspected. On the 
basis of the best estimates provided by United States scientists, and 
assuming the existence of control posts initially only on the territories 
of the three original parties, it appears that either formula applied to 
events of magnitude 4.75 or greater would result in about twenty 
inspections in the Soviet Union in the average year. At this point I 
should jperhaps interpolate that our scientists believe that, roughly 
speaking, about 100 seismic events above a threshold of magnitude 
4.75 are likely to occur each year in the area of the Soviet Union, and 
that about seventy of them are likely to remain unidentified by the 
original control net. Again speaking very roughly, we believe that 
the number of comparable events occurring on the territories of the 
United States and the United Kingdom, taken together, would be ap
proximately the same. Once more I wish to make clear that the 
choice of which events were to be inspected from among those eligible 
would not, of course, be subject to any veto by the party on whose 
territory the inspection were to take place. This choice would be 
left to the other side.

My Government finds no logic in the assumption that because a
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completely comprehensive agreement is,, for the moment, technically 
unfeasible there should be no agreement at all. We believe that this 
new approach ojffers us a way to achieve a workable agreement, de
spite the existing disagreements regarding both the capabilities of the 
Geneva system for the detection and identification of imderground 
events in the lower yield ranges and the equivalent kiloton yields of 
events of a given seismic magnitude. I t  is our sincere hope that our 
colleagues at this table will see in this phased approach, as we do, the 
possibility of moving as rapidly as is technically feasible toward a 
comprehensive cessation of nuclear weapon tests, through continually 
lowering the threshold as scientific research provides new and strong
er tools for detection and identification.

Tass Statement on the French Atomic Explosion, 
February 13 ^

Tass is authorized to make the following statement on the French 
atomic bomb explosion staged in the Sahara:

The Soviet Union’s position with regard to nuclear explosions is 
well known. The USSR has repeatedly urged the immediate ending 
of all nuclear tests. The Soviet Union, determined to facilitate and 
speed up the achievement of an international agreement to end nu
clear weapon tests for all time, took a unilateral decision on Aug. 29, 
1959^ not to resume nuclear tests unless the Western powers resumed 
the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

I t will be recalled that the 14th session of the U.N. general assem
bly, at its meeting on Nov. 20, 1959, adopted a resolution, sponsored 
by a number of African and Asian countries, calling on France to re
frain from carrying out its atomic bomb tests in the Sahara.^

In this context the action of the Government of France in disre
garding the views of world public opinion and setting off its atom 
bomb today cannot but be deplored. The Soviet Union believes that 
every further nuclear explosion, wherever it may take place, cannot 
but complicate the solution of the total and universal disarmament 
problem—the overriding problem of the day—and plays into the 
hands of the forces which press for the continued nuclear arms race.

If nuclear explosions should continue, the Soviet Government nat-

1 Moscow radio broadcast, Feb. 13, 1960. The French atomic device was ex
ploded on the same date.

2 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959^ vol. II, pp. 1440-1441.
8 Ihid., pp. 1546-1547.
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urally will not be able to overlook it nor fail to draw the proper 
conclusions for the sake of safeguarding its country^s security.

The Soviet Union will continue pressing for the early complete ces
sation of all nuclear tests, for the conclusion of an international 
agreement on the stopping of such tests for all time.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance o f 
Nuclear W eapon Tests, February 16 ‘

For the past fifteen months the three nuclear Powers—the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States of America and the 
United Kingdom—^have been conducting negotiations in Geneva for 
the preparation of a comprehensive treaty on the cessation for ever 
of all nuclear weapon tests in any environment. As a result of great 
efforts the preparation of the comprehensive treaty has made consid
erable headway. The preamble to the treaty, seventeen articles and 
the annex on the preparatory commission have been agreed.^ Agree
ment has been almost reached or is near to being reached on a number 
of articles dealing with the fimctions and composition of the control 
commission, the staiBBmg of the control system, the organization’s 
finances and budget and the administrator; agreement is also nearly 
reached on the annex on privileges and immunities of staff of the 
control system. There can be no doubt that only a week or two 
would be needed to reach final agreement on these parts of the treaty, 
given goodwill on the part of the participants in the negotiations. I t  
would then remain for us to examine one or two more articles, includ
ing the important article on inspection, and, I  think, a further annex 
on the control system. All this indicates that the preparation of a 
comprehensive treaty is nearing its final stage. And now, just at 
this very moment, the United States makes a 180° turn, and reverses 
the course of our negotiations, back towards the resumption of nuclear 
weapon tests. On 11 February the United States presented new pro
posals which, if they were adopted, would result in a new and serious 
impetus being given to an intensification of the nuclear arms race.^ 
The adoption of the new United States proposal would lead to the 
resumption of nuclear weapon tests, to the legalization of this highly

 ̂ GEN/DNT/PV.172, pp. 3-7. See also Ambassador Wadsworth's statement 
of Mar. 2 {post, pp. 51-57).

2 See posty pp. 376-387.
® See ante, pp. 33-39.
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dangerous course in international relations. The new United States 
proposal is a serious and dangerous step backwards in the Geneva 
negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. This 
proposal openly invites the nuclear Powers to resume nuclear weapon 
tests which were suspended fifteen months ago. I t  goes without say
ing that the new United States proposal, which provides for the re
sumption of nuclear weapon tests, is unacceptable. I t  cannot be 
taken in any way as a basis for reaching any agreement. Undoubt
edly the change in the attitude of the United States in regard to a 
comprehensive treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, which 
is shown by its putting forward its new proposal, very greatly hampers 
the Geneva negotiations. The new United States proposal is the 
latest in turn of the very serious obstacles along the path of negotia
tions.

In these circumstances the Soviet delegation considers that its task 
is to remove also this obstacle in the way of the preparation of a com
prehensive treaty. In this connexion the Soviet delegation sees 
definite possibilities in the proposal put forward by the United King
dom representative afr our one hundred and fifty-fourth meeting on 
15 January 1960. The United Eongdom representative stated at that 
meeting that his delegation was seeking to achieve a comprehensive 
treaty and wished to find a way out of the impasse on the question 
of criteria. He explained that this was precisely his reason for revert
ing to that question. The United Kingdom representative said:

. . .  it seems to my delegation that if there is to be a comprehensive treaty 
covering the undergroimd environment we must write into this treaty some 
provision for a basis of inspection, even if we hope that this basis will be pro- 
gressively improved.

The United Kingdom representative further said:
We may thus perhaps allow ourselves to think of successively improving 
phases of criteria, or, shall I say, an improving sliding scale of criteria. The 
prospect would therefore be that the criteria to be applied in the first phase,, at 
the beginning of the operation of the treaty, would be temporary and would be 
superseded by constantly improving criteria. But we must make some sort of 
start with some criteria which will operate until replaced by better criteria.

The United Kingdom representative, in expressing this view, ex
plained that what he had in mind was an agreement on temporary 
criteria as a basis for the first phase of the operation of the control 
system and for the despatching of on-site inspection teams within 
agreed quotas. The United Kingdom representative gave this pro
posal of his a more or less concrete character by putting forward a 
number of alternatives with regard to the temporary criteria proposed 
and he addressed the following appeal to the Soviet representative:

If the Soviet Union could be satisfied on the quota perhaps it would be pre
pared to begin—as I say, in the first phase, until the control commission had
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adopted better criteria—by allowing all the inspections under the quota to  
be selected simply from located events.^

This United Kingdom proposal was supported also by the United 
States representative, who stated at the same meeting:

You have not heard one word from the United States delegation to the effect 
that we are attempting to*set up an unmanageable number of inspections . . . ,

He fm*ther said :
This has never been in our thoughts and the interventions I have made since 

the recess have, as I think all would admit, been directed towards attempting 
to find solutions, perhaps on a temporary basis as suggested by our United 
Kingdom colleague . . .  .2

As the representative of the Soviet Union, after hearing this pro
posal by the United Kingdom representative, I  stated at the same 
meeting that I detected in these statements of the United Eangdom 
representative certain thoughts which deserved attention and which 
might possibly enable us to achieve some progress in settling the ques
tion and finding a way out of the situation in which we now find 
ourselves.® I added that we would certainly come back to the sug
gestions made and that I  would reply to the views expressed by the 
United Kingdom representative.

At the one hundred and seventieth meeting on 11 February, speak
ing after the submission by the United States representative of his 
new proposal, the United Kingdom representative suggested that we 
should revert to consideration of the proposal on temporary criteria.* 
The Soviet Union delegation considers that the idea of temporary 
criteria, put forward by the United Kingdom representative exactly 
a month ago and actually supported also by the United States 
representative, deserves attention because this proposal offers a pos
sibility of overcoming the difficulties which our Conference has en
countered on the path towards conclusion of a comprehensive treaty 
and the establishment of a control system.

To this end the USSR delegation, on the instructions of the Govern
ment, submits the following proposal:

The Soviet Union would be prepared to agree that in the initial 
phase of the operation of the control organization approximately for a 
period of two to three y e to  inspection teams shall be despatched on the 
basis of the simplest criteria which may be agreed upon. During 
this period the control commission shall, in the light of experience in 
the operation of the control system, elaborate and make more pre

* AntCj pp. 22-25.
 ̂ GEN/DNT/PV.154, p. 10.

* Ibid,, p. 7.
< See GEN/DNT/PV.170, p. 22.
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cise the necessary criteria for identifying the major part of seismic 
events. The Soviet Union could agree to the despatch of inspection 
teams during the initial period of the operation of the control organ
ization within quotas agreed upon on the basis of the following gen
eral criteria, on which in the main the views of the Soviet and United 
States experts coincide:

1. An event may be regarded as suspicious and subject to inspec
tion only if it is located according to the data of several surrounding 
control posts within an area up to approximately 200 square kilo
metres, in accordance with the recommendations of the 1958 experts^ 
report. If the control posts are situated to one side of the event, 
that is, where disposition around the epicentre of the explosion is 
not possible (most often in coastal areas) the event may be located 
within a greater area.

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 four 
clearly haeasurable arrival times of identifiable phases which are 
mutually consistent to within ±  3 seconds. These four consistent 
arrival times must include P-wave arrival times at three different 
control posts.

2. 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 estabhshed as below 60 kilometres;
(b) its epicentral location is established to be in the deep open 

ocean and the event is unaccompanied by a hydroacoustic signal con
sistent with the seismic epicentre and origin time;

(c) it is established within 48 hours to be a foreshock by the occur
rence of a larger event of at least magnitude 6 whose epicentre coin
cides with that of the given event within the accuracy of the deter
mination of the two epicentres.

(d) it is established to be an aftershock of a seismic event of a t 
least magnitude 6 which has been clearly identified as an earthquake 
by the criteria in sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) above. For this pur
pose an aftershock is defined as one of a sequence of earthquakes 
which occurs less than one week after the main shock and which has- 
an epicentre within 10 kilometres of the epicentre of the main shocks

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 m sij be derived from 
national stations. As regards those criteria on which differences
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exist between Soviet and Western scientists, such criteria might 
form the subject of study and agreement diu*ing the period indi
cated above.

Such is the new So^et proposal, which fully meets the proposal 
and considerations advanced by the United Bangdom represent
ative at our one himdred and fifty-fourth meeting on 15 January 
last. This compromise proposal contains a very important con
cession on the part of the Soviet Union on the question of criteria, 
permitting as it does the use of simplified and fairly Uberal criteria 
temporarily during the first two or three years. Meanwhile the 
scientists of the Soviet Union and the Western Powers would 
continue the joint study of the question of criteria so as to eliminate 
any existing diflferences of opinion and work out and ^gree upon 
a complete set of scientifically based criteria which w o^d replace 
the simplified temporary criteria.

In presenting this new proposal for the consideration of the United 
States and the United Kingdom delegations, we hope for a quick 
and favourable reply which will enable our Conference to avoid 
the crisis into which it is being drawn by the new United States 
proposals. The acceptance of this Soviet proposal opens up the 
prospect of rapid agreement and the conclusion of a comprehensive 
treaty on the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests; this would be in 
conformity with the resolutions of the United Nations General 
Assembly  ̂ and would be met with profound satisfaction throughout 
the entire world.

Address by Secretary o f State Herter 
to the National Press Club, February 18 ^

I. Introduction

I  would like to talk today about a very important element of Ameri
can foreign policy—our search for safeguarded arms limitations and 
progress towards general disarmament. As you know, we are about 
to  make a new effort in the Ten-Nation Disarmament Commission 
th a t will meet in Geneva about the middle of March.

This effort is designed not only to strengthen international peace 
and avoid wasteful use of the world's resources, but also to promote 
our national security, in the real sense of that term.

 ̂ See Documents on Disarmamentf 1946-1969, vol. II, pp. 1214-1217, 1548-1549.
* Department of State press release 73, Feb. 18, 1960.
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I t  complements the national military programs and collective 
secm’ity  arrangements that we carry out to this same end.

America's deep commitment to a policy of arms limitation and 
disarmament is of long standing.

In 1946, just after the war's end, when the U.S. still had a com
plete monopoly of atomic weapons, we proposed full international 
control of atomic energy.^ In what must surely stand as one of 
the tragic turning points of himian history, the Soviet Government 
turned down this extraordinary proposal.

In 1953, as part of President Eisenhower's great ‘'Atoms for Peace'^ 
proposal,^ the Soviet Union was urged to make with us a start in 
siphoning oflf nuclear weapons materials into international control. 
Although an International Atomic Energy Agency was created,® 
the Soviets have refused to fiilfiU the original intent of this pro
posal as a means of reducing nuclear weapons stockpiles.

In  1955, President Eisenhower proposed at the Geneva Smnmit 
that the United States and the Soviet Union accept mutual aerial in
spection.^ Again, the Soviets held back; their seicrecy was a '^must'^

In March 1956, President Eisenhower wrote Bulganin proposing an 
inspected cessation of all production of fissionable materials for weap
ons purposes, and gradual contributions of such materials from 
national weapons stockpiles to international control.^ This proposal 
feU on deaf ears.

The United States and its alhes then worked out a series of partial 
arms limitation measures, including safeguards against surprise at
tack, cessation of production of fissionable materials for weapons 
purposes, restraints on the transfer of nuclear weapons to other states, 
reductions of conventional forces, and steps to assure peaceful use of 
outer space. These measures were proposed to the USSR in August 
1957 at London.® Again the Soviets showed Kttle serious interest and 
the talks collapsed.

Since 1957, we have tried twice to single out specific limited areas 
for discussion with the Soviets.

First, a suspension of nuclear tests, on which negotiations are now 
xmderway at Geneva. I  shall have more to say of this in a moment.

Second, technical discussions about safeguards against surprise a t
tack. These surprise attack discussions came to nothing because the 
Soviet Union showed .Httle interest in serious technical work th a t 
might have paved the way for later political discussions.

1 See Documents on DisarmamerU, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
2 Ibid,, pp. 399-400.
* 8 UST 1093; American Foreign Policy: Current DocumentSy 1956, pp. 915-933
< Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969, vol. I, pp. 486-488.
« Ibid., pp. 693-595.
® Ibid., vol. II, pp. 868-874.
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And that is where our search for arms limitation stood when it was 
agreed last year to set up a new Ten-Nation Commission to try  
again.^

II. The Prospect

We approach these new negotiations with some hope that the So
viet leaders may be coming to reahze that the arms race offers imac- 
ceptable risks. This reahzation could induce them to attach a hi^h 
priority to progress in arms control, as being in their own national 
in t^est.

This progress is the more needed because of the new dangers 
which we confront as the arms race continues. Let me mention two 
of these dangers.

First: Spiralling competition in strategic delivery systems with ever 
shorter reaction times could lead to war by miscalculation. Such mis
calculations might, for example, cause an international crisis to de
velop into general war without either side really intending that this 
should happen.

Second: The proliferating production of nuclear weapons might even
tually enable almost any country, however irresponsible, to secure 
those weapons. We are not so concerned with regard to the free 
nations which might be the next to produce nuclear weapons. But 
we are concerned lest the spread becomes wholly unmanageable: 
The more nations that have the power to trigger off a nuclear war, 
the greater the chance that some nation might use this power in 
haste or blind foUy.

These dangers make our task urgent.
Great as are these dangers, however, they are less than the dan

gers that would arise if we were to enter an unsafe arms control 
arrangement.

Under existing conditions, the free world depends on our present 
relative strength for its survival. We are conscious of the extent and 
the importance of that relative strength. We will not compromise it 
out of a desire for quick but illusory results in arms control.

If real progress on arms control is to be made, the great weapons 
systems that have been built up during the long years of the arms 
race must be carefully and reciprocally reduced. This is no short
term task.

United States action cannot be based alone upon another nation^s 
promise. Our deeds wiU only be done in step with verifiable deeds of 
others. We wiU insist on inspection procedures that wiU permit 
verification.

We will, however, gauge each possible agreement not by some ab
stract standard of perfection but by one practical yardstick: Would

1 See ihid,y pp. 1441-1443.
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United States and free world security be greater—or less—under the 
agreement than without arms agreement?

We will not enter an agreement which fails to meet this test.

III. Our Preparations

If the Soviets should wish to negotiate seriously in the Ten-Nation 
Commission, they will find us ready. Your government is making 
intensive preparations.

We in the State Department have conducted an extensive review 
of the disarmament problem.

The disarmament office in the Department of Defense is being ex
panded and a special group under the Joint Chiefs of Staff has been 
estabhshed to assist in arms control studies and negotiations.

To augment the studies continually being made for the Secretary 
of Defense and myself by our own staffs, a special committee under 
the leadership of Mr. Charles Coolidge has reviewed the arms control 
question.

And the President’s Science Advisory Committee has established a 
special panel for continuing study of disarmament problems under the 
leadership of its former Chairman, Dr. Killian.

Mr. Fredrick Eaton, who is here with us today, will lead our 
delegation at Geneva; he and his staff are now developing a common 
approach to these negotiations m th  our allies in the Ten-Nation 
Commission: Canada, France, Italy, and the United Kingdom.

These countries share equally with us the task of preparing agreed 
proposals for the forthcoming negotiations. Each of them will, I  am 
sure, make an important and distinctive contribution.

We will also consult closely with all our NATO partners and a num
ber of other treaty friends.

We shall keep in constant consultation with the Congress.
And the United Nations will, of course, be kept fully informed.

IV. The American Purpose

Speaking generally, we will have two major goals in the forthcom
ing negotiations.

Urgentlyj to try  to create a more stable military environment, 
which will curtail the risk of war and permit reductions in national 
armed forces and armaments.

Subsequently, to cut national armed forces and armaments further, 
and to build up international peace-keeping machinery, to the point 
where aggression will be deterred by international rather than na
tional force.

These two goals are equally important. I  should like to discuss 
each of them.
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V. Creating a More Stable M ilitary Environment

A more stable military environment will require measures to con
trol the two types of dangers of a continuing arms race to which I  
referred.

Firstj to meet the danger of miscalculation, there is need for safe
guards against surprise attack.

If these safeguards are effective, there will be less chance of one side 
being moved to surprise attack by a mistaken belief that the military 
moves of the other side portend such attack. This danger may be 
particularly acute in a major international crisis, when tensions are 
high and both sides are moving to heightened readiness.

These safeguards could include zones for aerial and mobile ground 
inspection. In the past, we have suggested such inspection in 
Europe, the Arctic area, and equivalent areas of North America and 
the USSR.

Arrangements for more selective inspection in larger regions might 
also be feasible. Our August 1957 proposals provided that ground 
observers might be stationed outside, as weU as inside, agreed zone& 
of aerial and mobile groimd inspection. Such observers might prove 
useful, diu*ing a major crisis, in helping to verify that neither side was 
preparing a surprise attack upon the other.

Other arrangements for exchanging information might be devel
oped to assure against potentially dangerous misunderstandings about 
events in outer space.

These different kinds of measures to increase the information avail
able to each side could, where appropriate, be complemented by con
trols over armaments which would also be designed to reduce the 
danger of miscalculation and siu^rise attack.

The second danger—that of the promiscuous spread of production 
of nuclear weapons— îs one that we, our major allies, and the Soviet 
Union should all view with real concern.

To guard against this danger, the testing of nuclear weapons and 
eventually the production of fissionable material for weapons pur
poses must be prohibited under effective inspection.

We are trying to take a first step to this end in the Geneva test 
suspension negotiations.

We proposed, and have as our objective, a suspension of aU nuclear 
tests under effective iatemational controls.

At present, however, there is no agreed technical basis for the estab
lishment of effective controls over nuclear tests in the smaller yield 
ranges. Accordingly, the President suggested on February 11 that 
we agree on a prohibition of those kinds of nuclear tests wHch could 
be controlled within the limits of present scientific knowledge and
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under the limited inspection procedures that the Soviets seemed pre
pared to accept.^

The USSR has now submitted a counter-proposal for a compre
hensive suspension which may reflect a changing view of the inspec
tion procedures that are acceptable to the Soviet Government. We 
will give this proposal very careful consideration.

An inspected suspension of nuclear tests would be a useful step 
toward the goal of halting the proliferation of national nuclear weap
ons stockpiles. To fulfill this goal, our eventual objective would 
remain the cessation of all production of fissionable material for 
nuclear weapons.

These modern measures to meet the major dangers of a continuing 
arms race, and thus to maintain a stable mihtary environment, are 
very different from the efforts that were made to eliminate certain 
weapons and dismantle national mihtary estabhshments in the years 
between the two world wars. Arms control problems in the nuclear 
era are as different from the problems of a quarter century ago as those 
problems differed from the efforts made to ease the rigors of war in the 
Middle Ages.

We cannot progress toward disarmament, against the present 
background of a wide spectrum of complex weapons, merely by re
peating or endorsing hollow slogans such as “ban the bomb'', “give 
up foreign bases^’, or “cut armed forces by one-third'\ One* measure 
of the Soviets’ seriousness in the forthcoming negotiations will be 
their recognition of this fact.

In the absence of arms control, the bomb, the bases, the forces—all 
respond to an m*gent need for deterring aggression. The purpose of 
initial arms control measures should be to permit this need to be met 
in a way which will reduce—rather than increase—the existing risk 
of war.

As we thus move toward a more stable mihtary environment, 
progressive, gradual and balanced reductions in national mihtary 
forces can and should be accomphshed. Manpower ceilings should 
be placed on national forces, and designated quantities of conventional 
armaments transferred to international custody.

VI. General Disarmament

These measures to create a stable military environment would be 
the first stage in our approach to disarmament.

They would enhance our national security and reduce the danger 
of war.

They would also leave our essential national freedom of action and 
our relative national capabihties unimpaired. Since large national

 ̂See anlBf pp. 31-33.
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forces would thus still be under arms, national force—not international 
law—^would still be the ultimate resort.

To assure a world of peaceful change, we should project a second 
stage of general disarmament. Our objective in this second stage 
should be twofold:

Firstj to create certain universally accepted rules of law which, if  
followed, would prevent all nations from attacking other nations. 
Such rules of law should be backed by a world court and by effective 
means of enforcement—that is, by international armed force.

Second, to reduce national armed forces, under safeguarded and 
verified arrangements, to the point where no single nation or group of 
nations could effectively oppose this enforcement of international law 
by international machinery.

Unless both these objectives are kept firmly in view, an agreement 
for general disarmament might lead to a world of anarchy. In the 
absence of effective international peacekeeping machinery, nations 
might violate the disarmament agreement with impunity and thus 
seek to gain a decisive head start in building up their armaments. 
Moreover, since each state would be allowed to retain internal security 
forces, populous states would retain quite substantial forces which 
they might—in the absence of such peacekeeping machinei^—use effec
tively against their smaller neighbors.

To guard against these dangers, we should, as general disarmament 
is approached—^work toward effective international arrangements 
which will maintain peace and security and promote justice according 
to law. We are ready now to take part in appropriate studies to this 
end. A useful framework and a considerable body of experience 
already exists in the United Nations.

These studies could focus on two types of basic and needed change;
Firstj the strengthening and development of international instru

ments to prevent national aggression in a world that has been disarmed, 
except for internal security forces.

Second, the strengthening and development of international ma
chinery to ensure just and peaceful settlement of disputed issues in a 
disarmed world.

Progress along both these basic lines will be needed if the goal of 
general disarmament is to be fulfilled.

We need not—and should not—^wait, however, to make a start in 
taking more limited measures that would have independent value in 
promoting the growth of institutions for keeping the peace and that 
would facihtate progress toward disarmament. I have in mind such 
actions as enhancing the usefulness of the United Nations Interna
tional Law Commission and supporting Secretary-General Hammar- 
skj old’s efforts to develop stand-by arrangements for a United Nations
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Force and other forms of UN preseince in places where there is danger 
of a resort to force. We plan to consult in the United Nations on a 
series of such specii&c measures.

VII. Conclusion

These then are the broad lines of the renewed effort which the 
United States Government is about to make to enhance US national 
security through arms control and eventual general disarmament. 
The specific elements of that eflfprt will, of course, have to be the prod
uct of the consultations now underway with our allies.

If this initiative is to have any chance of success, it will need the 
understanding and support of the American people and Congress. 
We shall consult closely with the Congress and report fully to the 
American people at each stage.

The success of this effort wiU depend, in part, on what the Soviet 
Union conceives to be the alternative to safeguarded arms agreements. 
If the Soviet leaders beheve that the free world is likely to disarm 
unilaterally, they will see little reason to enter into safeguarded agree
ments. Continued and effective prosecution of US and other free 
world mihtary programs and of our Mutual Security Program is thus 
essential if we are to have any prospect of progress in arms control.

If the Soviet Union wishes to achieve such progress in an effort to 
£nd a better way than the spiralling arms race to try  to maintain 
peace and security, it will find us responsive.

The peril that confronts every man, woman, and child in the world 
today is too great to admit of anything but the most strenuous, de
voted, and persistent effort to this end.

Statement by the United States Representative (Wads
worth) at the Geneva Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, March 2 ^

. . .  I  have some remarks I wish to make in my capacity as repre
sentative of the United States. One part of these remarks will be 
made as a result of instructions received from my Government; other 
parts will deal with matters which have been discussed at this table 
at previous meetings.

My reaction to a reading of the verbatim record of our last meeting

i GEN/DNT/PV.180, pp. 3-9. Sir Michael Wright supported the American 
position (see ibid,, pp. 9-16). Ambassador Tsarapkin replied on Mar. 19 (see 
postj pp.72-75).
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has been one of considerable regret. I t  is all too easy, unfortunately, 
to make accusations and allegations about the motives of another 
country as the Soviet representative did in regard to my coimtry at 
the last meeting. We round this table are all disappointed at our 
recent lack of progress, but I  think my Soviet colleague would do well 
to resist the temptation to discover conspiracies and evil-doers in the 
United States. Our problems do not result from any nefarious plot, 
but only from the technical situation with which this Conference 
finds itself compelled to deal. The fact that one or another United 
States citizen may from time^o time indicate that he would appreciate 
a resumption of testing has no bearing whatever on these technical 
facts. I  have tried to emphasize this point on every suitable occasion 
since we last resumed our negotiations on 12 January. My Govern
ment believes that the scientific evaluation presented by the United 
States experts in their report on the proceedings of Technical Work
ing Group 2 is correct.^ We are convinced that any approach to a 
treaty at this Conference must, in order to be acceptable, take ac
count of the technical facts there set forth. There is nothing new, 
capricious or arbitrary about that insistence. On the contrary, it is 
only in this way that we can remain faithful to the principles regard
ing adequate controls which we have expressed since the first day of 
this Conference and which we are sure must be apphed in the field of 
disarmament generally.

Our three delegations have never really quarrelled about our politi
cal objectives in these talks. We have all wanted to ban all nuclear 
weapon tests as soon as we can safely do so and thus contribute to 
halting the arms race in this particular field. We have also wanted to 
establish and gain experience with a working disarmament control 
organization; we have wanted to induce other nations to forgo the 
independent development of a nuclear weapon capability; and we have 
wanted to improve the international climate generally. However, it 
must never be forgotten that all of these political objectives will be 
attained only if in deed and not merely in words the testing of nuclear 
weapons is stopped, and if all nations concerned are reasonably satis
fied and confident that this stoppage has taken place.

The fulfilment of these conditions depends on the installation and 
maintenance of an adequate control system, one that is politically, 
organizationally and technically effective. If such a system is lack
ing, not only shall we fail to achieve our objectives but matters may 
well become worse. Unless we can be reasonably certain that control 
is effective, suspicion may grow between the two nuclear sides; fifth 
countries will feel obliged to take measures to guarantee their own

* For the views of the U.S. experts, see Documents on Disarmamenl, 1946-1959, 
vol. II, pp. 1677-1587.
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security in this field; other efforts at disarmament will be gravely 
prejudiced by the poor precedent here established; and the danger 
that one nation may gain an important military advantage through 
undetected violations of the treaty will increase. This is why my 
delegation has never failed to stress considerations of control since 
the beginning of our work.

No control system can be better than the technical possibilities 
allow, even with the best will in the world. The limitations which 
we have come firmly to believe exist in regard to the capabilities of 
the Geneva system of 1958 for detecting, locating and identifying 
seismic events have not been created by the Soviet Union or the 
United States or by any other human agency. They are a fact of 
contemporary life. The difficulties posed, it is true, could be con
siderably eased if the Soviet Union were to adopt a reasonable position 
concerning a level of on-site inspection adequate for control, and we 
have high hopes that an energetic research programme may in due 
course provide us with a substantially improved technical situation. 
None of this, however, alters the configuration of the problem which 
now confronts us.

The analysis of the situation which I made at the one hundred and 
seventieth meeting on 11 February  ̂ is still equally relevant today. 
The United States is still committed to an approach which will allow 
us to consolidate the areas of agreement, which will by-pass the main 
technical disagreements of Technical Working Group 2, which will 
give us hope that we are on the most promising road toward accom
plishing our primary political objectives, and which will provide us with 
satisfactory assurances of adequate control. The proposal which I 
presented on behalf of my Government at that meeting satisfies these 
conditions. M y Government has instructed me to inform this Con
ference that it remains a strong proponent of the plan then presented, 
including the threshold proposal for the underground environment.

The United States Government feels that it is entitled to a reasoned 
response from the Soviet Government on its proposal, and it cannot 
accept, seriously the curt negative which has heretofore been the sole 
Soviet answer. I t  seems to us that the objections which our Soviet 
colleague has thus far voiced have not even touched upon the merits 
of om* oflFer but have been concentrated on matters which our oflFer 
does not include. Let us take as an example the question of the 
seismic magnitude of imderground events. Each of us is well aware 
that our respective experts last December disagreed on how to es
tablish a relationship between kiloton yield and seismic magnitudes. 
The Soviet experts asserted that a given seismic magnitude would 
have a substantially lower kiloton yield equivalent than the United

1 Ante, pp. 33-38.



54 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

States experts believe.^ For the Soviet experts I  believe that the 
threshold m a^itude  of 4.75 is considered to be equal to an explosion 
of about two kilotons, whereas for us it is in the neighbourhood of 
twenty kilotons.

The Soviet representative continues to accept the Soviet calcula
tions. At the last few meetings he has frequently referred to our 
divergent estimates of the annual number of seismic events at diflFerent 
kilo ton yield equivalents. This is the opposite side of the same coin 
as the threshold equivalent, and one assertion is the invariable corol
lary of the other. We would expect further discussion of points such 
as this when the Soviet representative decides—as we are sure he 
will—to begin serious consideration of the United States approach.

Having said this, I  now proceed to express the official reaction of 
my Government to the Soviet proposal of 16 February regarding in
terim criteria for the initial period of operation of the control organi
zation.^ I t  must be apparent that, since the criteria now put forward 
by the Soviet Government closely resemble those suggested by the 
United States experts in Technical Working Group 2, the United 
States considers them generally acceptable technically, on the under
standing that they would remain in effect until improved criteria had 
at some future time been agreed. I say ‘'generally acceptable^’ 
because in some respects the Soviet criteria are not identical with 
those advocated by our scientists and in our view require certain 
changes. But before going into detail I  should like to place our 
observations on criteria in what we deem to be the proper perspective.

The critical problem with which we have been grappling in recent 
weeks has been the creation of effective control machinery for the 
underground environment. All of us have always contemplated that 
the ultimate method for deciding on the nature of a seismic event 
would be an on-site inspection. In 1958 we thought that such in
spections might not have to be too frequent in view of our belief that 
the substantial majority of such events could be identified as earth
quakes by use of the criterion of the first motion of P waves.^ The 
West is now convinced that this is not the case. The lack for the 
time being of dependable alternative methods of identification requires 
us to put much greater reliance on on-site inspections.

In terms of the decision which our delegations must take here, we 
must agree on when on-site inspections may take place and within 
what areas, on who may initiate them and by what procedure, on the 
physical procedures for on-site inspections, on the composition and

1 For the views of the Soviet experts, see Documents on Disarmamentj 1945- 
195B, vol. II, pp. 1561-1571,

* See anUy pp. 40-43.
» DocumentB on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1099.
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recruitment of on-site inspection teams, and on the number of such 
inspections which will occur. I am of course aware that not all of 
these questions are of equal importance. Some, to be sure, will be 
discussed in connexion with draft annex I,  ̂others in various treaty 
articles. The point which my Government wishes me to make, how
ever, is that the Soviet proposal on criteria, welcome as it is, relates to 
only one of these issues, namely, what standards will qualify a seismic 
incident for inspection. I t  does not claim to settle the other problems.

W hat I  have said does not of course mean that the United States 
does not consider the ofiFer of simplified criteria to be a step forward. 
I t  is obviously that, because it largely overcomes one of the technical 
disagreements in Technical Working Group 2. Nevertheless, it is 
also not more than that, because it leaves other technical divergencies 
standing squarely in our path. I t  does not restore any control capa
bilities of the Geneva system in regard to the location and identifica
tion of underground events; it does not deal with the decoupling 
problem; and, most unfortimately, it does not come forward with a 
proposal for a level of inspection.

In this last respect I have not overlooked Mr. Tsarapkin’s many 
exhortations that my delegation accept the Soviet quota proposal, 
as he says, ‘̂ in principle’\  He wants us to do so, we think, to make 
sure that the United States is committed on the record to the idea 
that there cannot and must not be any connexion between the number 
of events eligible for inspection and the number of inspections fixed 
in the quota. However, it should be clear that the United States 
cannot accept any such approach. Unless there is some reasonable 
relationship between these two quantities there will be no reasonable 
assurance for any of us that treaty obligations are being observed. 
M y Soviet colleague says that the terms we use, such as ‘^adequate’’ 
or ''effective’  ̂ or ‘^fulP’ control, are all subjective, that they can have 
any meaning which we choose to give to them. I  might say that the 
same is true for the term he often uses, which seems to be ^'deterrence’^ 
I might also say that Chairman Khrushchevas assertion, in a letter to 
President Eisenhower, that the control system should guarantee 
‘^strict observance^^ of the treaty could also come within this category.^ 
Under any formula each of our Governments must make a judgment 
about the control system. M y Government has reluctantly decided 
that no system will be satisfactory which fails to take explicit accoimt 
of the technical diflEiculties which we are facing and which rests solely 
on political comproniise.

There is no question in my mind but that my Soviet colleague will 
find it desirable to come forward soon with a full proposal by which he

1 GEN/DNT/22.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945'-‘1969  ̂vol. II, p. 1397.
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believes it possible to justify his call for an immediately comprehensive 
treaty. For its part, my Government continues to believe that the 
technical situation is too unpromising for that development in our 
first phase. In our view, the minimal requirements of adequate con
trol might demand an unmanageable number of on-site inspections. 
We feel that our threshold approach gives us a way to make a start 
while the joint research programme seeks the improvements which are 
essential for adequate control within a comprehensive treaty.

I should like now to comment in specific terms on the proposal made 
by the representative of the USSR on 16 February.

Subject to the following qualifications, the United States Govern
ment finds the criteria presented by the Soviet delegation on 16 
February to be acceptable from a technical point of view, for use by 
the control organization during an initial period of research which 
would cover the first two or three years of the operation of the control 
system, and for application to events of magnitude 4.75 or larger.

First, it will be necessary to reach a satisfactory understanding that 
if progress in research does not lead to agreement on improved criteria 
by the end of the initial treaty phase the use of the criteria adopted by 
this Conference will continue, or some alternative arrangement will 
be made to ensure that the control organization will not be left without 
criteria.

Secondly, as regards section 1 of the Soviet draft criteria, that is, 
the section defining a located event, we can accept fully the second 
paragraph.^ As you know, it is identical to the corresponding defini
tion of a located event which the United States experts included in 
Annex IV to the report of Technical Working Group 2.̂  I t  is itself 
sufficient for defining a located event.

On the other hand, we are unable to accept the first paragraph of 
section 1. We feel that it is not necessary to have this paragraph in 
addition to the second paragraph. In fact, the first paragraph adds 
restrictions to the second paragraph, and these restrictions are, in the 
view of the United States, technically unwarranted. Now, I know I 
do not need to remind my colleagues here at the table that I am not a 
technical person, and that I  really do not want to re-open the discus
sions of Technical Working Group 2. Accordingly, I shall confine 
myself to saying that in the view of the United States experts 200 
square kilometres is, in the present state of seismology, too small an 
area to use as the area of uncertainty in locating a seismic event with 
the control system. I t is too small an area for the period during which 
the control posts are only partially installed, both on and outside the

* Ante, p. 43.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1969^ vol. II, pp. 1581-1682.
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territories of the three original parties. I t  is too small an area before 
accurate seismic travel times can be established on the basis of actual 
operating experience. Finally, even when all stations are established 
on the territories of the three original parties, and .even after accurate 
travel times are established, there will still be a need for an area greater 
than 200 square kilometres, both in coastal regions and in border 
regions which do not have established control posts in the contiguous 
territories. This situation will apply to a large part of the territories 
of all three of our countries.

Aside from what I have just said on this question of defining the 
location of a seismic event I should also hke to remind my colleagues 
of the United States view on the area that should be subject to on-site 
inspection. I t  is a m atter so closely related to the problem of location 
that we think it must be treated here. The United States position is 
that of its experts, as set forth in the second paragraph of section D 1 
of annex IV to the report of Technical Working Group 2, which reads 
as follows:

If the event is eligible for inspection, the area eligible for inspection consists 
of that 500 square kilometers which has the highest likelihood of containing 
the epicentre, according to a previously established data reduction procedure. 
This procedure shall take into account the frequent occurrence of relatively 
aberrant observations 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 epi
centre, that is, from control posts at least one of which lies in every possible 90® 
sector around the epicentre, the area eligible for inspection will be the 200 
square kilometers which has the highest likelihood of containing the epicentre.^

In indicating, as I have previously done, that the Soviet proposal on 
criteria is generally acceptable, we would make clear that we would 
require that that language or its equivalent should be included.

Finally, there is a third qualification to our technical acceptance of 
the Soviet proposal on criteria. In sub-paragraph (c) of section 2 of 
the proposal  ̂we find it necessary to specify explicitly that the larger 
event which foUows a foreshock must itself be clearly identified as an 
earthquake by the criteria of sub-paragraphs (a) and (b). There 
should be no problem with this change, since in sub-paragraph (d), 
which deals with aftershocks, this point is adequately treated. A 
similar treatment for foreshocks would satisfy us.

This concludes my statement of the United States position on the 
Soviet proposals of 16 February, and I  trust that my colleagues will 
give it careful consideration.

» lU d,, p. 1682.
2 Ante  ̂ p. 43.
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Remarks by Senator Kennedy 
at the University of New Hampshire, March 7 ^

The most gaping hole in American foreign policy today is our lack 
of a concrete plan for disarmament.

I spoke last Monday night of our defensive weaknesses—of our 
need to increase this year’s defense budget if we are to avoid the risk 
of a catastrophic missile gap in the near future. I  called it an invest
ment in peace. For the purpose of our arms is to deter an attack, 
to show the Russians that they will never gain an advantage through 
force of arms, and to enable us to bargain for peace from a position of 
strength.

I. P e a c e  T a k e s  M o r e  T h a n  T a l k

No nation talks more of its dedication to peace. No subject 
recurs more frequently in the President's addresses at home and 
abroad. No hope is more basic to our aspirations as a Nation than 
our hope for the day when our bombs can be converted into reactors— 
our rockets can be devoted to exploring space—and the funds now in 
our defense budget can be used to build a better, happier, healthier 
Nation and world.

However, as each year passes, the possibilities of disarmament— 
or, to use a more realistic term, arms control—become more diSicult. 
I t  is harder to limit growing nuclear stockpiles than the shipment of 
raw materials—harder to prevent surprise attacks once they can be 
launched from underground, underwater, or outer space. The 
engines of death are multiplying in number and destructiveness on 
every side—the institutions of peace are not.

Pushbutton weapons systems based upon instant response—but 
capable of both mechanical and human error—could plunge the 
world into a nuclear holocaust through an act of inadvertence or 
irrationality. The galloping course of our weapons technology is 
rapidly taking the whole world to the brink. The same science 
that industrialized the West, then gave us our atomic monopoly, 
then transformed a Russian peasant society into a producer of sput
niks, missiles, and H-bombs, is now awakening the sleeping giants 
of China, Africa, and all the world—^moving by a logic of its own, 
out of the control of any one man or nation.

I am not simply talking about another war. A single nuclear 
weapon today can release more destructive energy than all the 
explosives used in all wars through-out history. The world’s nuclear 
stockpile today contains, it is estimated, the equivalent of 30 billion

 ̂ Department of State files.
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tons of TNT—about 10 tons of TNT for every human being on the 
globe. Our scientists tell us that the radioactive fallout from a 
single bomb can wipe out all higher forms of life in an area of 10,000 
square miles. One H-bomb has the destructive force of a train 
stretched the entire width of the United States loaded with over 
4 million World War II  blockbusters. No wonder it has been 
bitterly said that life may be extinct on other planets because their 
scientists were more advanced than ours.

No sane man should accept these facts with equanimity. No 
leader of any nation should rest content with this precarious equi
librium of terror. No nation should delude itself into thinking it 
has a strategy for the 1960’s if that strategy is nothing more than 
the arms race, nothing more than the cold war, nothing more than 
the policies of the last two decades.

As one of our leading writers on war, Walter Millis, has said:

A policy which can see no further than a missile-megaton arms race 
amounts . . .  to a disregard of those fundamental concepts of the 
inherent value of the individual, of the dignity and fraternity of all men, of 
justice not only for one's self but for all— t̂he indispensable foundation of any 
free society.

No issue, in short, is of more vital concern to this Nation than 
disarmament; no issue could demand more priority of top-level 
attention than disarmament; and yet, this Nation has no consistent, 
convincing disarmament policy.

We have had Presidential speeches. Presidential advisers, and 
Presidential Commissions on Disarmament, but no policy. We are 
meeting next week in Geneva with nine other nations in an East- 
West Disarmament Conference; but (except to the extent we will 
accept the broad British proposals)^ we have prepared no plan for 
our conferees. We are meeting the Russians at the summit this 
spring to discuss among other things presumably, disarmament, but 
we have no idea what our stand will be. We have participated in 
previous conferences—on disarmament, on nuclear’ testing, and on 
surprise attack—^but our conferees in every instance have been ill 
prepared and inadequately instructed. We invited our Western 
allies to Washington in January to make joint preparations for the 
Geneva Conference—^but we had no positive proposals of our own 
to offer them.

I am certain that the President is sincere when he says we want 
disarmament, but I am also afraid that the rest of the world is 
justified in wondering whether we really do.

1 For the British proposals, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. 
II, pp. 1447-1451. The initial Western proposal at the conference of the Ten 
Nation Committee is printed post, pp. 68-71.
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II. T h e  P o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  D i s a r m a m e n t

There are, of course, many powerful voices in the Government— 
both in and out of the Pentagon—^who do not want disarmament, or, 
professing to want it, do not really believe in it.

Disarmament to them is still merely a fuzzy ideal for fuzzy idealists. 
There can be no disarmament, they say, until world tensions have 
ceased, or until we know for certain that the Russians will live up to 
their agreement, or until a foolproof inspection system can be worked 
out, or until the Russians give up commimism and its dreams of world 
domination. There can be no disarmament, in short, according to 
these Pentagon, and other policymakers, until—to use Mr. IQiru- 
shchev^s terms—‘‘the shrimp whistles.”

But who, I ask you, are the true realists—those interested in serious 
efforts at arms control—or those who talk of war and weapons as 
though this were the good old days, in the pre-World War II, or 
nuclear monopoly, or premissile eras? The world of 1960, the utter 
folly of the present arms race, requires a new and diflferent look at 
where we are headed.

I do not say that our dangers have receded or that our enemy has 
become benevolent. But I do believe that today's international cli
mate, more than ever before, holds out the possibility for an effective 
start on arms control.

For the Russians know, as well as we know, that the spread of 
nuclear weapons—to France, later to Red China, possibly next to 
Sweden, and so on—^may well upset the present balance of power, 
increase the very real dangers of accidental war, and contaminate the 
air on both sides of the Iron Curtain. They know, as well as we know, 
that a war of mutual destruction would benefit no nation or ideology; 
and that fimds devoted to weapons of destruction are not available 
for improving the living standards of their own people, or for helping 
the economies of the underdeveloped nations of the world.

The Soviets will not, in the sixties, or as far as we can foresee, give 
up their ambitions for world communism. But the historian Tojmbee 
reminds us that the cold and hot wars waged by a fanatic Islam and 
crusading Christendom gradually transformed themselves into cen
turies of perpetual truce, although both parties retained their universal 
goals.

Mr. Khrushchev wiU still want to “bury” us economically, politi
cally, culturally and in every other sphere of influence—but imder 
what appears to be a more fluid and rational atmosphere since the 
death of Stalin, he may recognize that the path of Russian self-interest 
permits, and perhaps compels, him to agree to some steps toward 
comprehensive arms control.

The opportunities for such steps are many—agreements on nuclear
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tests, or on the prevention of surprise attacks, or on the exploration 
of outer space and its research, or on the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy, or on additional safeguards for the Antarctica, perhaps even 
on demilitarization in the Middle East or an expansion of the UN 
emergency force.

But such a beginning can lead the way, once the Russians leam 
that international control and inspection are not necessarily to be 
feared, once Americans learn that accommodations are not neces
sarily appeasement, and once both sides learn that agreements can be 
made, and kept.

I do not say that we should rely simply on trust in any agreement. 
Certainly we need an inspection system which is as reliable and 
thorough as modem science and technology can devise. However, 
even with such a system, there will be risks. Peace programs involve 
risks as do arms programs, but the risks of arms are even more dan
gerous. Those who talk about the risks and dangers of any arms 
control proposal ought to weigh— în the scales of national security— 
the risks and dangers inherent in our present course. The only 
alternative to pursuit of an effective disarmament agreement is reck
less pursuit of our present course—the arms race, the gap, the new 
weapons, the development of ever higher orders of mutual terror, all 
of which not only reflect tensions but obviously aggravate them.

I do not look upon arms control negotiations as a substitute for 
negotiating disputes. Certainly I would never permit an effort for 
disarmament to excuse any lag in our defense effort now. For it is 
an unfortimate fact that, while peace is our goal, we need greater 
military secm’ity to prevent war— ân effective deterrent to encourage 
talks—and to bargain at those talks, as I have said, from a position 
of strength. In fact, as George Kennan has pointed out, we would 
facilitate the acceptability of nuclear arms control if we were to in
crease the strength of our conventional forces, as a means of weaning 
otu^elves away from total dependence on nuclear weapons. But we 
must also remember that there is no greater defense against total 
nuclear destruction than total nuclear disarmament.

Finally, I would never say that disarmament is a goal easily achieved. 
I t  will take more than hard thinking and hard bargaining—it will 
require, first of all, hard work.

III. T h e  I n a d e q u a c y  o f  E x i s t i n g  A g e n c i e s

A tremendous amount of policy-making, scientific research, data 
collecting device development, and high level guidance is necessary 
before we can back up our good words and intentions on disarmament 
with> specific facts and plans. But the harsh facts of the matter are 
that we are not prepared to undertake that kind of effort today, 1
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week before the Geneva conference opens. Our money, science and 
manpower are devoted almost entirely to weapons of destruction.

The entire Government staff currently engaged in arms control 
and disarmament research consists of fewer than 100 full-time men, 
scattered through four or five agencies, with little or no coordination, 
and almost no basic research. We have an Ambassador, with a 
limited staff, who does the actual negotiation on test suspension. We 
have a State Department officer, known as the Special Assistant for 
Arms Limitation,^ who is assisted by approximately 20 people. We 
have a section of the Department of Defense, with a small staff of 
professional people, assisted by part-time experts drawn from the 
three military services. We have ad hoc research conducted by the 
Atomic Energy Conmiission, the National Space Agency, and some 
private organizations. Last summer a new committee was formed for 
the purpose of assisting in the development of disarmament policy, 
but its findings, never made public, are reported to be too narrow and 
too negative to be of any value whatsoever—as a result, no policy has 
been developed.

Indeed, what little research has been done has too often been 
negative: designing ways of evading proposed detection or inspection 
systems instead of perfecting them, demonstrating what won^t work 
instead of what will. The President’s Special Assistant for Science 
and Technology, Dr. George Eastiakowsky, has complained in a recent 
speech of the fact that our arms control conferees have consistently 
been forced to turn to ad hoc groups that found a dearth of experi
mental data.

Here is a gap equally as serious as the missile gap—the gap be
tween Americans incredible inventiveness for destruction and our 
inadequate inventiveness for peace. We prepare for the battlefield, 
but not for the bargaining table. We pour our talent and funds into 
a feverish race for arms supremacy, bypassing almost entirely the 
quest for arms control.

IV. T h e  F a i l u r e  o f  P a s t  C o n f e r e n c e s

This gap has been apparent, to our enemy and to the world, at 
every arms control or related conference since the close of the Korean 
war. Our conferees have lacked both the technical backing and the 
high-level policy support and guidance necessary to make their 
mission a success. As a result, largely for propaganda purposes, 
they have sometimes offered proposals which they knew—or should 
have known—could not possibly be accepted; and they have been 
wholly unprepared to either seize the disarmament initiative or

1 Philip J. Farley, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Disarmament 
and Atomic Energy.
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promptly respond when the Russians (who have more cleverly con
cealed their own divisions and uncertainty) did seize the initiative.

We are not prepared to respond to the Soviet disarmament pro
posals of 1955/ or Mr. Klirushchev’s proposals a t the UN last fall.^ 
Mr. Stassen^s efforts as a special disarmament negotiator were con
sistently undercut and opposed in the Pentagon, AEG, and State 
Department, ignored in the White House.

Our delegates to the 1958 Conference on Surprise Attack were ill 
staffed, ill prepared and ill advised. They offered measures which 
were hastily put together, some of which, even if accepted, were of 
doubtful value; and others which in reality we were not prepared to 
accept—or even explain—ourselves.

When, at the Conference on Nuclear Testing, the Russians finally 
agreed to veto-free, on-site inspection on a quota basis—a major 
concession— ŵe were not ready to state what a realistic quota would 
be. The technical data we presented on frequency response and 
grid spacing—the distance between monitoring stations—turned out 
to be wrong. Our own new data on underground testing baffled our 
negotiators. Even today, as that conference continues under our 
threat to resume testing, it is difficult to say what represents a single, 
clear-cut, well-defined realistic American inspection proposal.

V . D i s a r m a m e n t  R e s e a r c h

Plans for disarmament—specific, workable, acceptable plans— 
must be formulated with care, with precision and, above all, with 
thorough research. For peace, like war, has become tremendously 
compUcated and technological. I t is to the proper and effective 
solution of these complex technical problems of disarmament which 
I wish to direct my attention today. First, let me make it plain that 
I do not believe all the problems of peace can be solved by increased 
research—science and technology cannot fill our present gaps in 
vision, in leadership, and in sound, creative planning. But research 
can give us the vitally important knowledge which we must have if 
we are to lay the ground work for effective control of today’s vast 
and complex weapons systems. Development of a workable plan to 
halt weapons testing requires detailed studies in seismology, atmos
pherics, acoustics and geophysics. Detection and monitoring systems 
are even more complex than the expensive weapons they are designed 
to replace. New techniques of aerial reconnaissance, radar sur
veillance, and atmospheric sampling, new uses for our communi
cations systems, computers, and cameras, new ways to denature 
plutonium, inspect power reactors, and measure air and water pollu-

1 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959j vol. I, pp. 456-467.
2 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.
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tion—these are among the research projects that we need to complete 
before an effective arms control agreement can go into operation. 
The dread weapons of chemical and bacteriological warfare require 
still different inspection systems that will challenge the resources of 
Western science.

Peace, moreover, like war, raises tremendous economic and social 
problems. Economic research on manpower controls, budget controlsj 
chemical processing plant quotas, and the availability of fissionable 
material is a necessary part of arms control research. Fear of dis
armament can affect the stock market like the fear of war. Millions 
of jobs, billions of dollars of national income, are tied up in defense 
industries. The 1957-58 recession was accelerated by an unforeseen 
cutback in defense orders, in contrast to the prosperity which followed 
the tremendous decline in defense spending after World War II, when 
reconversion was more carefully planned. No plan for disarmament 
can thus be complete without planning for the reconversion of our 
economy— f̂or diverting our resources to the constructive channels of 
peace.

VI. T h e  A r m s  C o n t r o l  R e s e a r c h  I n s t i t u t e

I t is to the elimination of these gaps in our knowledge and informo,- 
tion—to the assurance that future American arms control conferees 
will be better prepared—that I am directing my attention and a specific 
legislative proposal. I am introducing for appropriate reference a 
bill to establish an Arms Control Research Institute. Based on a 
considerably modified version of the bill for a National Peace Agency, 
earlier introduced by Congressman Bennett in the House and de
veloped by the Democratic Advisory Council^s Science and Technol
ogy Committee, this bill is designed to alleviate these glaring omissions 
in  our preparation for peace and disarmament.

A U.S. Arms Control Research Institute, under the immediate 
•direction of the President, could undertake, coordinate, and fol
low through on the research, development and policy planning 
needed for a workable disarmament program. The studies in physi- 
•cal, natural, and social sciences already mentioned could be under- 
itaken in its own laboratories, or farmed out to other agencies or to 
universities under ACRI^s direction. The scattered disarmament 
technicians and appropriate scientists could at last work as a unit. 
Industry and labor could receive help in preparation for any defense 
cutbacks new arms control plans might achieve.

This agency’s work need not be confined to this country. Joint 
undertakings with other Western powers—and perhaps, eventually, 
in the UN and even with the Russians—could facilitate research and
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planning. Positive programs for peace, including international 
cooperation in education and medicine, can be planned.

The Institute would not infringe upon the prerogatives of any 
existing agency. The State Department would continue to be our 
instrument for international negotiation, but it would be fully sup
ported by a wealth of scientific information. The Department of 
Defense—at least until real disarmament is achieved—^would continue 
to develop its instruments of warfare and counterwarfare, but the 
Institute would be available to develop monitoring devices. The 
Atomic Energy Commission would continue to promote industrial 
military and nonmilitary uses of atomic energy, but the Institute 
would test and develop devices to detect improper uses. The National 
Space Agency would continue to promote space programs, but the 
Institute might well be charged with central accountability for chart
ing all satellites.

The Institute could also act as a clearing-house for peace proposals. 
I t  would examine suggestions for disarmament, for inspection sys
tems, for monitoring devices, and determine their technical vahdity 
and the steps necessary to put them into actual operation. For 
example, it has been proposed that the Latin American nations should 
agree to halt their costly arms race. The Institute could make 
studies designed to lay the technical groundwork for such an inter- 
American arms control agreement.

Here, in one responsible organization—^guided and directed from 
the White House—would be centered our hopes for peace. I t  would 
be tangible evidence of our dedication to this ideal.

But mere governmental reorganization is not enough. A new 
agency is not enough. Its reconamendations must be integrated into 
our diplomacy and defense a t the highest levels. Its work must be 
both supported and implemented by the State Department, the 
Defense Department, the AEG and above all by the President him
self, for only he can overcome the resistance likely to arise in those 
agencies. I t  will need strong leadership, imaginative thinking, and 
a national priority of attention and funds.

I do not say that the Arms Control Research Institute will halt 
overnight the potentially disastrous arms race in which the world is 
now engaged. Perhaps, in view of our enemy's strength and intransi
gence, nothing can. But we owe it to ourselves—to all mankind—to 
try to give peace more than our words and our hopes. “ Give me a 
fulcrum’̂  Archimedes is reported to have said, “ and I can move the 
world.’' Perhaps this new agency could provide our Government 
with such a fulcrum. And perhaps then we, too, could move the 
world on the road to world peace.
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Message From President Eisenhower to the United States 
Representative (Eaton) on the Ten Nation Committee 
on Disarmament, March 11 ^

The Ten Nations which will begin disarmament discussions at 
Geneva on March 15, 1960, have both the opportunity and a great 
responsibility to serve mankind. The interest of the United States 
in disarmament and my own strong personal feelings on this subject 
are well known. I want to take this opportunity to emphasize that 
the United States is prepared to explore every possible avenue to find 
a way toward general disarmament.

We must not be pessimistic because of the lack of success in past 
disarmament negotiations. Nor should we necessarily expect imme
diate, dramatic and far-reaching strides, although we would certainly 
welcome such progress. Rather, it should be our objective in these 
negotiations to contribute by carefully balanced, phased and safe
guarded arms control agreements to the ultimate objective of a 
secure, free and peaceful world in which international disputes will 
be settled in accordance with the principles of the United Nations 
Charter.

As the United States Representative to the Ten-Nation Disarma
ment Conference, I know that you will exert every possible effort to 
reach agreement on measures which will lessen the danger of another 
armed conflict, ease the burden of armaments and thereby contribute 
to the attainment of the ultimate goal of general disarmament and a 
peaceful world. I should like you to convey to the other delegates 
a t the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference my earnest hope that 
the Conference will discharge its solemn obligation to mankind and 
thus contribute to this goal.

You may be assured that you carry with you my complete support 
and that of the people of the United States.

Message From Premier KJirushchev to the 
Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament, March 14 ^

On behalf of the Soviet Government and on my own behalf I extend 
greetings to the participants of the Ten Nations Committee on 
Disarmament, which is beginning its work at Geneva.

1 TNCD/2, Mar. 15, 1960.
2 TNCD/1, Mar. 15, 1960.
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The Ten Nations Committee is entrusted with a most important 
and responsible task, namely, to work out within the shortest possible 
time practical ways of bringing about general and complete disarma
ment, thus putting into effect the recommendation of the General 
Assembly at its fourteenth session, which was unanimously approved 
by all Members of the United Nations.^ To-day, when weapons of 
terrible, destructive power—atom and hydrogen bombs and inter
continental missiles—^have been created, the question of disarmament 
has become the major and most vital problem of the present time.

The Soviet Union is making every effort to move the disarmament 
problem forward from its state of standstill. Last September the 
Soviet Government submitted to the United Nations for considera
tion proposals for general and complete disarmament,* which were 
transmitted to the Ten Nations Committee for thorough considera
tion. I t  is general and complete disarmament that is the most reliaole 
and surest means of eliminating wars forever from the life of human 
society. The Soviet Union is fully determined to make general and 
complete disarmament a reality. I t  has demonstrated its desire to 
back this determination with positive deeds by the recent decision 
to reduce its armed forces further by 1,200,000 men,® and this, in our 
view, is bound to contribute to the creation of favourable conditions 
for the negotiations on general and complete disarmament for which 
you are now gathered at Geneva.

The Soviet Government has given instructions to its representative 
on the Ten Nations Committee to contribute in every possible way 
to fruitful work by the Committee, and to strive for the speediest 
preparation of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. On 
behalf of the Soviet Government I should like to express the hope 
that the other participants of the Ten Nations Committee will also 
make their contribution to the practical solution of the problem of 
general and complete disarmament. The Soviet Government, for 
its part, is ready to give careful consideration to all proposals aimed 
a t the achievement of this goal.

I send to the participants of the Committee our wishes for success
ful and fruitful work for the good of the peoples. I am deeply con
vinced that the day is not far off when the age-old dream of mankind 
will come true and the world will live without weapons and without 
wars.

1 See Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959^ vol. II, p. 1545, 
a Ibid., pp. 1460-1474.
3 Antef pp. 16-18.
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Western Paper Submitted to the Ten Nation Committee 
on Disarmament: A Plan for General and Complete 
Disarmament in a Free and Peaceful World, March 
16 ‘

A. The ultimate goal is a secure, free, and peaceful world in which 
there shall be general disarmament under effective international con
trol and agreed procedures for the settlement of disputes in accordance 
with the principles of the United Nations Charter.

B. The task of the Ten Nation Disarmament Conference should 
be to work out measures leading toward general disarmament, which 
can only be attained by balanced, phased, and safeguarded agreements.

C. All measures of disarmament must be observed and verified 
by an appropriate international organization.

I

The following measures are proposed with the recommendation 
that they be undertaken forthwith:

A. The establishment of an International Disarmament Organiza
tion by progressive steps following a joint study of the composition 
and functions of such an organization and its relationship to the 
United Nations (taking into account previous experience in this 
field).

B. Prior notification to the International Disarmament Organiza
tion of proposed launchings of space vehicles and the establishment of 
cooperative arrangements for communicating to the International 
Disarmament Organization data obtained from available tracking^ 
facilities.

C. The collection of information on present force levels (active 
uniformed military manpower) and on armaments pertaining to land, 
sea and air forces possessed by the various powers. The collection of 
information would be based mainly on declarations by States according 
to predetermined and mutually agreed criteria.

D. The coordinated reduction or limitation of force levels and 
cmventional armaments upon the establishment of agreed arrange
ments and procedures for initial and continuing verification by the 
International Disarmament Organization as follows:

I TNCD/3, Mar. 16, 1960. The paper was submitted to the Ten Nation 
Committee by the delegations of Canada, France, Italy, the United Kingdom,, 
anc^the United States. The Department of State had previously released the  
paper to the press on Mar, 14.
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1. Initial force level ceilings to be:

2.5 million
2.5 million

for the Soviet Union 
for the United States, and

agreed appropriate force levels for certain other States.

2. Each State party to the agreement shall place in storage depots, 
within its own territories and under the supervision of the International 
Disarmament Organization agreed types and quantities of conventional 
armaments to be set forth in lists annexed to the agreement and bearing 
a relationship to the agreed force levels.

E. The submission by the various states to the International Dis
armament Organization of data relating to: the operation of their 
financial system as it affects military expenditures, the amount of their 
military expenditures, and the percentage of their gross national 
product earmarked for military expenditures. The data to be sub
mitted will be drawn up in accordance with predetermined and 
mutually agreed criteria.

P. Joint studies will be undertaken immediately on the following 
subjects:

1. Measures to assure compliance with an agreement that no 
nation shall place into orbit or station in outer space weapons of mass 
destruction, including provision for on-site inspection.

2. Measures to assure compHance with an agreement on prior 
notification of missile laimchings, according to predetermined and 
mutually agreed criteria, and on declarations to the International 
Disarmament Organization of locations of launching sites, and places 
of manufacture, of such missiles.

3. Measwes to assure compliance with an agreement to discontinue 
the manufacture of fissionable materials for weapons piu*poses.

4. Arrangements required to carry out an agreement to transfer, 
imder international supervision and control, fissionable material from 
past production to non-weapons uses, including stock-piling.

5. Measures to give participating States greater protection against 
surprise attack with effective verification procedures including aerial 
inspection, ground observers at agreed points, mobile groimd teams^ 
overlapping radar, notification of aircraft flights, and appropriate 
communications facilities and arrangements.

6. Measm*es to verify budgetary information submitted by the 
various states to the International Disarmament Organization.

7. Means of preventing aggression and preserving world peace and 
security, as national armaments are reduced, by an international 
organization, to be an organ of, or Unked to, the United Nations.
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8. Timing and manner of extending a disarmament agreement so as 
to include other States having significant military capabilities, with 
a view to the holding of a disarmament conference.

II

The following measures will be undertaken as rapidly as possible 
upon successful completion of relevant preparatory studies outlined 
in I:

A. The prohibition against placing into orbit or stationing in outer 
space vehicles capable of mass destruction to be effective immediately 
after the installation and effective operation of an agreed control 
system to verify this measure.

B. Prior notification to the International Disarmament Organiza
tion of proposed laimchings of missiles according to predetermined and 
mutually agreed criteria, and declarations of locations of launching 
sites, and places of manufactiu-e of such missiles, with agreed verifica
tion including on-site inspection of launching sites of such missiles.

C. The cessation of production of fissionable materials for weapons 
purposes immediately after the installation and effective operation of 
an agreed control system to verify this measure, conditional upon 
satisfactory progress in the field of conventional disarmament.

D. Agreed quantities of fissionable material from past production 
to be transferred under international supervision and control to non
weapons uses, including stockpiling, immediately upon the installa
tion and effective operation of an agreed control system to verify the 
cessation of production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes.

E. Establishment of appropriate measures to give participating 
States greater protection against surprise attack, including aerial in
spection, ground observers at agreed points, mobile ground teams, 
overlapping radar, notification of aircraft fiights, and appropriate 
communications.

F. A disarmament conference with other States having significant 
military capabilities, called to consider their accession to the disarma
ment agreement, including their acceptance of appropriate reductions 
or limitations of their respective force levels and armaments.

G. Force level ceilings for all militarily significant States and ap
propriate inspection and verification measures to go into effect simul
taneously with the establishment of force level ceilings of 2.1 million 
for the United States and U.S.S.R. At the same time, each of the 
States participating shall agree to place in storage depots agreed types 
and quantities of armaments in agreed relation to the force level 
ceilings.
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H. The establishment of measures to verify budgetary information.
I. Further progressive development of the International Disarma

ment Organization. ,
J. Initial establishment of the international organization to pre

serve world peace.
I l l

The foregoing represent measures which should be negotiated and 
put into effect as rapidly as possible. Below are additional measures 
which are regarded as necessary for achieving the ultimate goal:

A. Reduction of national armed forces and armaments by pro
gressive safeguarded steps (after such further joint studies as may be 
necessary) to levels required by internal security and fulfilment of 
obligations under the United Nations Charter to the end that no single 
nation or group of nations can effectively oppose enforcement of 
international law.

B. Measures toward this objective, phased to coincide with the 
build-up of international law enforcement capability to preserve 
world peace, and with the extension of the International Disarma
ment Organization to provide necessary inspection and control, will 
include:

1. Prohibition of production of nuclear, chemical, biological, and 
other weapons of mass destruction.

2. Further reduction of existing stocks of nuclear, chemical, biologi
cal and other weapons of mass destruction, further transfer of fission
able materials to peaceful use, and further steps, in the light of the 
latest scientific knowledge, to achieve the final elimination of those 
weapons.

3. Measures to ensure the use of outer space for peaceful purposes 
only.

4. Control of the prodaction of agreed categories of military mis
siles and existing national stocks and their final elimination.

5. Establishment of effective international control over military 
budgets.

6. Completion of the establishment of international organizations 
and arrangements to preserve world peace.

7. Final reduction of military manpower and armaments to the 
levels required for the objective stated in paragraph A above, including 
the disposition of surplus armaments.

8. Control over the production of all remaining types of armaments 
to ensure that production is limited to that required for purposes 
specified in paragraph A.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests {Extract}, March 19 ^

The Governments of the nuclear Powers must make a political 
decision and without any further delay conclude a treaty on the pro
hibition for all time of all nuclear weapon tests together with the 
establishment of appropriate control. This is what the interests of 
their own peoples commit them to do; this is what all mankind expects 
of them with great impatience. An eloquent confirmation of this is 
the resolution adopted unanimously at its last session by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations,^ calling upon the nuclear Powers 
not to resume nuclear weapon tests and to speed up the conclusion 
of a treaty to this effect.

The Soviet proposals submitted to this Conference last December  ̂
on the composition of the control commission, control post staffing 
and the voting procedure on budgetary and financial matters clear 
the way for the speedy completion of these negotiations and the 
drafting of the text of the treaty, if all the participants endeavour to 
reach agreement. Apart from the questions just mentioned, on 
which the Soviet Union has gone a long way to meet the position of 
the Western Powers, there remains one unsettled question—that of 
the inspection quota. The Soviet Government formally submitted 
its proposal on this question as far back as April last year.^ We 
believe that the question of inspection could and should be settled as 
a political question, independently of the contentious problem of the 
number of unidentified events. The originator of this solution to 
the inspection question was, as all know, the United Kingdom 
Prime Minister, Mr. Macmillan, who proposed it during his visit to 
Moscow in February last year. That is why, when making our pro
posal for the establishment of inspection quotas, we expected a speedy 
and positive reaction from the United States. However, the United

1 GEN/DNT/PV.188, pp. 10-14. See also Ambassador Tsarapkin^s statement 
of Mar. 21 {infra),

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1548-1549.
8 GEN/DNT/PV.148, pp. 6-14.
* The proposal was made in Premier Khrushchev’s letters of Apr. 23,1959, to 

President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillan (Documents on Disarma
ment, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1396-1400). These letters were submitted to the 
Conference by Ambassador Tsarapkin at the 83d meeting (Apr. 27). See also 
President Eisenhower’s letter of May 5 to Premier Khrushchev {ibid., pp. 1403- 
1405).
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^tates Government has not given its reply to this proposal for almost 
a whole year, and this question is still unsettled.

The Soviet Union has gone as far as possible to meet the position 
of the Western countries and has announced its readiness to agree to 
review of the inspection quota in accordance with the article  ̂adopted 
by the Conference which provides for a periodic review of the system. 
The first review of the quota could take place two years after the 
treaty enters into force, and subsequent reviews could take place 
annually.

There is one other question on which the Soviet Union has made 
an important concession to the Western countries. Because the con
ference of experts of our three countries, namely the USSR, the 
United States and the United Kingdom, which took place in Geneva 
last November and December could not reach a unanimous opinion 
regarding permanent criteria, that is, regarding a pattern of objec
tive instrument readings that w^ould give grounds for despatching 
on-site inspection teams, the Soviet Union proposed a month ago  ̂
that, during the initial stage of the control organization’s work, in
spection teams should he despatched on the basis of simplified cri
teria in regard to which the views of the Soviet and United States 
experts substantially coincided. This proposal of ours fully disposes 
of the objections raised by the United States and United Kingdom 
delegations on the subject of criteria, and opens the way to an agree
ment on a modus vivendi during the period when joint research is 
being carried out and agreement reached on the criteria concerning 
which there are divergences of opinion betw^een the Soviet and the 
Western scientists.

In speaking about the series of important concessions made re
cently by the Soviet Union to the Western Powers at the Geneva 
Conference, we are bound to mention the Soviet Union’s agreement to 
meet the views of the Western Powers also in regard to the time for 
starting the joint research programme.

We have fully complied with the United States request that joint 
research should begin immediately upon the signing of the treaty, 
w’ithout waiting for its ratification and entry into force.

This review of the state of our negotiations and of how matters 
stand with regard to the preparation of a treaty on the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests shows that there are no real obstacles to the 
conclusion of a comprehensive treaty. We have already agreed on 
the vast majority of the articles of this treaty, and have worked out 
and in most cases agreed on the main provisions of a fairly extensive 
and workable system of control over observance of the treaty.

 ̂See post, pp. 376-379.
2 Ante, pp. 40-44.
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We have to begin with something. We should conclude a treaty, 
set up a control system and reach agreement on an annual quota of 
inspections. We should put the whole control system into operation 
and then verify its effectiveness in practice, and decide on measures 
for its improvement and for increasing its efficiency by applying the 
results of joint research.

I t is towards this—the conclusion of a treaty providing for the 
prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests—that our efforts should be 
directed. But a new difficulty has cropped up on this path. The 
United States has created a fresh obstacle. The United States repre
sentative at this Conference, in proposing at our one hundred and 
seventy-ninth meeting on 29 February the conclusion of a treaty 
which would establish a threshold of magnitude 4.75 for underground 
events, stated the following:

This is a very concrete and specific offer. I do not see how this Conference can 
make significant strides forward until the Soviet representative either accepts 
it or makes equally specific offers in a similar content.

Further he stated :
. . .  I urge my Soviet (Colleague to . . .  do his best to obtain from his Gov
ernment a comprehensive and objective study of the United States proposal 
. . .  We are still ready . . .  to consider most carefully any constructive ideas 
the Soviet delegation may have with regard to it,

that is, with regard to the United States proposal of 11 February.^ 
Further, at the one hundred and eighty-fourth meeting on 10 

March the United States representative stated that the United States 
side awaited the Soviet representative’s reply to the United States 
proposal of 11 February.

From the United States representative’s statement which I  have 
quoted it follows that the United States intends to obstruct the 
progress of our negotiations until the proposal concerning the so-called 
threshold with regard to seismic events is adopted.

The Soviet Union’s point of view on this matter is well known. Our 
scientists do not agree with the opinion of some United States and 
United Kingdom experts that there exists some sort of a threshold in 
the m atter of detection and identification of underground nuclear 
explosions. In this respect we entirely hold the position formulated 
in the report of the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts. Since, 
however, the United States and the United Kingdom have turned the 
question of the so-called threshold into a serious impediment holding 
back the progress of our Conference, in order to remove this new 
barrier to negotiations the Soviet Union Government has instructed

* For the text of the Feb. 11 proposal, see ante, pp. 33-39.
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me to submit for the consideration of the Conference the following 
proposal, which opens the door wide to a rapid settlement of 
all questions not yet decided at our Conference.

The Soviet Government, having examined the situation which has 
came about at the Geneva Conference, and desiring to overcome the 
obstacles which still impede the conclusion of an agreement, expresses 
its willingness to reach agreement on the basis of the following.

To conclude a treaty on the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests in 
the atmosphere, in the oceans and in outer space, and of all under
ground tests which produce seismic oscillations of magnitude 4.75 
conventional units or above.

In regard to unidentified underground events producing seismic 
oscillations below magnitude 4.75 conventional units, which according 
to the United States contention do not lend themselves to control, 
the Soviet Government is prepared to agree to the United States 
proposal to institute a programme of joint research and experiments 
by the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom, on 
the understanding that all parties to the treaty assume at the same 
time the obligation not to carry out during that period any nuclear 
weapon tests producing seismic oscillations of magnitude 4.75 con
ventional units or below.

The Soviet Government hopes that this new step towards meeting 
the Western Powers will make it possible to conclude without delay 
a treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests and, in the very near 
future, on the basis of experience of the operation of the control or
ganization and the carrying out of joint research and experiments, to 
achieve the banning of all nuclear weapon tests for all time.

In introducing this proposal the Soviet Government is showing its 
goodwill, its sincere desire to overcome the difficulties and remove the 
obstacles which have arisen in the path of negotiations, in order to 
reach agreement in the very near future on the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests.

The Soviet delegation trusts that this proposal wiU be given favour
able consideration by the United States and United Kingdom Govern
ments, and that we shall receive from them a prompt and positive 
reply.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests {Extract}, March 21 ^

We consider that the drafting of the joint programme should and 
can be entrusted to the preparatory conmiission. There is an appro
priate clause in the annex we have agreed on regarding the preparatory 
commission according to which the commission, which is to commence 
work before the entry into force of the treaty itself, will have to draft 
the joint programme. On the staff of the preparatory conmiission, 
as you know, there will be specialists from all our countries. I t  can 
carry out the drafting of this programme rapidly and at the appropriate 
level.

Will this programme coincide with the period of the moratoriimi? 
I  think two aspects are here involved. We assume that research will 
be one branch of the activities of the control organization which will 
be permanent in character. The control organization—we have al
ready adopted a provision, articles, to this effect—will engage at all 
times in research activities, will work to improve the methods of 
detection and identification that have already been adopted and are 
in operation, and will carry out research to improve the apparatus, 
instruments and equipment the control system has at its disposal. 
Thus the research work of this plan is not linked by any definite, 
limited period. I t  is another matter when we come to the joint re
search progranome connected with the United States proposal for a 
ceiling. This programme, which will provide for research directed 
towards clarifying and increasing the efficiency of methods of detecting 
and identifying seismic events below the ihagnitude threshold speci
fied by the United States, will obviously have some kind of time
limit. We feel that five years or four years, for example, would be 
roughly the suitable length for this programme.

Thus, the question of a moratorium and the question of this research 
programme are closely interrelated.

What will happen if work in this research programme is not com
pleted successfully? I  do not know what will happen. This is a 
purely hypothetical question. We consider that, if for any reason it 
so happened that your specialists and our specialists, working together 
within the control organization or control system— ŵe do not admit 
the possibility, but if we took as pessimistic a view of the matter as 
you do— f̂ailed after four or five years to work out together improved 
methods of detecting and identifying seismic events below the United 
States figure of threshold magnitude, that fact should not automati-

1 GEN/DNT/PV.189, pp. 10-11.
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cally release the parties to the treaty from their obligations regarding 
the moratorium and should not mean that the treaty would terminate 
or be liquidated. No. If such a situation even did arise—and we 
consider it highly unlikely—then the Governments concerned would 
have to discuss the situation created and agree on further measures in 
connexion with it.

That is our reply to the questions of the first category that you have 
addressed to us.

As regards the other categories of question, such, for instance, as the 
question of the level of the inspection quota, I can tell you here and 
now that we firmly adhere to our position that the question of the 
inspection quota must be solved as a political one. Your attempt, in 
accordance with your previous position, to link it somehow to the 
number of unidentified seismic events is therefore unacceptable. We 
cannot agree with that approach. You already know our position. 
In this respect it is absolutely firm, and we cannot agree about the 
inspection quota on any other basis. We consider that this should 
be a political decision, a political compromise, and that you have more 
than suflScient grounds for moving towards the Soviet standpoint in 
this m atter and agreeing. We regret that almost a year has passed 
and we still cannot agree with you on this matter.

Regarding the different evaluations of magnitude to which I have 
referred, we propose—at least, we shall assume—that no threshold 
should be fixed with regard to inspection. We consider that events 
both above and below the so-called threshold of magnitude will be 
subject to inspections within the limits of the agreed quota. Thus 
questions concerning the disputes which different approaches to the 
determination of magnitude may produce are eliminated and have no 
meaning whatever.

Joint Declaration by President Eisenhower and 
Prime Minister Macmillan on Nuclear Tests, March 29 ^

President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillan have discussed 
the present position of the nuclear tests conference at Geneva betwfeen 
the United States, United Kingdom and the Soviet Union.

I t  has been, and remains, the earnest desire of both the United 
States Government and Her Majesty^s Government in the United 
Kingdom to achieve, by international agreement, the total pro-

1 White House press release, Mar. 29, 1960. The declaration was issued at 
Camp David, Md.
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hibition of all nuclear weapons tests, under effective international 
control.

When the Geneva Conference began seventeen months ago, there 
was reason to hope from the preliminary scientific discussions which 
had preceded it that there would be no insuperable technical or 
scientific difficulties in establishing an effective control system 
capable of detecting nuclear tests of all kinds. Subsequently, how
ever, it appeared from further scientific research tha t in our present 
state of knowledge there are great technical problems involved in 
setting up a control system which would be effective in detecting 
underground nuclear tests below a certain size. I t  is, however, 
the sincere hope of the President and the Prime Minister that an 
agreed program of coordinated scientific research, xmdertaken by 
the three countries, will lead in time to a solution of this problem.

Meanwhile, the President and the Prime Minister believe that 
progress can be made towards their ultimate objective of a compre
hensive agreement. They have agreed that much has been accom
plished in these Geneva negotiations toward this objective. They 
point out that in the effort to achieve the early conclusion of a treaty 
there are a number of important specific problems to be resolved. 
These include the questions of an adequate quota of on-site inspections, 
the composition of the Control Commission, control post staffing, 
and voting matters, as well as arrangements for peaceful purposes 
detonations. They believe that negotiation on these points should 
be speeded up and completed at the earliest possible time. The 
Prime Minister and the President have agreed that as soon as this 
treaty has been signed and arrangements made for a coordinated 
research program for the purpose of progressively improving control 
methods for events below a seismic magnitude of 4.75, they will be 
ready to institute a voluntary moratorium of agreed duration on 
nuclear weapons tests below that threshold, to be accomplished by 
unilateral declaration of each of the three powers. In order to 
expedite progress, the President and the Prime Minister have agreed 
to invite the Soviet Government to join at once with their two Govern
ments in making arrangements for such a coordinated research pro
gram and putting it into operation.

I t  is to be understood that once the treaty is signed, ratification 
will have to follow the constitutional processes of each country.

The President and the Prime Minister have agreed to give in
structions to their delegates at Geneva in accordance with the spirit 
of this declaration.^

1 The joint declaration was submitted to the Conference by the American and 
British delegations at the 191st meeting (Mar. 31, I960). The text of the joint 
declaration was also circulated as a Conference document (GEN/DNT/83, Mar. 
31, 1960).
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Soviet-Bloc Proposal Submitted to the Ten Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament: Basic Principles of General 
and Complete Disarmament, April 8 ^

The Goveraments of the States participating in the Ten Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, being guided by the resolution on 
“General and complete disarmament^' adopted by the Fourteenth 
session of the General Assembly on 20 November 1959,^ accept as 
an urgent practical task the implementation of general and complete 
disarmament of all States on the basis of the following principles, in 
conformity with which a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
should be worked out.

1. General and complete disarmament includes disbandment of 
aU armed forces, liquidation of all armaments, cessation of all kinds 
of military production, liquidation of all alien bases on foreign terri
tories, withdrawal from these territories and disbandment of foreign 
troops, prohibition of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological and missile 
weapons, cessation of their production and destruction of their 
stockpiles, abolition of organs and institutions designed for organizing 
military activities in States (general staffs, war ministries and their 
local organs), prohibition of military training, liquidation of military 
training establishments, and cessation of appropriation of funds for 
military purposes.

2. General and complete disarmament shall be carried out in an 
agreed sequence by stages, and be completed within a strictly defined 
time-limit—four years.

3. All measures envisaged by the programme of general and com
plete disarmament shall be implemented under international control 
of scope corresponding to the scope and nature of the disarmament 
measures implemented at each stage. For the organization of control 
and inspection over disarmament, an international control organ 
shall be set up with the participation of all States and shall operate 
in virtue of a special provision constituting an integral part of the 
Treaty on Disarmament.

4. After the implementation of the programme of general and com
plete disarmament. States shall retain at their disposal only strictly 
limited contingents of police (militia) agreed for each country, 
equipped with small firearms and designed exclusively for the main-

1 TNCD/4, Apr. 8, 1960. The proposal was submitted by the delegations 
of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Rumania, and the Soviet Union. Cf, 
Western proposal of Apr. 26 (post, pp. 81-82).

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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tenance of internal order and the protection of the personal security 
of citizens.

5. Implementation by States of the programme of general and com
plete disarmament may not be interrupted or made dependent on 
the fulfilment of any conditions not stipulated in the Treaty.

If a State attempts to circumvent or violate the Treaty on General 
and Complete Disarmament, the question of such a violation shall 
be submitted for immediate consideration by the Security Council 
and the United Nations General Assembly for the institution of 
measures against the violator in accordance with the provisions of 
the United Nations Charter.

The Governments of the States participating in the Ten Nation 
Committee on Disarmament express their confidence that the imple
mentation of general and complete disarmament in accordance with 
the outlined principles will for ever remove the threat of war and en
sure to mankind durable peace in the lifetime of the present generation.

As an act of good will for the purpose of creating appropriate con
ditions for the early conclusion of a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament, those States participating in the Committee that possess 
nuclear weapons solemnly declare that they will not be the first to use 
such weapons.

Address by President de Gaulle Before a Joint Session 
of the Congress of the United States {Extract}, April 
25^

But, whatever the men who bear the paramount responsibility in 
the United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and France may 
attem pt in a near future toward improving relations between their 
countries, increasing human, economic, cultural exchanges as well as 
their cooperation for the development of certain Asiatic or African 
areas, peace and life will nevertheless be in jeopardy if the temptation 
and the threat of war remain hanging over the world due to nuclear 
weapons. To destroy these weapons by common consent, to enter 
the commitment not to manufacture any others, to open up all ter
ritories to reciprocal supervision, there is no other hope for the future 
of our species. One can indeed apply contractual measures first to

1 Department of State Bulletin, May 16, 1960, p. 773.
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the vehicles of death, missiles, planes, ships, which, even today, it is 
possible to prevent from carr3dng bombs and to supervise in common. 
I t is precisely thus that France recommends that disarmament be 
started. But we have reached the last moment when an agreement 
appears possible. Failing the renunciation of atomic armaments by 
those states who are provided with them, the French Republic ob
viously will be obliged to equip itself with such armaments. In 
consequence, how many others will attem pt to do the same? In the 
state of increasing uncertainty in which fear tlirows the peoples of the 
world, the risk grows that, one day, events will escape from the con
trol of those who obey reason and that the worst catastrophes will 
be unleashed by fanatics, lunatics or men of ambition.

Thi*ee weeks from now, Messrs. Eisenhower, Macmillan, Khru
shchev and myself will compare our views after having done so two by 
.two. I do not think that anyone believes that it will be enough that 
tthe four of us sit together for problems of such magnitude to be 
.effectively solved. Perhaps we shall, at last, decide on the road to 
follow, however long and arduous the stages may be. In any event, 
my country has determined its purposes and its hopes.

Western Proposal Submitted to the Ten Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament: Principles and Conditions 
for General and Complete Disarmament Under Ef
fective International Control, April 26'

The delegations of Canada, France, Italy, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America,

Recalling the communique issued by the Foreisjn Ministers of 
France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
.America on 7 September 1959,^

Recalling the terms of General Assembly Resolution 1378 (XIV) of 
23 November 1959,^

1 TNCD/5, Apr. 26, 1960. The proposal was submitted by Ambassador Moch 
on behalf of the delegations of Canada, France, Italy, the United Kingdom, and 
the United States.

2 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1969, vol. II, pp. 1441-1443.
3 lU d., p. 1545.
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Noting that the Governments of the States participating in the 
Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament have been called upon to 
seek a constructive solution to the problem of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control and to work out 
detailed measures leading towards that goal in the shortest possible 
time,

Recognizing that general and complete disarmament requires the 
maintenance of international h w  and order in a disarmed world 
by strengthened international peace-keeping machinery within the 
United Nations,

Declare that the disarmament process and any agreement finally 
reached must fulfil the following conditions:

(a) disarmament must be carried out by stages, each stage to be 
completed as rapidly as possible although no fixed timetable 
can be laid down in advance for the process as a whole;

(b) nuclear and conventional measures^nsust^ibe^ brfisnced so that 
no country or group of countries will obtain, at any stage, a 
significant military advantage and so that equal security for 
all will be maintained and thus international confidence 
progressively increased;

(c) disarmament measures must be effectively controlled throughout 
by an International Disarmament Organization within the 
framework of the United Nations, to ensure that compliance 
with these measures is verified from their entry into force and 
that there is no evasion throughout the disarmament process 
and thereafter;

(d) disarmament measures must be negotiated progressively 
according to the possibility of their early implementation and 
effective control.

Conclude that the final goal of a programme of general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control must be to achieve 
the reduction and limitation of all types of forces and weapons to the 
levels required by each State for its own internal security and 
fulfilment of its obhgations under the United Nations Charter and 
the elimination of all weapons surplus to those required for these 
purposes. The programme must also provide for the use of outer 
space for peaceful purposes only and for the final elimination of 
weapons of mass destruction and their means of deUvery.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, May 3 ^

The Soviet Government has examined the joint communique issued 
by the President of the United States and the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom on 29 March 1960,  ̂ and considers that this 
communique might play a positive part in the work of reconciling 
the positions of the sides and hastening the conclusion of an agreement 
on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, if the Governments of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States of America 
and the United Kingdom agree on a mutually acceptable period for a 
moratorium.

The Soviet Government attaches great importance to the period of 
operation of the moratorium on imderground nuclear weapon tests, 
since the entire fate of the agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests now largely depends on that question.

The communique issued by the President of the United States and 
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom on 29 March 1960 contains 
no reference at all to the duration of the moratoriimi. The Govern
ment of the Soviet Union expects that the United States and the 
United Kingdom will give a clear answer to this question in the very 
near future.

As the United States and United Kingdom representatives have 
rightly pointed out at the Conference, the question of the moratorium 
is closely linked with the duration of the programme of research and 
experiments. Guided by the same considerations, the Soviet side 
has proposed that the moratorium should be established for a period 
of four to five years. In any case the duration of the moratorium 
should not be less than the period during which the joint research pro
gramme will be carried out.

The Soviet Government is prepared to proceed immediately to the 
preparation of a joint programme of research and experiments for the 
purpose of improving the system of control over underground nuclear 
explosions producing seismic oscillations of magnitude 4.75 conven
tional imits or below.

Taking into accoimt the position of the Western Powers, the Soviet 
Union has no objection if the USSR, the United States of America and 
the United Kingdom carry out, during the implementation of that 
programme, a strictly limited number of joint underground nuclear

t GEN/DNT/PV.202, pp. 3-6.
* Ante, pp. 77-78.
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explosions in order to verify the methods and instrumentation for 
controlling the cessation of miderground nuclear weapon tests below 
the stated limit.

In its desire to facilitate the conclusion of an agreement, the Soviet 
Government accepts the proposal of the United States and the United 
Kingdom that the moratorium should be proclaimed by unilateral 
declaration of each of the three Powers—the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Repubhcs, the United States of America and the United Kingdom.

You see, gentlemen, that this statement expresses the agreement of 
the Soviet Government to the proposals of the United States and the 
United Kingdom on a number of important questions which have not 
yet been settled during the work of oiu* Conference. That fact is 
itself eloquent proof of the Soviet Union^s sincere desire to reach agree
ment as early as possible, and for that purpose to go as far as possible 
to meet the position of the Western Powers.

First of all I should like to emphasize an important question on 
the satisfactory solution of which the fate of the whole agreement will 
in fact depend: that of the duration of the moratoriimi. We have 
named a period of four to five years. We were not the first to name 
that figure. Mr. McCone, a responsible officer of the United States 
Government and Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Com
mission, has himself pointed out that four to five years will be required 
to work out improved methods and instruments for identifying under
ground nuclear explosions. In order not to start a superfluous argu
ment between us here on that question, we took that period—four to 
five years—as the basis for the duration of the moratonimi.

We attach exceptional importance to agreement on the duration of 
the moratoriimi, and we consider it essential that agreement on the 
duration of the moratorium should be achieved now—that is to say, 
before the signing of the treaty. We think that you and we appear to 
have a common approach to this issue, since both the Soviet Union and 
the Western Powers link the question of the moratorium with the 
joint research programme. Each of us understands that, to be valu
able, an agreement on the cessation of atomic weapon tests must be 
stable and firm. The Soviet Union therefore presses its proposal 
that at the expiration of the moratorium the sides should not be 
automatically released from their obligations under it.

As a result of the implementation of the joint research programme 
for the duration of which a moratorium on nuclear explosions is to be 
established, two alternative situations may arise. Measures may be 
agreed for increasing the effectiveness of control over weak under
ground nuclear explosions, in which case the question of the mora
torium will lapse automatically because the treaty will include a 
provision prohibiting unreservedly and unconditionally all imder-
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ground nuclear explosions. But another situation may arise if, by 
the time of expiration of the agreed term of the moratorium, the joint 
research has not yet been terminated by an agreement on concerted 
measures for increasing the effectiveness of control over minor under
ground nuclear explosions. Should this happen, the situation thus 
created would have to be considered by the interested States. The 
occurrence of such a situation must on no account lead to an auto
matic release from obligations under the moratorium and to a renewal 
of underground atomic weapon tests.

I t  should be borne in mind that a treaty which, after the expiration 
of the term of the moratoriimi, gave the right to continue unrestricted 
underground tests of atomic weapons below the magnitude of 4.75 
would not in essence solve the problem of the cessation of atomic 
weapon tests; and to that we cannot agree.

I  want now to turn to the joint research programme. As for the 
date when the experts from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
the United States of America and the United Eangdom are to start 
work, I  can today confirm officially the agreement of the Soviet Union 
to the date of 11 May proposed by the United States for the meeting 
of the experts of the three Powers to agree on a research programme. 
The Soviet experts will arrive in Geneva by that date, and I hope to 
be able later to communicate their names to our Western colleagues.

Now I want to put forward a few ideas which we have formed con
cerning the character of the research programme.

The Soviet Union considers that research and experiments for im
proving the system of control over underground nuclear tests, and the 
processing of all data obtained as a result of such research, should be 
carried out jointly by all the three nuclear Powers in accordance with 
a single joint programme, rather than by each of them individually 
with co-ordination of their separate national programmes.

We are deeply; convinced that conduct of research in accordance 
with a single joiiit programme is the most effective method and will 
lead the most rapidly to positive results. If, however, research and 
experiments are carried out separately, this may again lead to serious 
difficulties and call for prolonged discussion on the evaluation of data 
obtained by one of the sides. Moreover, there is always a danger that 
a common evaluation may not be found and that the results of great 
efforts by the scientists may thus be nullified, which of course we 
should like to avoid.

The Soviet Government's declaration which I have communicated 
states that the Soviet Union, in its desire to hasten the conclusion of 
an agreement, has no objection if, in the process of carrying out the 
research programme, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United States of America and the United Kingdom carry out a strictly
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limited number of joint underground nuclear explosions for the 
purpose of verifying methods and instrumentation for control over 
the cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests of seismic magni
tude below 4.75.

In this matter we have come to meet the Western Powers, although, 
as everyone knows, the Soviet Union is definitely against the produc
tion of any nuclear explosions whatever and is in favour of ceasing all 
nuclear explosions of any kind for all time.

I consider it necessary to emphasize once again that underground 
nuclear explosions for research purposes must be carried out jointly. 
That is important in order that States may not be able, on pretence 
of carrying out explosions officially designated as ^̂ for the purpose of 
improving control methods’̂ , in reality to use and to test new types 
of nuclear weapons.

These are our views on two of the most important problems facing 
our Conference—the duration of the moratorium and the research 
programme—which we felt it necessary to place before the Conference 
today. Tomorrow or at another early meeting we may be able also 
to present our ideas on certain other matters concerning which you 
and we have not yet reconciled our views.

White House Statement Regarding Research and Devel
opment Program on the Detection of Underground 
Nuclear Explosions, May 7 ^

The President today announced approval of a major expansion of 
the present research and development directed toward an improved 
capability to detect and identify underground nuclear explosions. 
The present United States program has evolved from the recommen
dations set forth by the Panel on Seismic Improvement (“Berkner 
PanePO-^ For Fiscal Year 60, it has been funded for approximately 
$10,000,000. During Fiscal Year 61, it is anticipated that the funds 
required will be about $66 million for all aspects of the seismic research 
and development program.

Kjnown as Project VELA, the program caUs for increased basic 
research in seismology; procurement of instruments for a world-wide 
seismic research program; development of improved seismic instru
ments; construction and operation of prototype seismic detection sta
tions; and an experimental program of underground detonations

1 White House press release, May 7, 1960.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969, vol. 11, pp. 1378-1392.
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encompassing both high explosive and where necessary nuclear explo
sions. The planned program provides for investigation of all aspects 
of improvement that are considered to be feasible.

Such nuclear explosions as are essential to a full understanding of 
both the capabilities of the presently proposed detection system and 
the potential for improvements in this system would he carried out 
under fully contained conditions and would produce no radioactive 
fallout. In order to develop sufficient reliable data from the program, 
it is anticipated that it will be necessary to conduct a series of explo
sions of various sizes, in differing types of geological formations.

Recently, the Soviet negotiators at Geneva concurred with the pro
posal that underground nuclear explosions should be conducted to 
improve the capability of the proposed control network to detect and 
identify underground explosions.^

They have also indicated a willingness to discuss research and 
development in the seismic detection area with the United States and 
the United Kingdom. Agreement has been reached to convene a 
group of USSR, U.K. and U.S. scientists in Geneva on May 11 to 
exchange information on the seismic research activities of the three 
natioo^s as a basis for future determination of the areas in which coor
dinated" or joint research would be most fruitful.

Government agencies including the Department of Defense, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the Department of Commerce and the 
Department of Interior, as well as universities, and private organiza
tions, will participate in carrying out the United States program of 
research and development related to the detection and identification 
of nuclear detonations.

News Conference Remarks by the Chinese Communist 
Premier (Chou), May 8 ^

. . .  if China is invited to take part in the big-power disarmament 
conference while the People^s Repubhc of China is not recognized, 
we, of course, cannot consider the matter. How can one who is not 
recognized go to attend a conference with those who do not recognize 
him? This is inconceivable. I t  was more than three years ago, I 
think, when I was told by a friend that President Eisenhower also 
said that this was illogical.

1 See supra,
2 Peiping radio broadcast, May 11, 1960. The news conference was held at 

Phnom Penh.
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Radio and Television Address by President Eisenhower 
on the Collapse of the Paris Summit Conference, 
May 25 ^

My fellow Americans: Tonight I  want to talk with you about the 
remarkable events last week in Paris, and their meaning to our 
future.

First, I  am deeply grateful to the many thousands of you, and to 
representatives in Congress, who sent me messages of encom*agement 
and support while I  was in Paris, and later upon my return to Wash
ington. Your messages clearly revealed yoiu* abiding loyalty to 
Americans great purpose— t̂hat of pursuing, from a position of spiritual, 
moral, and material strength—a lasting peace with justice.

You recall, of course, why I went to Paris 10 days ago.
Xast summer and fall I had many conversations with world leaders; 

'some of these were with Chairman Khrushchev, here in America.^ 
Over those months a small improvement in relations between the 
Soviet Union and the West seemed discernible. A possibility devel
oped that the Soviet leaders might at last be ready for serious talks 
about our most persistent problems—those of disarmament, mutual 
inspection, atomic control, and Germany, including Berlin.

To explore that possibility, our own and the British and French 
leaders met together, and later we agreed, with the Soviet leaders, to 
gather in Paris on May 16.̂

Of course we had no indication or thought tha t basic Soviet policies 
had turned about. But when there is even the slightest chance of 
strengthening peace, there can be no higher obligation than to pursue 
it.

Nor had our own policies changed. We did hope to make some prog
ress in a summit meeting, unpromising though previous experiences had 
been. But as we made preparations for this meeting, we did not drop 
oiu* guard nor relax our vigilance.

Our safety, and that of the free world, demand, or course, effective 
systems for gathering information about the military capabiUties of 
other powerful nations, especially those that make a fetish of secrecy. 
This involves many techniques and methods. In these times of vast 
military machines and nuclear-tipped missiles, the ferreting out of 
this information is indispensable to free-world security.

* Department of State Bulletin^ June 6, 1960, pp. 899-903.
2 See Background of Heads of Government Conference  ̂ 1960: Principal Docu

ments  ̂ 1955-1959, With Narrative Summary (Department of State publication 
»6972; 1960), pp. 461-462.

* See ibid.,, pp. 474-478.
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This has long been one of my most serious preoccupations. I t  is 
of my grave responsibility, within the overall problem of protect

ing the American people, to guard oiu^elves and our allies against 
surprise attack.

During the period leading up to World War II  we learned from 
bitter experience the imperative necessity of a continuous gathering 
of intelligence information, the maintenance of military communica
tions and contact, and alertness of command..

An additional word seems appropriate about this m atter of com
munications and command. While the Secretary of Defense ̂  and I  
were in Paris, we were, of course, away from our normal conamand posts. 
He recommended that under the circumstances we test the continuing 
readiness of our military communications. I  personally approved. 
Such tests are valuable and will be frequently repeated in the future.

Moreover, as President, charged by the Constitution with the con
duct of Americans foreign relations, and as Commander in Chief, 
charged with the direction of the operations and activities of our 
Armed Forces and their supporting services, I take full responsibility 
for approving all the various programs undertaken by our Govern
ment to secure and evaluate military intelligence.

I t  was in the prosecution of one of these intelligence programs tha t 
the widely publicized U-2 incident occurred.^

Aerial photography has been one of many methods we have used ta  
keep ourselves and the free world abreast of major Soviet military 
developments. The usefulness of this work has been well established 
through 4 years of effort. The Soviets were well aware of it. Chair
man KJarushchev has stated that he became aware of these flights 
several years ago.^ Only last week, in his Paris press conference. 
Chairman Khrushchev confirmed that he knew of these flights when 
he visited the United States last September.^

Incidentally, this raises the natural question—why all the furor 
concerning one particular flight? He did not, when in America last 
September, charge that these flights were any threat to Soviet safety. 
He did not then see any reason to refuse to confer with Airerican 
representatives.

1 Thomas S. Gates, Jr.
2 For additional information on the U -2 incident and other events preceding 

the abortive Paris conference, see Events Incident to the Summit Conference: 
Hearings Before the Conference on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty* 
sixth Congress, Second Session.

® In his remarks of May 9, 1960, at the Czechoslovak Embassy at Moscow, 
Premier Khrushchev said that a high-altitude American plane had flown as far as 
Kiev the day after General Twining left the U.S.S.R. (ihid,, p. 191). General 
Twining's visit to the U.S.S.R. took place from June 23 to July 4, 1956.

 ̂See ibid., p. 242.
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This he did only about the flight that unfortunately failed, on May 
1, far inside Russia.

Now, two questions have been raised about this particular flight: 
j&rst, as to its timing, considering the imminence of the summit 
meeting; second, our initial statements when we learned the flight had 
failed.

As to the timing, the question was really whether to halt the program 
and thus forgo the gathering of important information that was essen
tial and that was likely to be imavailable at a later date. The de
cision was that the program should not be halted.

The plain truth is this: When a nation needs intelligence activity, 
there is no time when vigilance can be relaxed. Incidentally, from 
Pearl Harbor we learned that even negotiation itself can be used to 
conceal preparations for a surprise attack.

Next, as to our Government’s initial statement about the flight, 
this was issued to protect the pilot, his mission, and our intelligence 
processes, at a time when the true facts were still undetermined.

Our first information about the failure of this mission did not dis
close whether the pilot was still alive, was trying to escape, was avoid
ing interrogation, or whether both plane and pilot had been destroyed. 
Protection of our intelligence system and the pilot, and concealment 
of the plane’s mission, seemed imperative. I t  must be remembered 
that over a long period these flights had given us information of the 
greatest importance to the Nation’s security. In fact, their success 
ia s  been nothing short of remarkable.

For these reasons, what is known in intelligence circles as a ^'cover
ing statement” was issued.^ I t  was issued on assumptions that were 
later proved incorrect. Consequently, when later the status of the 
pilot was definitely established and there was no further possibility 
of avoiding exposure of the project, the factual details were set forth.^

I then made two facts clear to the public: First, our program of 
aerial reconnaissance had been undertaken with my approval; second, 
this Government is compelled to keep abreast, by one means or another, 
of military activities of the Soviets, just as their Government has for 
years engaged in espionage activities in our country and throughout 
the world.® Our necessity to proceed with such activities was also 
asserted by our Secretary of State,^ who, however, had been careful— 
as was I—not to say that these particular flights would be continued.

1 See ihid.j pp. 180-181.
2 Ibid., p. 187.
3 See transcript of the President's news conference of May 11, 1960 {ibid.y pp. 

198 ff.). On May 24, Ambassador Lodge circulated to the Security Council 
members a memorandum giving detailed information on Soviet espionage agents 
apprehended in the United States (S/4325).

 ̂Events Incident to the Summit Conference  ̂ pp. 193-194.
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In fact, before leaving Washington I  had directed that these U-2 
flights be stopped. Clearly their usefulness was impaired. Moreover, 
continuing this particular activity in these new circumstances could 
not but complicate the relations of certain of our allies with the 
•Soviets. And of course, Jxew techniques, other than aircraft, are 
constantly being developed.

Now I wanted no public announcement of this decision until I  
could personally disclose it at the summit meeting in conjunction 
with certain proposals I had prepared for the conference.

At my first Paris meeting with Mr. Khrushchev, and before his 
tirade was made public, I informed him of this discontinuance and the 
character of the constructive proposals I  planned to make. These 
contemplated the establishment of a system of aerial surveillance 
operated by the United Nations.

The day before the first scheduled meeting, Mr. Klirushchev had 
advised President de Gaulle and Prime Minister Macmillan that he 
would make certain demands upon the United States as a precondition 
for beginning a summit conference.

Although the United States was the only power against which he 
expressed his displeasure, he did not communicate this information to 
me. I was, of course, informed by our aUies.

At the four-power meeting on Monday morning, he demanded of 
the United States four things: first, condemnation of U-2 flights as a 
method of espionage; second, assurance that they would not be con
tinued; third, a public apology on behalf of the United States; and, 
fourth, punishment of all those who had any responsibility respecting 
this particular mission.^

I replied by advising the Soviet leader that I  had, during the 
previous week, stopped these flights Und that they would not be 
resumed. I  offered also to discuss the m atter with him in personal 
meetings, while the regular business of the siunmit might proceed. 
Obviously, I  would not respond to his extreme demands. He knew, 
of course, by holding to those demands the Soviet Union was scuttling 
the summit conference.

In torpedoing the conference, Mr. Khrushchev claimed that he 
acted as the result of his own high moral indignation over alleged 
American acts of aggression. As I said earlier, he had known of these 
flights for a long time. I t  is apparent that the Soviets had decided 
even before the Soviet delegation left Moscow that my trip to the 
Soviet Union should be canceled and that nothing constructive from 
their viewpoint would come out of the summit conference.

In evaluating the results, however, I  think we must not write the 
record aU in red ink. There are several things to be written in the

1 See ihid,f p. 222.
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black. Perhaps the Soviet action has turned the clock back in some 
measure, but it should be noted that Mr. Khrushchev did not go 
beyond invective—a timeworn Soviet device to achieve an immediate 
objective, in this case, the wrecking of the conference.

On our side, at Paris, we demonstrated once again America’s 
willingness, and that of her allies, always to go the extra mile in behalf 
of peace. Once again Soviet intransigence reminded us all of the 
unpredictabiUty of despotic rule and the need for those who work for 
freedom to stand together in determination and in strength.

The conduct of our allies was magnificent. My colleagues and 
friends—President de Gaulle and Prime Minister Macmillan—stood 
sturdily with the American delegation in spite of persistent Soviet 
attempts to split the Western group.^ The NATO meeting after the 
Paris conference^ showed unprecedented unity and support for the 
alliance and for the position taken at the summit meeting. I salute 
our allies for us all.

And now, most importantly, what about the future?
AlUof us know that, whether started deliberately or accidentally, 

global war would leave civilization in a shambles. This is as true of 
the Soviet system as of all others. In a nuclear war there can be no 
victors—only losers. Even despots understand this. Mr. Khrushchev 
stated last week that he well realizes that general nuclear war would 
bring catastrophe for both sides.^ Recognition of this mutual destruc
tive capability is the basic reality of our present relations. Most 
assuredly, however, this does not mean that we shall ever give up 
trying to build a more sane and hopeful reality—a better foundation 
for our common relations.

To do this, here are the policies we must foUow, and to these I am 
confident the great majority of our people, regardless of party, give 
their support:

First. We must keep up our strength, and hold it steady for the 
long pull—a strength not neglected in complacency nor overbuilt in 
hysteria. So doing, we can make it clear to e^^eryone that there can 
be no gain in the use of pressure tactics or aggression against us and 
our allies.

Second. We must continue businesslike dealings with the Soviet

1 See ihid,j p. 235.
* See ibid., p. 247.
* we firmly believe in the necessity of peaceful coexistence becaxise to

lose faith in peaceful coexistence would mean to doom mankind to war, would 
mean to agree with the inevitability of wars, and under the circumstances it is 
known what disasters would be brought by a war to all nations on our planet” 
{ibid., p. 223).
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leaders on outstanding issues, and improve the contacts between our 
own and the Soviet peoples, making clear that the path of reason and 
common sense is still open if the Soviets will but use it.

Third. To improve world conditions in which human freedom can 
flourish, we must continue to move ahead with positive programs a t 
home and abroad, in collaboration with free nations everywhere. In 
doing so, we shall continue to give oxu* strong support to the United 
Nations and the great principles for which it stands.

Now as to the first of these purposes—our defenses are sound. 
They are tailored to the situation confronting us.

Their adequacy has been my primary concern for these past 7 
years— îndeed throughout my adult life.

In no respect have the composition and size of our forces been 
based on or affected by any Soviet blandishment. Nor will they be. 
We will continue to carry forward the great improvements already 
plaxmed in these forces. They will be kept ready—and under con
stant review.

Any changes made necessary by technological advances or world 
events will be recommended at once.

This strength— b̂y far the most potent on earth—is, I  emphasize, 
for deterrent, defensive, and retaliatory purposes only, without threat 
or aggressive intent toward anyone.

Concerning the second part of our policy—^relations with the 
Soviets— ŵe and all the world realize, despite our recent disappoint
ment, that progress toward the goal of mutual understanding, easing 
the causes of tensions, and reduction of armaments is as necessary as 
ever.

We shall continue these peaceful efforts, including participation in 
the existing negotiations with the Soviet Union. In these negotia
tions we have made some progress. We are prepared to preserve 
and build on it. The Allied Paris communique  ̂ and my own state
ment on returning to the United States  ̂ should have made this 
abundantly clear to the Soviet Government.

We conduct these negotiations not on the basis of surface harmony, 
nor are we deterred by any bad deportment we meet. Rather we 
approach them as a careful search for common interests between the 
Western allies and the Soviet Union on specific problems.

I have in mind, particularly, the nuclear test and disarmament nego
tiations. We shall not back away, on account of recent events, from 
the efforts or commitments that we have undertaken.

 ̂ Ihid,  ̂ p. 235.
* Ibid., pp. 247-249.
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Nor shall we relax our search for new means of reducing the risk of 
war by miscalculation and of achieving verifiable arms control.

A major American goal is a world of open societies.
Here in our country anyone can buy maps and aerial photographs 

showing our cities, our dams, our plants, our highways—indeed, our 
whole industrial and economic complex. We know that Soviet 
attaches regularly collect this information. Last fall Chairman 
Khrushchevas train passed no more than a few hundred feet from 
an operational ICBM, in plain view from his window. Our thou
sands of books and scientific journals, our magazines, newspapers 
and official publications, our radio and television, all openly describe 
to all the world every aspect of our society.

This is as it should be. We are proud of our freedom.
Soviet distrust, however, does still remain. To allay these mis

givings I  offered 5 years ago to open our skies to Soviet reconnaissance 
aircraft on a reciprocal basis.^ The Soviets refused. That offer is 
still open. At an appropriate time America will submit such a 
program to the United Nations, together with the reconunendation 
that the United Nations itself conduct this reconnaissance.^ Should

1 Documents on Disarmaments 1945-1959  ̂ vol. I, pp. 486-488.
 ̂The President made the following public statement on May 16, 1960:

‘^Should it prove impossible, because of the Soviet attitude, to come to grips 
here in Paris with this problem and the other vital issues threatening world 
peace, I am planning in the near future to submit to the United Nations a 
proposal for the creation of a United Nations aerial surveillance to detect 
preparations for attack. This plan I had intended to place before this con
ference. This surveillance system would operate in the territories of all nations 
prepared to accept such inspection. For its part, the United States is pre
pared not only to accept United Nations aerial surveillance, but to do every
thing in its power to contribute to the rapid organization and successful operation 
of such international surveillance. ( ^Ev e n t s  Incident to the Summit Conference, 
p. 226.)

At the May 23 meeting of the Security Council, Ambassador Lodge said that he 
was authorized to state that the United States waŝ  prepared to ^^negotiate an 
‘open skies  ̂ treaty with the Soviet Union and others, which would have continued 
force and effect and which would obviate for ever the necessity of such measures 
of self-protection [as the U -2 flights].^' For the text of Ambassador Lodge’s 
statement, see S/PV.857, pp. 42 ff.

The Soviet Union immediately attacked the new *^open-skies” plan. Premier 
Khrushchev told a Paris news conference on May 18 that he hoped that the 
United Nations was ^̂ not an American state, not a branch of the Pentagon^' 
and would decline ‘̂this humiliating role '̂ {Events Incident,to the Summit Con- 
ferencey p. 238). Foreign Minister Gromyko made a similar statement at the 
May 23 meeting of the Security Council (S/PV.857, p. 16), and on May 26 he 
informed the Security Council that the United States should have withdrawn the 
1955 proposal as soon as it became clear that the Soviet Union would not accept 
it (S/PV.860, pp. 12-13).
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the United Nations accept this proposal, I  am prepared to propose 
that America supply part of the aircraft and equipment required.

[At this point, an aerial photograph was shown on the television screen.] i

This is a photograph of the North Island Naval Station in San 
Diego, California. I t  was taken from an altitude of more than 70 
thousand feet. You may not perhaps be able to see them on your 
television screens, but the white lines in the parking strips around 
the field are clearly discernible from 13 mUes up. Those hnes are 
just 6 inches wide.

Obviously most of the details necessary for a military evaluation 
of the airfield and its aircraft are clearly distinguishable.

I show you this photograph as an example of what could be 
accomplished through United Nations aerial surveillance.

Indeed, if the United Nations should undertake this policy, this 
program, and the great nations of the world should accept it, I  am 
convinced that not only can all humanity be assured that they are 
safe from any surprise attack from any quarter, but indeed the 
greatest tensions of all, the fear of war, would be removed from the 
world. I sincerely hope that the United Nations may adopt such a 
program.

As far as we in America are concerned, our programs for increased 
contacts between all peoples will continue. Despite the suddenly 
expressed hostility of the men in the Kxemlin, I remain convinced 
that the basic longings of the Soviet people are much like our own. 
I  believe that Soviet citizens have a sincere friendship for the people 
of America. I deeply beUeve that above all else they want a lasting 
peace and a chance for a more abundant life in place of more and more 
instruments of war.

Finally, turning to the third part of Americans poHcy—the strength
ening of freedom—-we must do far more than concern ourselves with 
miUtary defense against, and our relations with, the Communist bloc. 
Beyond this, we must advance constructive programs throughout 
the. world for the betterment of peoples in the newly developing 
nations. The zigs and zags of the KremUn cannot be allowed to 
disturb our worldwide programs and purposes. In the period ahead, 
these programs could well be the decisive factor in our persistent 
search for peace in freedom.

To the peoples in the newly developiug nations urgently needed 
help will surely come. If it does not come from us and our friends, 
these peoples will be driven to seek it from the enemies of freedom. 
Moreover, those joined with us in defense partnerships look to us for

 ̂Bracketed insertion in original.
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proof of our steadfastness. We must not relax our common security 
eflForts.

As to this, there is something specific all of us can do, and right now. 
I t  is imperative that crippling puts not be made in the appropriations 
recommended for mutual security, whether economic or military. 
We must support this program with all of our wisdom and all of our 
strength. We are proud to call this a nation of the people. With the 
people knowing the importance of this program, and making their 
voices heard in its behalf throughout the land, there can be no doubt of 
its continued success.

Fellow Americans, long ago I  pledged to you that I  would journey 
anywhere in the world to promote the cause of peace. I  remain 
pledged to pursue a peace of dignity, of friendship, of honor, of justice.

Operating from the firm base of our spiritual and physical strength, 
and seeking wisdom from the Almighty, we and our allies together 
will continue to work for the survival of mankind in freedom—and 
for the goal of mutual respect, mutual imderstanding, and openness 
among all nations.

Thank you, and good night.

Security Council Resolution, May 27 ^

[ E d i t o r i a l  N o t e : On May 18, 1960, after the collapse of the Paris summit 
conference, Foreign Minister Gromyko sent a cable to the President of the Security 
Council requesting an urgent meeting of the Security Council to examine “the 
question of aggressive acts by the Air Force of the United States of America 
against the Soviet Union, creating a threat to world peace'^ (S/4314). An ex-

1 S/4328, May 27, 1960. This resolution is a revised version of a proposal 
introduced on May 23 by Argentina, Ceylon, Ecuador, and Tunisia. Operative 
pars. 2 and 3 of the original four-power proposal read as follows:

“2. Appeals to all Member Governments to refrain from any action which 
might increase tensions;

*̂ 3. Requests the Governments concerned to continue their eflForts towards 
disarmament and the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests under an international 
control system and their negotiations on the technical aspects of measures 
against the possibility of surprise attack, as recommended by the General 
Assembly in its resolutions^' (S/4323).

The Soviet Union introduced three amendments at the May 26 meeting of the 
Security Council:

(a) Add the following language after the first preambular par.: Considering
that the incursion of foreign military aircraft inside the borders of other states

(Footnote continued on opposite page,)
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planatory memorandum presenting the Soviet charges in some detail was cabled 
the following day (S/4315), and the Soviet Foreign Minister came to New York 
to present his case in person. On May 23 he introduced a draft resolution calling 
on the Security Council to condemn American flights over the territories of other 
states as ‘‘aggressive acts^' and to request the United States to adopt “immediate 
measures to halt such actions and to prevent their recurrence’’ (S/4321). Thê  
Security Council rejected this proposal on May 26 by a vote of 2-7-2: Poland 
and U.S.S.R. voted in favor; Argentina, China, Ecuador, France, Italy, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States were opposed; and Ceylon and Tunisia 
abstained (S/PV.860, p. 38). On the next day the Security Council approved 
the resolution printed below.)

The Security Council,
M indful of its responsibility for the maintenance of intema-^ 

tional peace and security,
Noting with regret that the hopes of the world for a successful 

meeting of the Heads of Government of France, the United Kingdom, 
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
pubUcs have not been fulfilled,

Considering that these developments have caused great disappoint
ment and concern in world public opinion,

Considering also that the resulting situation may lead to an increase 
of international tensions hkely to endanger peace and security.

Being convinced of the necessity to make every effort to restore and 
strengthen international good will and confidence, based on the es
tablished principles of international law,

Being especially aware of the mounting danger of the continuation 
of the armaments race,

1. Recommends to the Governments concerned to seek solutions of 
existing international problems by negotiation or other peaceful means 
as provided in the Charter of the United Nations;

is incompatible with the principles and aims of the United Nations and con
stitutes a threat to peace and international security.’’

(b) Add the following words after the end of operative par. 2: “including 
the dispatch of their aircraft into the airspace of other States”.

(c) Revise operative par. 3 to read as follows: Requests the Governments 
concerned to continue their efforts towards general and complete disarmament 
and the discontinuance of all nuclear weapons tests under an appropriate inter
national control system, as well as their negotiations to prevent surprise attack” 
(S/4326).

The first two amendments were rejected on May 27 by a vote of 2-6-3: Poland 
and the U.S.S.R. voted in favor; Argentina, China, France, Italy, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States were opposed; and Ceylon, Ecuador, and Tunisia 
abstained. Foreign Minister Gromyko agreed not to press for a vote on the third 
amendment. The four-power resolution, operative pars. 2 and 3 having mean
while been revised by the sponsors after discussion with the other members of the 
Security Council, was then approved by a vote of 9-0-2, Poland and the U.S.S.R  
abstaining (S/PV. 863, p. 20).
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2. Appeals to all Member Governments to refrain from the use or 
threats of force in their international relations; to respect each other^s 
sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence; and to 
refrain from any action which might increase tensions;

3. Requests the Governments concerned to continue their efforts 
to achieve a constructive solution of the question of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control in accord
ance with resolution 1378 (XIV) of the General Assembly^ and the 
discontinuance of all nuclear weapons tests under an appropriate 
international control system as well as their negotiations on measures 
to prevent surprise attack, including technical measures, as recom
mended by the General Assembly;^

4. Urges the Governments of France, the United Kingdom, the 
United States of America and the Union of Soviet Sociahst Republics 
to resimie discussions as soon as possible and to avail themselves of the 
assistance that the Security Coimcil and other appropriate organs of 
the United Nations may be able to render to this end.

Message From Premier Khrushchev to the Heads of 
Govermnent of All Coimtries: Question of Universal 
and Total Disarmament, June 2 ^

I  would like to address you with reference to the question of uni
versal and total disarmament, which is the most important problem 
facing the world at the present time. In the age of the atom, cosmic 
rockets, and electronics which has begun, the necessity of taking 
.determined and far reaching actions in order to find a solution to the 
problem of disarmament has become especially acute. Is it not 
.evident now that common sense can no longer reconcile itself with the 
whirlpool of armaments which can lead to unprecedented catastrophes 
and can have a really fatal effect on all the aspects of the life of 
society?

While getting ready for the Paris conference of heads of govern
ments the Soviet Government outlined proposals for the development 
of the program of universal and total disarmament which I, on behalf 

. of the Soviet Government, submitted for study at the 14th session of

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
2 See ibid,, pp. 1214-1217, 154S-1549.
3 Moscow radio broadcast, June 3, 1960. The proposals enclosed with this 

.message are printed , in/ra.



DOCUMENT OF JUNE 2, 1960 99

the United Nations General Assembly in September of last year.^ In 
these proposals we took into consideration the views which had been 
expressed by our partners in the talks and, in particular, the views 
presented by the French Government to the effect that at the begin
ning of the implementation of the program for disarmament measures 
should be taken to liquidate the means of delivery of nuclear weapons 
to their targets.^ They take into consideration also some other pro
posals which had been submitted by a number of governments, in
cluding those submitted during the 10-nation disarmament talks. 
Unfortunately, however, we could not discuss these proposals at the 
conference of heads of governments.

Recent events have not onjy not diminished, but quite to the con
trary, have increased the determination of the Soviet Government to 
strive for the radical solution of the problem of disarmament and 
liquidation of the armaments race which is dangerous and useless to 
the peoples. The Soviet Government, guided by its unchanged 
policy of the peaceful coexistence of states, is as determined as before 
to do everything necessary to bring about a healthy international 
situation and improve relations among states.

After my return to Moscow from Paris the Soviet Government dis
cussed the situation which had arisen and came to the conclusion that 
it was necessary to submit the proposals for universal and total dis
armament, which had been prepared for the conference of heads of 
governments, for study by the governments of all states.

The appropriate document, summarizing the contents of the So
viet Government's proposals on the realization of total and imiversal 
disarmament, is being transmitted to you with the present message.^

We are sure that these proposals answer the demands made in the 
unanimously approved resolution of the United Nations Assembly of 
Nov. 20, 1959, on total and universal disarmament.^ I would like to 
draw your attention to the fact that in the Soviet Government’s 
program it is foreseen already in the first stage to ban and liquidate 
all means of delivery of nuclear weapons, rockets of all ranges, mili
tary airplanes, naval surface ships which can be used as nuclear 
weapon carriers, submarines of all classes and types, all artillery 
systems, and also other means of carrying atom or hydrogen weapons. 
I t  is obvious that the security of the states can only be sufficiently 
insured if all means of delivery of atomic and hydrogen weapons, with
out exception, are eliminated from the armaments of states and are 
destroyed. I t  is obvious that at the same time it is also essential to

1 See Documents on Disarmament^ 194^-1959, vol. II, pp. 1452 fif.
2 For the French views on this subject, see ihid., pp. 1497-1506, and antej pp. 

80-81.
* The document is printed infra.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1945’-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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liquidate all military bases on foreign territories and remove foreign 
armies from those territories, since the retention of such bases and 
armies could be used for attacks on nearby states.

The implementation of these measures at the very beginning of 
the disarmament program would remove the threat of a suddenly 
imleashed nuclear war and would radically change the international 
situation. In the next stages other measures could be implemented 
to ban nuclear and other types of destructive weapons, for the elimi
nation of armies and the war machines of states, which measures would 
remove war totally and forever from the life of humanity and end the 
arms race. In the course «f implementation of the disarmament 
program part of the means released should be used for economic aid 
to underdeveloped countries.

Proposals by the Soviet Government: Basic Provisions 
of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament, 
June 2 ^

On 18 [19] September 1959 the Soviet Government put foward for 
consideration by the United Nations a proposal for general and 
complete disarmament.^ In submitting this proposal, it proceeded 
from the firm conviction that the complete disarmament of all States, 
the elimination of all means of waging war, constitutes the most 
effective and, in the present circumstances, the most practicable way 
to prevent the outbreak of a rocket and nuclear war, which would 
bring disaster upon the nations, and to ensure lasting peace on ekrth.

The balance of power prevailing in the world at present, when an 
aggressor could not be able to venture to unleash war against peace- 
loving States with impunity; the destructive power, unprecedented 
in the history of mankind, of modem weapons, which are capable of 
swiftly annihilating entire States; the feasibility of almost instanta
neous delivery of such weapons to any point on the globe—all these 
factors make any reliance on war as a means of settling international 
disputes sheer madness. The peaceful co-existence of States with 
different social systems, which the Soviet Union, as well as other 
socialist countries has always been advocating is a real fact. Peace

* TNCD/6/Rev. 1, June 8, 1960. These proposals, transmitted by Premier 
Khrushchev to other Heads of Government on June 2 (see supra) ̂  were submitted 
to the Ten Nation Committee on June 7. The English version here printed is a re
vised translation of the original Russian text, prepared at the request of the Â 'est- 
ern delegations on the Ten Nation Committee.

2 Documents on Disarmamenty 1945-1969  ̂ vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.
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ful co-existence, however, cannot be sufficiently stable, peace cannot 
be considered to be reliably safeguarded as long as the arms race is 
being continued, as long as States have at their disposal the means for 
making a lightning attack on other countries and gigantic stockpiles 
of weapons, including nuclear weapons.

To-day truly fantastic sums of money are being spent on arma
ments. Suffice it to say, that certain types of modem bombers cost 
more than their weight in gold. And is it not a fact that many types 
of armaments become obsolete and are scrapped, even before they 
have left the factories? The arms race is becoming a senseless waste 
of human labour and of material resources. The sums now being 
spent by States on the production and stockpiling of weapons would 
alone suffice to put an end to hunger throughout the world.

The fact that the energy of hundreds of millions of people and the 
values they create are being spent on preparations for war, the inad
missibility of which is becoming every day more obvious, cannot be 
tolerated any longer. Mankind to-day with its wonderful achieve
ments in the conquest of nature and the development of spiritual 
culture deserves a better fate.

The great goal, about which many generations of men have dreamed, 
namely, to put an end to war, to eliminate war altogether from the 
life of human society, has now become something that can really be 
achieved. This goal can be achieved by eliminating all types of 
weapons and disbanding all the armies in the world, that is, by general 
and complete disarmament. This is the only genuinely reUable basis 
on which, in the present conditions, a lasting, unbreakable peace 
among all States can rest.

General and complete disarmament cannot result in advantages to 
any of the parties. This makes it possible to do away with many of 
the obstacles which arose whenever there was talk of only partial 
disarmament measures and when some States feared that the imple
mentation of such measures might upset the balance of power and 
prove detrimental to their security. The conclusion of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament would also make it much easier 
to carry out international control over disarmament measures for, 
if complete disarmament is achieved. States will have no reasons to 
conceal anything from one another and it will be possible to carry 
out complete control.

The proposal of the Soviet Union on general and complete disarma
ment met with enthusiastic approval in all the countries of the world. 
I t  gave new strength to the endeavours of the peoples to rid them
selves forever of the nightmare threat of a rocket and nuclear war. 
No government opposed that proposal. The United Nations unani
mously approved the idea of general and complete disarmament and
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confirmed the fact that such disarmament is the most important 
question facing the world today.^ The appeal of the United Nations 
General Assembly to Governments to do their utmost to reach a 
constructive solution of this problem in the shortest possible time 
has placed a great moral obligation upon all States.

To give ejflPect to that appeal of the United Nations and to justify 
the hopes of the peoples caUing for disarmament, it is necessary that 
the Governments on whom rests the main responsibiUty for reaching 
an international agreement on this question should take, without 
any further delay, concrete measures for the preparation and con
clusion of such an agreement.

The Soviet Government is making every effort in the disarmament 
negotiations to achieve practical results as soon as possible, namely, 
the preparation and signing of an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament.

As is known, the Soviet Union’s proposals of 1S[19] September 1959, 
contain a concrete programme for carrying out general and complete 
disarmament in three stages within a period of four years. I t  was 
proposed that during the first stage a substantial reduction of con
ventional armed forces and armaments of States would be carried out 
under international control; that during the second stage the disband
ment of the remaining contingents of these armed forces would be 
completed and military bases on foreign territories would be liquidated, 
and that in the third stage all types of nuclear and rocket weapons 
would be destroyed and other measures for the completion of general 
and complete disarmament would be carried out.

In  proposing this sequence of disarmament measures the Soviet 
Union took into account the views of the Western Powers which in 
the course of the previous disarmament negotiations had referred to 
the USSR’s superiority in armed forces and conventional armaments 
and had argued that measures in theffield of nuclear disarmament 
should be deferred to the last stage. So far as the Soviet Government 
is concerned, it has always been in favour of making a war with 
weapons of mass destruction impossible, and it considers that the 
sooner this is done, the better.

During the meetings and talks between leading statesmen that have 
taken place in recent months, as well as in the com*se of the work of 
the Ten Nation Committee on, Disarmament which was assigned the 
task of working out measures for the implementation of the United 
Nations General Assembly resolution on general and complete dis
armament, the views and proposals of the parties concerned on ques
tions of disarmament were set forth in detail and stated with greater 
precision.

 ̂See ihid.f p. 1545.
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The Soviet Government, while consistently upholding its proposal 
for general and complete disarmslment as meeting the great goal of 
ensuring lasting peace on earth, in which all nations without excep
tion are interested, is at the same time prepared to take into accoimt 
any constructive considerations and desires of other participants in 
the negotiations, that will contribute to the achievement of an agree
ment on the practical implementation of disarmament.

In the course of the negotiations some Powers, France in partic
ular, expressed the view that disarmament should begin with the 
prohibition and destruction of vehicles for the delivery to their target 
of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, such as war rockets, 
mihtary aircraft^ warships and so on; at the same time due account 
was taken of the need for the simultaneous liquidation by States of 
their nodlitary bases in foreign territories.

The Government of the USSR still considers that the order of im
plementation of the disarmament measures, as provided for in its 
proposal of 18 September 1959, is fully consistent with the aim of 
bringing about general and complete disarmament in practice. Nev
ertheless, in the desire to facilitate in every way the speediest pos
sible achievement of agreement on this question in order to ensure 
stable and lasting peace among all States, the Soviet Government is 
again prepared to take steps forward to meet the Western powers 
and to agree on a different order of implementation of disarmament 
measures, if this order is more acceptable to the Western powers.

Being an ardent advocate of the speediest possible deliverance of man
kind from the threat of a rocket and nuclear war, the Soviet Government 
proposes that agreement should he reached to begin the process of general 
and complete disarmament with the prohibition and destruction under 
international control, already during the first stage, of all means of de- 
livering nuclear weapons to their targets and with the simultaneous 
liquidation of military bases in foreign territories.

When war rockets of all ranges, military aircraft, submarines and 
surface warships, artillery capable of firing nuclear shells and all 
other means of delivering weapons of mass destruction to their tar
gets have been destroyed and States no longer maintain armed forces 
and military installations outside their own frontiers it will be prac
tically impossible for one country to attack another with atomic and 
hydrogen weapons.

With this object in view, the Soviet Union expresses its readiness 
to begin disarmament with the destruction of all means of deliver
ing nuclear weapons to their targets, despite the fact that it has a 
generally recognized superiority in the most modem and effective 
means of this kind, namely, intercontinental ballistic missiles.
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If that is done, during the next, second, stage of the disarmament 
progranmie such measures could be carried out as the prohibition of 
nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, the destruction of all stock
piles of such weapons and the cessation of their further manufacture. 
The threat of a nuclear war in any form would be removed for ever. 
At the same time a considerable reduction of the armed forces and 
conventional armaments of States would be carried out.

The third stage would be marked by the completion of general 
and complete disarmament, the disbanding of all armies, war minis
tries and general staffs, the abolition of compulsory military service 
and of the military training of youth, and the complete cessation of 
expenditure for military purposes.

I t  is proposed that all this disarmament programme should be 
carried out, on the basis of an international treaty, within a fixed 
period of time— f̂our years or some other agreed period under effec
tive international control.

In discussions on the question of general and complete disarma
ment in international bodies much attention has been given to the 
question of the measures which must be taken to ensure peace and 
the maintenance of international law and order in relations between 
States in conditions of general and complete disarmament. The 
Soviet Government proposes that the States parties to the treaty 
should jointly examine this question in detail so that during the im
plementation of the third and final stage such measures, in accordance 
with the United Nations Charter,^ would be taken as are necessary 
for the maintenance of peace in conditions of general and complete 
disarmament, including the obligation of States to place at the dis
posal of the Security Council, whenever necessary, pohce (militia) 
detachments in order to ensure the maintenance of peace. Of course 
such police (militia) detachments may be used solely for the purpose 
of maintaining peace among nations, not for the suppression of peo
ples who are struggling for their independence and social progress, 
and not for interference in the internal affairs of States.

I t  is proposed that all disarmament measures be carried out under 
strict international control from beginning to end. For this purpose 
the parties to the treaty must set up an international control organ
ization whose competence will include all disarmament measures and 
will be extended as these measures become increasingly comprehen
sive and far-reaching.

In accordance with the foregoing the Soviet Government submits 
the draft basic provisions of a treaty on general and complete dis
armament.

 ̂See art. 43 of the Charter.
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B a s ic  P r o v is io n s  o f  a  T r e a t y  o n  G e n e r a l  a n d  C o m p l e t e

D is a r m a m e n t

The Governments of the States Members of the Ten Nation Com
mittee on D isatoam ent set up in 1959, being guided by the resolution 
on “General and complete disarmament” adopted by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations at its fourteenth session on 20 Novem
ber 1959/ in the interests of saving mankind from the threat of a new 
war, and in the interests of securing lasting and inviolable peace on 
earth, recognise the need to proceed forthwith to the practical ac
complishment of the task of general and complete disarmament, and 
have to this end resolved to draw up a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament, which will include the following basic provisions:

I. General and complete disarmament entails:

— the disbanding of all armed forces of States and the prohibition 
of their re-establishment in any form whatsoever;

— the prohibition and destruction of all stockpiles, and the cessation 
of the manufacture, of all kinds of armaments, including atomic, 
hydrogen, chemical, biological and other types of weapons of mass 
destruction;

— the destruction of all means of delivering weapons of mass 
destruction to their targets;

— the liquidation of all kinds of military bases, and the withdrawal 
and disbanding of all foreign troops stationed in the territory of any 
State;

— the abolition of any kind of military conscription for citizens;
— the termination of universal military training and the closure 

of all military education institutions;
— the abohtion of war ministries, of general staffs and their local 

agencies, and of all other miUtary and paramihtary estabhshments 
and organizations;

— the discontinuance of the appropriation of fimds for military 
purposes whether from State budgets or from public organizations or 
private individuals.

When general and complete disarmament has been achieved. 
States will have at their disposal only strictly limited contingents of 
police (militia), the size of which will be agreed upon for each country 
and which will be equipped with light firearms, for maintaining in
ternal order and ensuring the personal security of citizens.

II. General and complete disarmament shall be carried out by all 
States over one and the same strictly defined period of time to be 
agreed upon, the process of disarmament being carried out gradually,

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1946-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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in three ponsecutive stages, bearing in mind that at no stage shall any 
State gain mihtary advantages over other States as a result pf the 
course of disarmament.

To consider the question of the adherence of other States to the 
agreement on general and complete disarmament a conference will be 
convened with all countries participating.

III. All disarmament measures, from beginning to end, will be 
carried out under strict and effective international control, as follows:

a) immediately after the signing of the treaty a preparatory com
mission will be set up, with the task of taking practical steps to estab
lish an international organization for the control of general and com
plete disarmament;

b) the control organization will be set up within the framework of 
the United Nations the moment the treaty comes into force. I t  will 
comprise all States, Parties to the treaty whose representatives wiU 
meet periodically as a conference to consider matters arising out of the 
implementation of effective control over disarmament. The con
ference will elect a Control Council, consisting of permanent and non
permanent members, which will have its own local organs. The Con
trol Council will consist of representatives of sociahst countries, of 
representatives of States now Members of Western military and politi
cal aUiances, and of representatives of neutral States. Except where 
otherwise especially agreed upon, decisions in the Control Council 
will be taken by a two-thirds’ majority of votes on substantive mat
ters and by a simple majority of votes on procedural matters.

c) the Control Council will be responsible for the practical adminis
tration of the control system, will draw up instructions, and will in 
good time analyse and process the reports rendered to it. States will 
submit to the Control Council information about their armed forces 
and armaments.

d) in aU countries parties to the agreements the control organiza
tion will have its own staff, recruited internationally with due regard 
for the principle of equitable geographical distribution, and in accord
ance with the provisions of the treaty. The control organization 
will distribute its inspectors over the territory of States in such a way 
as to enable them to start discharging their functions the moment 
States initiate the implementation of disarmament measures. Each 
Party to the treaty will undertake to give the inspectors and inspec
tion teams timely and unrestricted access within its territory to any 
place where disarmament measures subject to verification are being 
carried out or to any area in which on-the-spot inspection of such 
measures is to be made. To these ends, each Party to the treaty will, 
for the account of the control organization, make available to the staff
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of the control organization all means of transport needed for travel 
within its territory.

e) The staff of the control organization will enjoy in the territory 
of each party to the treaty such privileges and immunities as may be 
necessary for exercising independent and unrestricted control over the 
implementation of the disarmament treaty.

f) All the expenses of the international control organization will be 
met by the States Parties to the treaty. The scale of contributions 
of States will be laid down in the text of the treaty on general and 
complete disarmament.

The control organization shall at each stage have powers in con
formity with the scope and nature of disarmament measures involved.

The basic disarmament measures will be spread over the three 
stages of the programme of general and complete disarmament in the 
following way:

First stage
1. All means of delivering nuclear weapons will be eliminated from 

the armed forces of States; their manufacture will be discontinued and 
they will be destroyed. Such means include:

%

— strategic and tactical rockets, pilotless aircraft of all types, and 
all military aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons;

— surface warships that can be used as vehicles for nuclear weapons;
— submarines of all classes and types;
—• all artillery systems, as well as other means, that can be used as 

vehicles for atomic and hydrogen weapons.

2. AU troops will be withdrawn from foreign territories to within 
their own national frontiers. Foreign military bases and depots of 
all kinds, both those released after the withdrawal of troops and those 
kept in reserve will be eliminated.

3. From the very beginning of the first stage and until the final 
destruction of all means of delivering nuclear weapons, the placing 
into orbit or stationing in outer space of any special devices, the 
leaving of their territorial waters by warships and the flying beyond 
the limits of their national territory by military aircraft capable of 
carrying weapons of mass destruction, will be prohibited.

4. The launching of rockets wiU be carried out exclusively for 
peaceful purposes and in accordance with predetermined and mutually 
agreed criteria, and will be accompanied by agreed measures of verifi
cation, including inspection at the rocket launching sites.

5. States having nuclear weapons at their disposal will undertake 
not to transfer such weapons, or to transmit information necessary 
for their manufacture, to States which do not possess them. At the
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same time, States not possessing nuclear weapons will undertake to 
refrain from manufacturing them.

6. States will reduce their military expenditures correspondingly,
7. The following control measures will be carried out during the 

first stage:
On-site international control will be established over the destruction 

of rocket weapons, military aircraft, surface warships, submarines and 
other means which can be used as vehicles for atomic and hydrogen 
weapons.

International inspection teams will be dispatched to places where 
military bases are situated and troops stationed on foreign territories, 
in order to supervise the elimination of the said bases and the with
drawal of military personnel and troops to within their own national 
territories; control will also be established at airfields and ports, to 
ensure that they are not used for military purposes. At the same 
time, rocket launching sites, with the exception of those maintained 
for peaceful purposes, will be destroyed under the supervision of the 
international control organization.

The*control organization will have the right to inspect without 
hindrance all enterprises, plants, factories and shipyards, previously 
engaged wholly or in part in the production of rockets, aircraft, surface 
warships, submarines and any other means of delivering nuclear 
weapons, in order to prevent the organization of clandestine produc
tion of armaments which can be used as vehicles for atomic and hydro
gen weapons. By agreement, permanent control teams may be 
established at some plants and installations.

International inspection teams dispatched by the control organiza
tion will have the right to carry out a thorough examination of rocket 
devices to be launched for peaceful purposes, and to be present at 
their launching.

The inspectors will communicate with the control council through 
existing channels of communication, being given such privileges as 
wiU ensure the prompt delivery of reports and instructions.

8. In the first stage joint studies will be undertaken of the measures 
to be implemented in the second stage relating to the discontinuance 
of the manufacture of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and 
to the destruction of stockpiles of such weapons.

9. The first stage is to be completed within approximately 1-1.5 
years. The international control organization will review the results 
of the carrying out of the first-stage measures with a view to reporting 
on them to the States parties to the treaty, as well as to the Security 
Council and the General Assembly of the United Nations.
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Second stage
1. There will be a complete prohibition of nuclear, chemical, bio

logical and other weapons of mass destruction, with the cessation of 
manufacture and the destruction of all stockpiles of such weapons.

2. The armed forces of all States will be reduced to fixed levels, 
those of the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics being reduced to a maximum level of 1.7 million men. 
Conventional weapons and munitions thus released are to be de
stroyed, and military equipment either destroyed or used for 
peaceful purposes. Military expenditures of States will be reduced 
correspondingly.

3. The following control measures will be carried out during the 
second stage:

Representatives of the control organization will conduct the on-site 
inspection of the destruction of all existing stockpiles of nuclear, 
chemical and biological weapons. The control organization wiU have 
the right to inspect all enterprises which extract raw materials for 
atomic production or which produce or use fissionable materials or 
atomic energy. By agreement, permanent control teams may be 
established at some plants and installations.

There will be on-site international control over the disbanding of 
troops and the destruction of armaments.

The duties of inspectors wiU include:

supervision of precise and punctual compliance with decisions on 
the disbanding of miUtary formations and units, elimination and de
struction of the material of conventional armaments, military equip
ment and munitions;

reporting to the control council and to the Government of the host 
country.

International inspection teams wUl include experts in the type of 
units to be disbanded and the types of weapons to be destroyed.

The control organization will have unhindered access to documents 
pertaining to the budgetary allocations of States for military purposes, 
including all relevant decisions of legislative and executive bodies of 
States.

4. In the second stage joint studies will be undertaken of the follow
ing measures to be implemented in the third stage;

a) measures to ensure observance of the treaty on general and com
plete disarmament after the implementation of all the measures pro
vided for by that treaty;

b) measures to maintain peace and security in accordance with the 
United Nations Charter under conditions of general and complete 
disarmament.
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5. As in the case of the transition from the first to the second stage, 
the international control organization will review the results of the 
carrying out of the second-stage measures with a view to reporting 
them to the States parties to the treaty, as well as to the Security 
Council and the General Assembly of the United Nations.

Third stage
1. The abolition of the armed forces of all States will be completed. 

States will have at their disposal only strictly limited contingents of 
police (militia), the size of which will be agreed upon for each country, 
and which will be equipped with light firearms, for maintaining internal 
order and ensuring the personal security of citizens.

2. All remaining types of conventional armaments and ammunition, 
whether held by the armed forces or in depots, will be destroyed, and 
military equipment will either be destroyed or be put to peaceful uses.

3. Military production at all factories wilLbe terminated, including 
the manufacture of conventional armaments, with the exception of 
strictly limited production of light firearms intended for the use of the 
contingents of police (militia) retained by States after the end of the 
programme of general and complete disarmament.

4. War ministries, general staffs and all military and paramilitary 
estabUshments and organizations will be abolished. All military 
courses for reservists will be terminated. In accordance with their 
respective constitutional procedures. States will enact legislation 
prohibiting the military training of young persons and abohshing 
military service in all its forms.

5. The appropriation of funds for military purposes in any form, 
whether from State bodies, from private individuals or from pubUc or
ganizations, wiU be discontinued. The funds released as a result of the 
achievement of general and complete disarmament will be used to 
reduce or to do away entirely with taxes on the pubhc, to subsidize 
the national economy and to furnish economic and technical assistance 
to the under-developed countries.

6. At the third stage, the following additional control measures 
will be introduced:

The international control organization will send inspectors to 
verify on the spot the abolition of war ministries, general staffs and 
all military and paramilitary estabUshments and organizations, and 
the termination of military training and all other forms of military 
activity.

Control will be established over thediscontinuance'of the appropria
tion of funds for miUtary purposes.
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The control organization may, where necessary, institute a system of 
•aerial inspection and aerial photography over the territory of States.

7. After the programme of general and complete disarmament has 
T)een carried out, the control organization will be kept in being to 
maintain constant supervision over the implementation by States of 
the obligations they have assumed. The Control Council wiU have 
the right to send mobile inspection teams to any point or to any 
■establishment in the territory of States.

States will provide the control organization with information about 
the points at which the contingents of police (mihtia) are stationed, 
about their strength at every such point (area) and about any move
ments of substantial contingents of police (militia) near State frontiers. 
International inspection teams will carry out comprehensive control 
to ensure that the strength of the police (militia) and their armament 
are in conformity with the quota agreed upon for each coimtry.

8. Other measures designed to ensure compUance with the treaty on 
complete disarmament will come into force.

9. Measures for preserving peace and security in accordance with 
the Charter of the United Nations will be put into effect. States will 
xmdertake, where necessary, to place at the disposal of the Security 
Council imits from the contingents of the police (mihtia) remaining

their disposal.
As the implementation of the disarmament programme and the 

reduction of mihtary expenditure of States proceeds, part of the funds 
thus released will be used to give economic assistance to under
developed coimtries.

Such is the Soviet Union proposal concerning the order in which 
general and complete disarmament should be carried out, taking into 
accoimt the considerations of the Western Powers.

In submitting this proposal, the Government of the Soviet Union 
expresses its readiness to reach agreement on the implementation of 
disarmament on the basis of these proposals, which represent a 
development of the programme put forward on 18 [19] September 1959. 
The most important thing is to conclude an agreement and at last to 
embark upon general and complete disarmament, for which the peoples 
are waiting and which the United Nations is urging. The Soviet 
Union Government is prepared to do so without delay, without wasting 
time, and expresses its sincere hope that other States wiU do hkewise 
in full awareness of the responsibihty for disarmament which rests 
upon the governments of all States, and particularly on the govern
ments of the great Powers.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Wads
worth) at the Geneva Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, June 2 ^

My delegation is prepared today to make a statement on the subject 
which the Chairman, in his capacity as the Soviet representative, 
raised at the two hundred and sixth meeting. I  am referring to the 
problem of working out concrete measures which will offer every 
reasonably necessary assiu’ance that imdergroimd nuclear explosions 
for research purposes do not in fact serve any improper objective— 
specifically, the acquisition of additional, militarily useful information 
on weapons development. In the course of my statement today I 
shall make a concrete proposal in this regard on behalf of the United 
States.

As I indicated at the two himdred and sixth meeting, my delegation 
concurs in the opinion that this is an entirely legitimate subject for 
discussion in the political Conference, and we should have raised the 
matter even if the Soviet representative had not done so last Friday. 
I t  is one thing, however, to put forward this topic for discussion, and 
it is something quite different to raise the issue in the framework of a 
purported review of the history of this Conference which, on examina
tion, turns out instead to be an unjustified attack upon the stand which 
the United States has taken at the Conference. I cannot understand 
how these polemics are supposed to help us to progress in our com
plicated task of working out a mutually acceptable treaty. On the 
contrary, they would almost always have a retrogressive effect.

This is not the first time that my Soviet colleague has turned into 
a rather biased historian. His research work seems to be consistently 
inadequate, and I, for one, foxmd his review at the two hundred and 
sixth meeting to be neither substantially new nor significantly more 
accurate than similar reviews which he made at our one hundred 
and thirty-sixth, one hundred and forty-eighth and one hundred and 
eighty-eighth meetings. The United States delegation has felt 
constrained to set the record straight on each such previous occasion 
when apparently the temptation was too strong and the Soviet 
representative felt that he had to complain about what he alleges 
to be evil-minded people in the United States who wish to sabotage 
this Conference. We have pointed out time and time again that, 
although various figures of, shall we say, different standing in the 
United States have made it plain that they would like to see testing 
resumed, the Soviet representative should give up his search for

1 GEN/DNT/PV.208, pp. 3-9.
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demons and concentrate on understanding the gennine technical 
problems which make the control system recommended by the ex
perts in 1958 less eflFective than was then thought and presently 
inadequate for purposes of deterring violation.

Our Soviet colleague would have us believe that he and his Govern
ment are still fully convinced of the ef&cacy of the 1958 control 
system.^ Indeed, Mr. Tsarapkin told us last Friday that from the 
^ v ie t  standpoint the 1958 system is quite satisfactory, and he im- 
pUed that the Soviet Union would not even bother about a research 
programme if it were not for the insistence of the United States. 
This gives rise to some confusion. On the one hand, he tells us that 
no research is needed at all, while, on the other, he claims that the 
first phase of the United States research programme covering a two- 
year period is too short to achieve the intended results. Perhaps the 
Soviet representative reached this latter conclusion because he was 
not then concerned with proving the adequacies of the 1958 recom
mendation, but with arguing that a moratorium should last for four 
or five years. However, I cannot see how he can have his cake and 
eat it too in both connexions.

The Soviet scientists on the Seismic Research Programme Advisory 
Group told our experts that they did not need small nuclear shots of 
one kiloton and less because we should aim only at improving the 
control system to the point where it could detect and identify seismic 
events of five kilotons or more. In fact, the Soviet experts said at 
the tenth meeting of the Advisory Group—and this statement is 
to be found on page 48-50 of the Russian provisional verbatim record:

Speaking frankly, nothing has moved us from our position and, up to now, we 
find ourselves in a situation where we would be fully satisfied if we were to suc
ceed in a short time in realizing those ideas which are now on hand in regard to 
the detection and identification of a five-kiloton explosion.^*

Based on past experience I suppose that, after this success at the 
five-kiloton level, the USSR would expect us to conclude a compre
hensive treaty ban, even though this would mean obligations without 
control for events of less than five kilotons. Note that we have 
been told in this connexion not to worry about such smaU explosions. 
Yet in another context the Soviet representatives have said that 
they are concerned about such small tests because they might involve 
the development by the United States of new tactical nuclear weapons.

1 See Documents on Disarmament^ 194^-1959^ vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
2 The official English version of this statement by Sadovsky reads as follows: 

“Frankly speaking, nothing has changed so far in this respect, and we are still 
in a situation whereby we would be completely satisfied if we were to succeed 
in a relatively short time—succeed in carrying out the views which had been 
stated with regard to the detection and identification of five-kiloton explosions’  ̂
(GEN/DNT/SRPAG/Py.lO, p. 47).
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If they are in fact worried about this, the United States has equal 
grounds for concern, and we should all agree on the need for research 
on detection and identification at the lower yield ranges.

However, to confuse matters even more, if we are to believe Mr. 
Tsarapkin^s remarks of last Friday we already have a control system 
which can detect and identify events of five kilotons and more, be- 
cause this was one of the conclusions of the experts in 1958. Thus 
the Soviet representative would appear to be in the extraordinary 
position of insisting that the United States carry on a research pro
gramme of four or five years in order to achieve a result which he 
himself vehemently asserts is already at our disposal.

I  am sure the Soviet representative will understand that there is 
nothing personal in the fact that I regard this position as nonsensical. 
I  think that he would do much better to recognize facts as they are. 
In this regard, I  cannot do more than urge him to read the remarks of 
tihe Soviet scientists which can be found on page 42 of the Russian 
provisional verbatim record of the sixth meeting of the Seismic Re
search Programme Advisory Group. I t  was then stated quite clearly 
that if the 1958 control system were now installed and operating,

if such a control network were created, then any violator could feel completely
at ease for a period of at least two to three years.^

Now these remarks concerned the question of instrumentation, but 
what was said so clearly in regard to this one aspect of the deficiencies 
of the 1958 system can be applied to many other aspects as well. In 
deed, United States scientists have gone into these glaring deficiencies 
any number of times. The scientific need for major improvements 
can no longer be disputed, and the very broad national research 
programmes put forward by all three delegations in the Seismic Re
search Programme Advisory Group testify to the imanimous view of 
the scientific community of om* three countries that there is a great 
deal of work to be done. We appear, th^efore, to be virtually in 
agreement that a tremendous amount of work must be done and that 
that work should be done to the utmost extent practicable in a co
ordinated manner.

As I  have said many times before, the problem arises from the brute 
facts of the situation, and it can be resolved only by scientific research. 
I t  is not at all useful to repeat claims that the trouble results only from 
the diabohcal plot of certain opponents of the treaty in the United 
States. After aU, the generation and propagation of seismic signals

* The official English version of Sadovsky’s statement reads as follows: be
lieve that if such a station were to function, if such a filter system is set up, any 
potential violator might feel quite happy and assured for perhaps two or three 
years, as long as the data coming from various stations had not been analysed 
and properly unified'  ̂ (GEN/DNT/SRPAG/PV.6, pp. 42-45).
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and seismic waves work quite independently of any objective human 
desires or political judgments.

From the standpoint of my delegation it is the Soviet Union which 
has already delayed work on this treaty for many months by refusing, 
for political reasons, to come to grips with the facts. From May 
through November 1959 it resisted convening the experts of the three 
countries to review the new scientific developments affecting the 
control system as it was envisaged in 1958. Four more months were 
to elapse before the USSR was willing to consider a reasonable treaty 
formula which was acceptable to all sides and which took accoimt of 
the existing technical difficulties that Technical Working Group 2 
had clearly demonstrated. Indeed, but for the Soviet reluctance to 
recognize this situation a co-ordinated research programme or pro
grammes might be already under way.

However, even with this unnecessary waste of time, I cannot concur 
in the Soviet representative's statement at the two himdred and sixth 
meeting that no progress has been made on the political and organiza
tional aspects of our work in the last year except for the adoption of 
annex III.^ In the first place, as I  have said, it has been a very sub
stantial accomplishment, largely through the initiative of the Western 
delegations, to regain an agreed political framework for the conduct 
of our negotiations, to know that we are all again working towards 
achieving the same version of a treaty, and to be in accord on how we 
are to deal with technical issues. But, beyond that, we have found 
ways of dealing with most of the Soviet veto list. We have virtually 
concluded our review of annex 11.̂  We have decided on the bulk of 
articles VI and IX  regarding the powers of the control commission 
and the administrator. Some progress has been made toward recon
ciling positions concerning staffing arrangements. And the texts of 
a great many other articles and parts of articles have been submitted 
by the Western delegations, even if they have not been fully agreed 
upon, so that everyone has a much clearer idea of the exact issues 
which will have to be resolved. In fact, whereas there were many gaps 
in the treaty structure a year ago, there are now concrete proposals 
to fill nearly every one of them.

I am sorry that so much time has been taken up in what is essen
tially an unproductive debate which looks backward rather than 
forward. However, I felt that I could not let the assertions made by 
my Soviet colleague last Friday pass without comment. My only 
hope is that an exchange on these matters will not have to take place 
again in the future course of our work; it only keeps us from more

1 Annex III is printed postf pp. 386-387.
2 Annex II was adopted Oct. 17, I960 (pos<, pp. 381-386).
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urgent tasks, such as the matter of safeguards, to which I  should now 
like to address myself.

As President Eisenhower has stated, and as I have repeated several 
times previously in this Conference, it is the policy of the United 
States that the nuclear detonations to be used for research purposes 
in the Vela Research Programme on Seismic Detection should be 
carried out with assurances and safeguards to ensure that these deto
nations will not contribute in any way to weapons development. In 
the United States we have conducted a detailed study of just how 
this might best be accomplish^, keeping in mind the several limiting 
parameters within which we must proceed. These include the de
sirability of conducting some nuclear detonations as early as the 
autumn of this year, if we are not to lose the forward momentum of 
our seismic research; they iAclude the need to take account of existing 
domestic legislation which regulates, in our country, all considerations 
involving special nuclear materials; and they include our common 
desire to prevent the spread of nuclear weapon technology to countries 
not now possessing it. We believe that the four-point approach 
which I am about to outline represents a sound method of meeting 
these requirements. We further believe that it is an approach which 
will convince reasonable men that nuclear detonations by any of our 
countries for seismic research purposes are not contributing in any 
way to weapons development. We say this in the face of statements 
already made that the USSR does not intend to conduct any nuclear 
detonations. These four points are nevertheless put forward, on the 
understanding that they would be equally applicable to all three of 
the parties in the event that all three should wish to conduct such 
detonations.

The approach which the United States proposes for any party con
ducting nuclear detonations for research on methods of seismic de
tection and identification is as follows:

First, the party shall detonate only nuclear devices of proven 
design in its experiments.

Second, the devices used in these experiments shall be taken from 
a special depository of previously deposited devices established by 
the party within its territory. We consider that such prior deposit 
should take place within the shortest possible time and thus propose, 
specifically, 15 August of this year as a time-limit. The devices, 
suitably packaged, shall be under the constant surveillance of repre
sentatives of the other parties or, if preferable, of an international 
group. The devices may not be altered, and devices, once withdrawn 
from the depository, may not be redeposited. A device removed from 
the depository in order to be detonated shall remain under surveillance 
until detonated.
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Third, the representatives of the other parties or of the interna
tional group responsible for surveillance shall be permitted to observe 
all aspects of the detonation and its instrumentation except for the 
interior of the package.

Fourth, no diagnostic instrumentation will be used in the near 
vicinity of the device except for specified yield measurements. Such 
yield measurements as are made under this provision wiU, of course, 
be tinder the surveillance of the other parties or the international 
group, as the case may be, and all the information thus obtained will 
be available to them.

I t will be observed that the heart of the safeguards my delegation 
is proposing consists of the prior deposit, at an early date, of proven 
devices under strict surveillance, the use of such devices only under 
suitable observation, ami with diagnostic measurements limited to 
what is needed for seismic research purposes. The last point of the 
four I have outlined provides the essential technical safeguards 
against the employment of these seismic research explosions for weap
ons development purposes. Modem weapons are, of course, extremely 
complicated and intricate in their nature. To be useful, weapons 
development today requires extensive and detailed instrumentation 
of nuclear tests. Without the information provided by this instru
mentation it is impossible to obtain the data needed for the develop
ment of nuclear weapons. Therefore, by excluding this diagnostic 
instrumentation it is possible to prevent further weapons development.

With regard to the limiting parameters, which I mentioned earlier, 
I should like to point out just how this four-point approach satisfies 
them. Under existing United States law it is not possible to reveal 
the inner workings of nuclear devices unless these devices are de
classified. Also under our law such declassification would involve 
making weapons information available to those countries which are 
not now in possession of it; a limited declassification merely to the 
other two original parties would not fall within the purview of the 
term ^^declassification” . If something is to be “declassified” , it is to 
be made public. As my colleagues are aware, the United States 
seismic research programme is under way. Its continued progress 
makes it desirable for us to conduct nuclear detonations, perhaps as 
early as next autumn. The safeguards I have outlined will, on the 
one hand, permit us to avoid delay, while at the same time they will 
provide the world with adequate assurances that no weapons develop
ment is involved. By stopping short of exposing the experimental 
devices, this approach will avoid spreading nuclear weapon technology 
to those countries which do not now possess it.

Finally, I  should like to point out that the remarks I have been 
making are aimed at only one aspect of the safeguards question. I t
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will be necessary for us, in addition, to consider what measures should 
be taken to assure all people that the large chemical explosions planned 
principally by the Soviet Union, and to some degree by the United 
States, are not in fact nuclear weapon tests. We consider that some 
system of pre-test observation and post-shot inspection should be 
devised, since without such procedures there is no way of knowing 
that large chemical explosions are not nuclear weapon tests. I might 
suggest that the Soviet Union, being the principal proponent of large 
chemical explosions, might well take the lead in devising such 
safeguards.

News Conference Remarks by Premier Khrushchev: 
The Veto Power, June 3 ^

Michaelsj NBC: Mr. Chairman, setting jorth your plan you stid  that 
the Soviet Union proposes that a control organization he set up within 
the United Nations framework and that international police forces also 
be set up within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance 
with the U.N. Charter. However, the U.N. Charter contains a provision 
on veto} Do you think that the right to veto should also exist in setting 
up the international control organization and establishing international 
police forces?

Khrushchev: Our proposals raise the question of disarmament and 
nothing is said there on a revision of the U.N. Charter.

We do not even think of submitting proposals for a revision of the 
Charter, but, on the contrary, intend to uphold this Charter. To 
those who press for revision of the U.N. Charter and repeal of the 
principle of unanimity of the permanent members in the Security 
Council, or the veto right, as it is called, I should like to explain 
what the veto means: In the right to veto lies the strength and the 
wisdom of the U.N. Charter.

The world now consists of sociahst and capitalist countries. They 
can be regarded as two communicating vessels. Today, in the 
number of states, the capitalist vessel is bigger. But this is temporary 
state. History is developing in a way which will reduce the level in 
the capitalist vessel, while the socialist vessel will get fuller. Under 
present conditions, if issues were settled in the Security Council by 
an unqualified majority, the United States, on which many countries 
depend, would succeed in forcing its solutions through.

1 Moscow radio broadcast, June 3, 1960.
* See art. 27 of the Charter.
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Blit the Charter envisages the right to veto precisely in order to 
make decisions not by an unqualified majority, but to make decisions 
acceptable to both sides. This is the only reasonable principle in 
international affairs—any other approach would lead to war.

What would happen if there were no right to veto and if the 
majority would meet and decide to make flights over the Soviet 
Union? Let us suppose that we had no right to veto and the United 
States and its allies began flights over Soviet territory. Would we 
say then that if the majority made such a decision, we are prepared 
to passively look on? No. We would order Minister Malinovskiy 
to keep rocketry in a state of combat readiness and shoot down the 
planes, defend the homeland. And that is how every self-respecting 
country would act, because each country has the right to defend its 
territory and insist on nonintervention in its domestic affairs. That 
is why the right to veto makes even the stupid think, makes them 
search for solutions which would not aggravate relations between 
states, but, on the contrary, ease these relations and create conditions 
for peaceful coexistence. That is what the veto means.

Note From the American Embassy to the 
Soviet Foreign Ministry, June 7 ^

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its 
compliments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSR and has 
the honor, upon instruction of its Government, to communicate the 
following:

The Government of the United States of America will give most 
careful and serious study to the disarmament proposals transmitted 
by the letter of June 2 from the Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
to the President of the United States.^

The United States agrees that the proper place for detailed 
examination of this proposal is the Ten Nation Disarmament Committee 
which resumes on June 7 in Geneva. I t is the hope of the United 
States that the Soviet Union will give the same careful and constructive 
attention to the Western plan of March 16.̂

The United States believes that progress in disarmament is of 
overwhelming importance to the future security of all countries and 
that efforts must be redoubled to find ways to make a start on the 
control and balanced reduction of armaments. The U.S. representative 
in Geneva will participate in the negotiations in this spirit.

1 Department of State press release 308, June 7, 1960.
2 Anttj pp. 98-100.
3 AntCf pp. 68-71.
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Address by the Vice President of the All-China Federa
tion of Trade Unions (Liu) to the General Council 
of the World Federation of Trade Unions (Extract), 
June 8 ^

We support the proposal for disarmament put forward by the 
Soviet Union. I t is, however, inconceivable that imperialism will 
accept a proposal for general and complete disarmament. The pur
pose of putting forward such a proposal is to arouse the people through
out the world to unite and oppose the imperialist scheme for arms 
drives and war preparations, to unmask the aggressive and bellicose 
nature of imperialism before the people of the world in order to isolate, 
as far as possible, the imperialist bloc headed by the United States 
so that they will not dare unleash a war lightly. But there are people 
who believe that such a proposal can be realized while imperialism 
still exists and that the danger of war can be eliminated by relying 
on such a proposal. This is an unrealistic illusion.

I t  is said that after disarmament imperialism would use the funds 
earmarked for war purposes for “the welfare of the laboring masses’  ̂
and for “assisting underdeveloped countries^^ and that this would 
“bring general progress to people as a whole without exception.” 
This is downright whitewash and embellishment of imperialism, and 
indeed this helps imperiahsm headed by the United States to dupe 
the people throughout the world.

Only when the socialist revolution is victorious throughout the 
world can there be a world free from war, a world without armament; 
such a world is inconceivable while imperialism still exists. This is 
not a question of whether we want it or not. The question is that 
the imperialists will never lay down their arms of their own accord. 
They will not lay down their arms because they want to suppress the 
people of their own countries; they will not lay down their arms be
cause they want to suppress the colonies; they will not lay down their 
arms because they want to carry on expansion and aggression against 
other countries. History has confirmed and will continue to confii-m 
this.

1 Peiping radio broadcast, June 8, 1960. The address was delivered in Peiping. 
A statement of June 6 by the Peiping regime in support of the Soviet proposals 
of June 2 {antCy pp. 100-111) declared that the history of the postwar disarma
ment negotiations showed that **the aggressive nature of imperialism” would 
never change but that global war might be prevented ‘‘as a result of the change 
in the balance of world forces and the unprecedented might of the forces of 
peace’  ̂ (Peiping radio broadcast, June 6, 1960).
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^Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, June 15 ^

The two hundred and fourteenth meeting of the Conference is open. 
Does any representative wish to speak? If not, I should like to speak 
in my capacit}' as representative of the Soviet Union.

First of all I should like to take exception to the statement made 
by the United States representative at yesterday^s meeting. Mr. 
Wadsworth stated:

For a long time the lack of progress in our talks at this table resulted from the 
lack of an agreed scientific basis between the two sides.^

This assertion of the United States representative is not in accord
ance with the facts and it contradicts the official statement which the 
President of the United States made specially on this question on 
22 August 1958 in connexion with the conclusion at Geneva of the 
work of the experts of eight countries, including the scientific experts 
of the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom. 
This is what the President of the United States said then:

The United States welcomes the successful conclusion of the Geneva meet
ing of experts who have been considering whether and how nuclear weapons 
tests could be detected. Their conclusions indicate that if there were an agree
ment 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 concurred in 
by the experts of the Soviet Union.

In the same statement the President of the United States goes on to 
say:

The United States, taking account of the Geneva conclusions, 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 establishment of an international control system on the basis of the 
experts* report. ^

As you see, in this official statement of the President there is direct 
mention of the readiness of the United States to reach agreement on 
the question of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests and the 
actual establishment of an international control system on the basis 
of the report of the experts—I emphasize these words and draw your 
attention to them, Mr. Wadsworth, ‘‘on the basis of the experts’

1 GEN/DNT/PV.214, pp. 3-8.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.213, p. 3.
3 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1969^ vol. II, pp. 1111-1112. The experts’ 

report is printed ihid.  ̂ pp. 1091-1111.
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report^\ .Thus the President of the United States took as the basis 
for a treaty and for a control system the scientific conclusions and 
recommendations of the Geneva Conference of Experts.

A similar statement was made by the Government of the United 
■Kingdom.^

The Government of the Soviet Union, on its part, declared that it 
accepted the conclusions and recommendations of the Geneva Con
ference of Experts and was ready to proceed to negotiate a treaty on 
the discontiiiuance of nuclear weapon tests on the basis of the afore
said conclusions and recommendations.^

Those are the actual facts and they show that there is a scientific 
and technical basis which has been agreed upon between both sides. 
And if there had not been any attempts on the part of the United 
States to hamper the negotiations by piling up various kinds of ob
stacles in their path, a treaty would have been concluded long ago and 
a control system put into operation, and the representative of the 
United States would not have had to complain here that for twenty 
months we have had, on nuclear explosions, “a de facto moratorium 
which has been totally uncontrolled’\^ The United States itself 
is responsible for this state of affairs, although, incidentally speaking, 
this case is a good illustration of the fact that, even without any con
trol whatsoever, States have, for almost two years now, been honestly 
fulfilling unilaterally assumed obligations not to carry out nuclear 
explosions. The nuclear States will abide by this obligation all the 
more strictly when it is laid down in a treaty over the signatures of the 
nuclear Powers, and when the control system is established and put 
into operation.

The factg which I have mentioned show the complete lack of founda
tion for the statement of the United States representative at our 
Conference that there had been no progress in our negotiations be
cause a scientific basis agreed between the two sides did not exist. 
Such a statement, I stress again, is not in accordance with the facts 
and is inconsistent with the oflGicial statement of the President of the 
United States which was handed to the Soviet Government with a 
Note bearing the mmaber 212 by the United States Embassy in 
Moscow on 22 August 1958.^

The fact that subsequently the United States embarked on the path 
of revision, on the path of reconsidering its attitude to the reconamenda- 
tions of the experts, was an action which had not been agreed, but was 
a unilateral rejection by the United States of the scientific and techni

1 Ibid., pp. 1112-1113.
 ̂ See ibid., pp. 1114-1120.

3 GEN/DNT/PV.213, p. 3.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959^ vol. II, p. 1114.
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cal basis with which in August 1958 all three Governments—the 
United States, the Soviet Union and the United Ejngdom—-had 
agreed. Such a switch in the attitude of the United States is evidence 
of the fact that the Government of the United States was clearly 
backing out on this question, yielding to pressure from forces opposing 
the conclusion of a comprehensive treaty on the discontinuance of all 
nuclear weapon tests for all time.

At today’s meeting the Soviet delegation intends to dwell also on 
the question of the scientific research programme which was discussed 
by the experts of the three Powers and to which we have already de
voted some time at our political Conference. I have already stated 
repeatedly—-and I stress once again in order to leave no room for the 
slightest doubt on the matter—^that the Soviet Union will not carry 
out any experimental explosions, either nuclear or chemical, since it 
believes that the recommendations on the methods of con.trol over 
underground explosions which were worked out by the experts in 1958 
with the participation of the United States experts ensure the setting 
up of an effective system of control over such explosions.

This was our point of view on the day when negotiations began at 
this table, and we adhere to it firmly at the present time also. The 
Soviet Union has never considered it necessary to carry out any re
search for the purpose of verifying the 1958 report of the experts, 
since we are profoundly convinced of the correctness of the conclu
sions and recommendations made by the scientists of the eight States, 
and approved by the Governments of the Soviet Union, the United 
States and the United Kingdom. We have no doubts about the 
control system recommended by the experts. We agreed to the 
carrying out of a research programme solely in order to overcome the 
obstacles created by the United States, which refused to conclude a 
treaty unless such research was carried out. Our action was further 
evidence of our goodwill and a demonstration of our desire to clear 
the ground so that agreement on a treaty could be reached with all 
speed.

Since experimental underground explosions will not be carried out 
on the territory of the Soviet Union, and will be carried out only on 
the territory of the United States, and possibly of the United Kingdom, 
the question of locating any control posts on Soviet territory to observe 
such explosions does not arise.

We are obliged to note that the programme proposed by the United 
States does not ensure, to the necessary extent, participation by Soviet 
specialists in the carrying out of explosions by the United States; 
there is no guarantee that such explosions will not be utilized for the 
improvement of nuclear weapons.

W^iat conditions must be fulfilled for the Soviet Union to be assured
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that underground explosions in the United States or the United 
Kingdom— îf explosions are to be carried out there—are not utilized 
for military purposes? First of all it is essential that Soviet specialists 
should participate in the carrying out of all explosions, both nuclear 
and chemical, on the territory of the United States and the United 
Kingdom, and in the processing of data obtained in connexion with 
such explosions.

Secondly, there must be sufficiently effective control over devices 
intended for experimental underground nuclear explosions so that 
there is a complete guarantee that such explosions will not be utilized 
for the improvement of nuclear weapons.

The United States delegation expressed its views on the subject of 
safeguards at the meeting of 2 June.^ We have studied the United 
States representative's statement, and today I am able 'to give the 
Soviet Union’s official reply to the United States proposal on this 
matter. I think it is unnecessary for me to repeat the substance of 
the United States proposals on the so-called safeguards. They are 
familiar to the participants in the Conference.

The Qontrol over experimental explosions, as proposed by the 
United States, which provides merely for nuclear devices to be previ
ously deposited in depositories under international supervision and 
which excludes the possibility of examining the internal structure of 
such devices, cannot in the least ensure effective verification that 
these experimental explosions are not being utilized for military 
purposes. For this reason the control proposed by the United States 
over such explosions is, in point of fact, a fiction. The Soviet Union 
cannot agree to such fictitious control.

I t  is quite obvious that, unless effective control over experimental 
nuclear explosions for research purposes or over explosions for peaceful 
purposes is established, a treaty on the-discontinuance of nuclear 
tests would in fact be a deception practised on the peoples of the 
world, since those parties to the treaty which intended secretly to 
carry out nuclear weapon tests would have every possibility of cir
cumventing the treaty and, under the pretext of research or peaceful 
requirements, of improving nuclear weapons.

In that case, as everyone can well understand, the nuclear arms 
race would in fact continue. The Soviet Union cannot and will 
not agree to this.

Guided by the desire to ensure genuine control, the Soviet Union 
considers it essential that the following conditions of control should 
apply to experimental nuclear explosions:

1. A full description and blueprints of the structure of the device 
to be exploded must be made available beforehand to the other

1 Ante  ̂ pp. 112-118.
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participants in the programme and these must be allowed to inspect 
the internal and external structm’e of the device.

2. The representatives of all participants in this programme must 
1)0 present at the place of assembly aiid explosion of the device.

3. The instruments and measurement apparatus shall be installed 
by all the participants in the programme.

4. All data obtained as a result of the explosion shall be made 
av^ailable to all the participants in the programme.

Compliance with these provisions will ensure genuine, effective 
control and not fictitious control, and will give all the participants the 
assurance that underground nuclear explosions for research purposes 
really are what they are intended to be and are not being utilized for 
the further development of weapons of mass destruction.

We attach exceptionally great importance to agreement on safe
guards. In this connexion it is necessary to emphasize that if the 
United States and the United Kingdom carry out experimental explo
sions without a control agreed upon with us the Soviet Union will 
consider such explosions to be a continuation of tests for the improve
ment of nuclear weapons. In that case the Soviet Union will consider 
itself free from the unilateral obligation it has assumed not to carry 
out nuclear explosions and will find itself compelled to resume them 
in order to improve its weapons for the purpose of ensuring the 
security of the country.

In the course of our previous meetings the United States represent
ative has repeatedly emphasized the importance of safeguards, that 
is to say, the question of control over experimental explosions. For 
our part, we consider the question of control over such explosions to 
be the main question in connexion with agreeing upon a research 
programme. I t  is natural that this question should now be at the 
centre of the attention of the Conference and we should now concentrate 
our efforts on settling it as quickly as possible.

When agreement is reached on the safeguards required for effective 
control over experimental explosions, we might next discuss the ques
tions relating to the details of the programme of such explosions, 
including the question of their number, their magnitudes and so 
forth.

I should like to make a few more remarks regarding the scientific 
subjects of research envisaged in the United States progranmie. In 
the main, these subjects do not give rise to any objection on our 
part. However, the Soviet Government cannot agree with some of 
the statements contained in this prograname about the need to carry 
out specific experiments regarding seismic camouflaging of under
ground explosions, because they do not pursue the aim, of improving 
the methods of control but are an attem pt to devise ways and means
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of circumventing a treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear tests and 
to create small-power tactical nuclear weapons. This kind of research 
is aimed at frustrating the treaty and circumventing it. I t  is pre
cisely for this reason that we object to any kind of work in regard to 
seismic camouflaging of underground explosions.

The Soviet delegation has stated its views on the question of the 
research programme and in particular on the question of safeguards. 
There is yet another question which is of paramount importance and 
on the settling of which the result of our work depends. I refer to 
the question of the duration of the moratorium.

The Soviet Union has submitted a concrete proposal and given the 
reasons on which it is based. The United States has for some con
siderable time been avoiding a discussion of this very important 
question. The continuance of such a course of action on the part of 
the United States cannot but have an unfavourable effect on our 
negotiations. We trust that the United States, realizing the im
portance and urgency of this matter, will clearly state that it is pre
pared to come to an agreement on the duration of the moratorium 
and will without further delay accept the well-founded proposal sub
mitted by the Soviet delegation on this question on 19 March 1960.^

United States Paper Submitted to the Ten Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament: Program for General and 
Complete Disarmament Under Effective International 
Control, June 27 ^

Introduction

The ultimate goal is a secure and peaceful world of free and open 
societies in which there shall be general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control and agreed procedures for the 
settlement of disputes in accordance with the principles of the United 
Nations Charter.

General and complete disarmament in a secure, free and peaceful 
world requires:

1. The disbanding, through progressive stages, of all armed forces 
of all States and the prohibition of their re-establishment in any form

1 Ante, pp. 72-75.
2 TNCD/7, June 27, 1960. The paper was submitted after the Soviet-bloc 

delegations had walked out of the Ten Nation Committee; see statement of June 
27 by the Department of State (infra) and the report of the United States dele
gation (post, pp. 188-198).
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whatsoever, except for those contingents of agreed size required for 
the purpose of maintaining internal order and ensuring the per
sonal security of citizens and for agreed contingents for the interna
tional peace force.

2. The cessation of the production of all kinds of armaments, in
cluding all means for delivering weapons of mass destruction, and 
their complete elimination from national arsenals, through progres
sive stages, except for those armaments agreed upon for use by an 
international peace force and agreed remaining national contingents.

3. Strict and effective international control, from beginning to end, 
of the carrying out of all disarmament measures, to ensure that there 
are no violations.

4. The establishment of effective means for enforcement of inter
national agreements and for the maintenance of peace.

Controlling Principles

1. Disarmament under effective international control shall be 
carried out in such a manner that at no time shall any State, whether 
or not a party to a treaty, obtain military advantage over other States 
as a result of the progress of disarmament.

2. General and complete disarmament shall proceed through three 
stages containing balanced, phased and safeguarded measures with 
each measure being carried out in an agreed and strictly defined 
period of time, under supervision of an international disarmament 
control organization, within the framework of the United Nations.

3. Each measure within each stage shall be initiated simultaneously 
by all participating States upon completion of the necessary pre
paratory studies and upon establishment of the arrangements and 
procedures necessary for the International Disarmament Control Or
ganization to verify the measure on an initial and continuing basis.

4. Transition from one stage to the next shall be initiated when 
the Security Council of the United Nations agrees that all measures 
in the preceding stage have been fully implemented and effective veri
fication is continuing, and that any additional verification arrange
ments and procedures required for measures in the next stage haye 
been established and are ready to operate effectively.

5. The treaties shall remain in force indefinitely subject to the 
inherent right of a party to withdraw and be relieved of obligations 
thereunder if the provisions of the treaty, including those providing 
for the timely installation and effective operation of the control system, 
are not being fulfilled and observed.

6. The International Disarmament Control Organization shall 
comprise all participating States whose representatives shall meet as 
a conference periodically as required. There shall in addition be a
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control commission and a director general. The specific responsibility 
and authority of the conference, control commission and the director 
general, the staffing arrangements and criteria, the responsibilities of 
participating States to the organization, and provisions for any neces
sary preparatory or interim group to aid in the establishment of the 
organization shall be specified in the treaty.

7. The specific arrangements, procedures and means required for 
effective initial and continuing verification of satisfactory performance 
of each measure by the International Disarmament Control Organiza
tion shall be specified in the treaties. These shall provide for all 
necessary means required for effective verification of compliance with 
each step of each measure. Verification of each agreed disarmament 
measure shall be accomplished in such a manner as to be capable of 
disclosing, to the satisfaction of all participating States, any evasion 
of the agreement. Specifically, from the initiation of implementation 
of each agreed disarmament measure, there shall be effective verifica
tion by the International Disarmament Control Organization; verifica
tion shall be in no way dependent upon declarations by States for its 
effectiveness; verification shall include the capability to ascertain that 
not only do reductions of armed forces and armaments in agreed 
amounts take place, but also that retained armed forces and arma
ments do not exceed agreed levels at any stage.

Task of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament

The task of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament is to work 
out a treaty for general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control governed by the foregoing controlling principles 
as follows:

1. Negotiate and agree upon a treaty, to be acceded to in the first 
instance by the States represented on the Ten-Nation Disarmament 
Committee, embodying the first stage of the program. This stage 
shall consist of those initial and controllable measures which can and 
shall be undertaken without delay by the States participating in the 
Committee to preclude the expansion of their armed forces; to bring 
to a halt the growth of their weapons stockpiles; to reduce the levels 
of their armed forces and armaments to the extent possible without 
jeopardy to their security; and to provide measures for protection 
against surprise attack.

2. In the course of negotiating such a treaty, arrange for and con
duct the necessary technical studies to work out effective control 
arrangements for measures to be carried out in the program. These 
studies shall provide an agreed basis for proceeding with implementa
tion of the measure studied in the appropriate stage. Among the 
early studies shall be a technical examination of the measures neces
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sary to verify control over, reduction and elimination of agreed cate
gories of nuclear delivery systems, including missiles, aircraft, surface 
ships, submarines and artillery.

3. After reaching agreement on a treaty on the first stage of the 
program, prepare for submission to a world disarmament conference 
an agreed draft treaty on the second and third stages of the program 
as set forth below, in accordance with the foregoing controlling 
principles.

4. Thereupon, arrange for a world-wide conference of all States, to 
be held at the earliest possible time, for the following purposes:

A. Accession to the treaty covering stage one by States which 
have not already done so;

B. Accession to the treaty covering stages two and three by all 
States.

Stage One

1. An international disarmament control organization shall be 
established within the framework of the United Nations, and ex
panded as required by the progressive implementation of general 
and complete disarmament.

2. The placing into orbit or stationing in outer space of vehicles 
carrying weapons capable of mass destruction shall be prohibited.

3. To give greater protection against surprise attack, (A) prior 
notification to the International Disarmament Control Organization 
of all proposed launchings of space vehicles and missiles and their 
planned tracks; (B) the establishment of a zone of aerial and ground 
inspection in agreed areas including the US and USSR; (C) exchange 
of observers on a reciprocal basis at agreed military bases, domestic 
and foreign.

4. Declaration of and institution of on-site inspection at mutually 
agreed operational air bases, missile launching pads, submarine and 
naval bases in order to establish a basis for controls over nuclear 
delivery systems in subsequent stages.

5. Initial force level ceilings shall be established as follows: 2.5 
million for the US and the USSR and agreed appropriate force levels 
for certain other States. After the accession to the treaty of other 
militarily significant States and after these initial force levels have 
been verified, force levels of 2.1 million shall be established for the 
US and USSR and agreed appropriate force levels shall be established 
for other militarily significant States.

6. Agreed types and quantities of armaments in agreed relation to 
the established force levels shall be placed in storage depots by par
ticipating States within their own territories, under supervision by the
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International Disarmament Control Organization pending their final 
destruction or conversion to peaceful uses.

7. The production of fissionable materials for use in weapons shall 
be stopped upon installation and effective operation of the control 
system found necessary to verify this step by prior technical study 
and agreed quantities of fissionable materials from past production 
shall be transferred to non-weapons uses, including stockpiling for 
peaceful purposes, conditioned upon satisfactory progress in the 
field of conventional disarmament.

8. The submission of the various States to the International Dis
armament Control Organization of data relating to : the operation of 
their financial system as it affects military expenditures, the amount 
of their military expenditures, and the percentage of their gross 
national product earmarked for military expenditures. The data to 
be submitted will be drawn up in accordance with predetermined and 
mutually agreed criteria.

Stage Tioo

1. Force levels shall be further reduced to 1.7 million for the US 
and USSR and to agreed appropriate levels for other States.

2. Quantities of all kinds of armaments of each State, including 
nuclear, chemical, biological and other weapons of destruction in 
existence and all means for their delivery, shall be reduced to agreed 
levels and the resulting excesses shall be destroyed or converted to 
peaceful uses. Agreed categories of missiles, aircraft, surface ships, 
submarines and artillery designed to deliver nuclear and other weapons 
of mass destruction shall be included in this measure.

3. Expenditures for military purposes shall be reduced in amounts 
bearing a relation to the agreed reductions in armed forces and arma
ments.

4. An international peace force, within the United Nations, shall be 
progressively established and maintained with agreed personnel 
strength and armaments sufficient to preserve world peace when 
general and complete disarmament is achieved.

Stage Three

1. Forces and military establishments of all States shall be finally 
reduced to those levels required for the purpose of maintaining in
ternal order and ensuring the personal security of citizens and of 
providing agreed contingents of forces to the international peace force.

2. The international peace force and remaining agreed contingents 
of national armed forces shaU be armed only with agreed types and 
quantities of armaments. All other remaining armaments, including 
weapons of mass destruction and vehicles for their delivery and con
ventional armaments shall be destroyed or converted to peaceful uses.
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3. Expenditures for military purposes by all States shall be further 
reduced in amounts bearing a relation to the agreed reductions in 
armed forces and armaments.

4. There shall be no manufacture of any armaments except for 
agreed types and quantities for use by the international peace force 
and agreed remaining national contingents.

Following completion of stage three, the program for general and 
complete disarmament shall continue to be adhered to and verified.

Statement by the Department of State: Soviet-Bloc 
Walkout From the Ten Nation Committee, June 27 ^

The Soviet blocks walkout today indicates their desire to avoid any 
further discussion on the problem of controlled disarmament within 
the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference. This action by the Com
munist delegations is both deplorable and disappointing. I t  is deplor
able because it shatters the hopes of all peoples who earnestly seek 
progress on the road to peace. I t is disappointing because it casts 
serious doubt on the sincerity of the Communist desires for a solution 
to the disarmament problem.

As the Soviet bloc well knew, the Western allies were preparing to 
present, within the 10-nation negotiating forum, modifications to the 
Western plan of March 16.  ̂ This initiative by the West, based on 
an effort to accommodate certain aspects of the Soviet blocks June 2 
proposal  ̂ was undertaken to find common areas through which the 
negotiations could be advanced. The wdkout in the face of the 
Western Govermnents’ willingness to move ahead makes fuUy 
transparent the desire of the Soviet bloc to see the negotiations end 
in total failure.

The five Allied nations intend for the time being to remain at the 
negotiating table. If the Communist side is prepared to seek a solution 
to the disarmament problem, the way is still open. I t is our earnest 
hope that the Soviet bloc will reconsider its irresponsible action and 
join with the Allied nations in a determined and continued search for 
a just and durable peace. This would be but a fulfillment of each 
side's responsibility to all mankind.

1 Department of State Bulletiny July 18, 1960, pp. 89-90. The statement was 
read to news correspondents by Lincoln White, Director of the OflSce of News. 
The Western delegations attended the June 28 meeting of the Ten Nation Com
mittee, but the Soviet-bloc delegations did not return to the conference table.

2 Ante  ̂ pp. 68-71.
3 Ante  ̂ pp. 100-111.
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Letter From Premier Khrushchev to 
President Eisenhower, June 27 ^

In supplement to my letter dated June 2, 1960 enclosing the Soviet 
Government's proposals concerning the basic provisions of an agree
ment on general and full disarmament,^ I consider it necessary to 
communicate the following.

The situation created in the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment causes the Soviet Governijient grave concern.

During our negotiations last fall we stated that the question of 
general disarmament is the most important one facing the world at the 
present time,® and we agreed that both our governments should 
make every effort to arrive at a constructive solution of this problem. 
I t  is well known that in questions of disarmament the Soviet Govern
ment has acted and acts precisely in this manner.

On September 18 [19], 1959 the Soviet Government introduced a 
program of general and full disarmament for the consideration of the 
United Nations.^ Desiring to make a new contribution to the cause 
of ensuring peace and creating the most favorable conditions for the 
achievement of an agreement on general and full disarmament, the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR passed a law on January 15, 1960 
concerning a further considerable reduction of the Soviet armed 
forces by 1,200,000 men.®

Seeking to achieve as soon as possible a practical agreement on the 
urgent problems of disarmament, the Soviet Government, in 
developing the program of disarmament put forward by it on Sep
tember 18 [19]̂  1959, worked out and prepared comprehensive pro
posals for the implementation of a general and full disarmament for 
discussion at the conference of the leaders of the four powers. In 
these proposals we took into consideration the views expressed by the 
Western powers on a number of important questions, particularly 
with regard to prohibiting and liquidating all means of delivery 0£

1 Department of State Bulletin^ July 18,1960, pp. 92-93. The letter was delivered 
to Assistant Secretary of State Kohler by Minister-Counselor Smirnovsky of the 
Soviet Embassy on June 27. For the American reply, see postj pp. 140-142. 
Premier Khrushchev also sent messages on June 27 to the Heads of Government 
of the United Kingdom, France, Canada, and Italy (A/4423, July 25, 1960). 
Their replies are listed post  ̂ p. 140, n. 1.

2 Premier Khrushchevas letter of June 2 and the Soviet disarmament proposals 
of the same date are printed antej pp. 98-100, 100-111.

* See the ^^Camp David’’ communique of Sept. 27, 1959; text in Background of 
Heads of Government Conference, 1960: Principal DocumentSj 1955'-1969, With 
Narrative Summary (Department of State publication 6972; 1960), pp. 461-462.

 ̂Documents on Disarmamentj 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.
® Ante, pp. 16-18.
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atomic weapons first of all (including the elimination of military bases), 
working out disarmament control in detail, taking measures for pre
serving peace and security under conditions of general and full 
disarmament, et cetera.

Since the Summit Conference failed as a result of the inadmissible 
acts imdertaken by the United States with relation to the Soviet Union 
the Soviet Government, taking into consideration that a discussion of 
the problem of disarmament could not be delayed, sent proposals pre
pared by it to the governments of all countries and introduced them 
for discussion by the Ten-Nation Committee.^ These proposals were 
supported by the governments of Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, 
and Bulgaria, members of the Committee, as well as by governments 
of a number of other countries.

However, it must be stated that the delegations of the Western 
powers, and first of all the delegation of the USA, took a position in 
that Committee calculated to accomplish anything but success in the 
cause of disarmament. They not only are failing to do anything on 
their part to facilitate the immediate achievement of an agreement on 
disarmament but on the contrary they apparently are seeking to do 
everything to prevent such an agreement, to keep the Committee 
from settling practical questions of disarmament, and to smother the 
cause of disarmament, in sterile and endless discussions on the topic of 
control without disarmament.

More than three months have passed since the Committee of Ten 
started its work in Geneva. Concrete plans worked out in detail 
concerning disarmament under effective international control were 
presented by the Soviet Union for the Committee^s consideration, 
and willingness was expressed to consider any constructive views of 
other members of the Committee aimed at achieving general disarma
ment. However the Western powers, whose governments very 
recently voted for the resolution of the General Assembly concerning 
general and full disarmament, actually are avoiding consideration of 
any concrete proposals on disarmament in the Committee.

On their part, the USA, Great Britain, France, Italy, and Canada 
presented in the Committee of Ten a plan that, with the best will in 
the world, could not be considered a disarmament plan.^ I t  is, rather, 
a plan of control without disarmament, i.e., of a legalized military 
espionage which apparently some one in the USA would not be averse 
to using as a supplement to the practice of invading the airspace of 
other coimtries for espionage purposes, which practice was recently 
proclaimed by the American Government as the state policy of the 
USA. Actually, the Western powers are trying to reduce the whole

1 See antey pp. 66-67. 
 ̂ See ante, pp. 68-71.
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tiling to the establishment of control over intercontinental ballistic 
missiles and artificial earth satellites. The idea of such a plan is not 
difficult to guess: it represents an attempt to gain one-sided military 
advantages for the NATO countries at the expense of the security of 
the Soviet Union. Naturally, it is impossible to arrive at an agree
ment on such a basis. I t  appears that the prevention of an agreement 
on questions of disarmament was precisely the goal which the Govern
ment of the USA and the other Western powers had set for themselves 
in connection with their participation in the Committee of Ten. 
The Committee is being used by those Powers as a screen behind 
which they attem pt to hide their reluctance to have disarmament.

The Delegations of the USA and the other Western states in the 
Committee of Ten are continuing to follow the same line at the present 
time, after resumption of the Committee^s work at the beginning of 
June. This shows clearly that the USA did not intend to take at the 
Summit Meeting a position that would have permitted freeing the 
question of disarmament from the deadlock that was created through 
the fault of the Western powers, and first of all by the USA.

As has been shown by the experience in the negotiations that took 
place in the Committee of Ten, the governments of the Western states 
participating in the work of this Committee clearly do not desire the 
prohibition and destruction of such terrible weapons of mass annihila
tion as nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. Nor do they desire the 
liquidation of armed forces and conventional armaments. The 
representatives of the Western powers have been systematically 
rejecting and smothering in fruitless discussions—under various pre
texts—all concrete proposals on these problems.

Instead of discussing concrete measures for disarmament, the 
representatives of the Western states, especially the USA, are attem pt
ing to justify the military preparations and the existence of networks 
of numerous bases created by them on foreign territories.

I would not be frank if I did not state in this letter that the main 
responsibility for the situation created in the Conmiittee of Ten and 
for the fact that the position of the Western powers does not make it 
possible to take even one step toward solving the disarmament prob
lem, falls on the Government of the United States of America. As a 
matter of fact, this is not concealed even by the allies of the USA in 
NATO, those represented in the Committee in question as well as 
those not represented. I t is namely the Government of the USA 
which is piling one obstacle upon another during the discussion of 
disarmament questions, whether it concerns conventional armaments 
or nuclear weapons and missiles.

Every time a proposal submitted by the Soviet Government for 
consideration by its partners in the talks facilitates the possibility of
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an understanding and takes into consideration any of the wishes of 
the Western powers, this proposal is declared to be unacceptable and 
the discussion of disarmament questions is again pushed back to the 
initial point. I t is not the first time that we have witnessed such 
tactics, which, perhaps are used by those who are frightened by the 
very idea of disarmament, but which hamper all progress in the dis
cussion and even more in the solution of the disarmament problem. 
All of this is unfortunately confirmed by the conduct of the American 
representatives in Geneva.

Looking at things realistically, we must state that as a result of the 
position taken by the Western powers the work of the Committee 
of Ten has come to a deadlock and has degenerated into fruitless 
discussions, while the Committee has become anything but an organ 
promoting the cause of disarmament. Apparently there are in
fluential forces in the West that are not interested in bringing about 
disarmament and are in every way obstructing an agreement on 
disarmament, and these forces have succeeded in placing their stamp 
on the position of the Western powers in the Committee of Ten. 
Not only is this Committee failing to further the cause of disarmament 
but, on the contrary, it is doing it considerable harm, in so far as it 
misleads the peoples of the world by creating the impression that 
something is being done in the area of disarmament, while actually 
the Western powers are again intensifying the armaments race which 
dâ  ̂ after day increases the danger of the outbreak of a destructive 
nuclear and missile war.

The Soviet Government cannot reconcile itself to such a state 
of affairs. It cannot consent to have the participation in the Com
mittee of Ten of the Soviet Union, whose sincere desire for an agree
ment on disarmament is well known, be used as a cover to conceal 
activity that has nothing in common with real disarmament.

To aU appearances, the position of the Government of the USA 
on the disarmament question is determined by the same general 
policy in international affairs which it presently pursues and which 
led to the breakdown of the Summit Conference, and which made 
impossible a fruitful discussion of the most important international 
problems by the heads of the four States.

Permit me to say very frankly, Mr. President, that the Soviet 
Government has come to the conclusion, considering the situation 
that has arisen in the Committee, that the Western powers, judging 
by the position of their representatives at Geneva, do not wish to 
conduct serious negotiations on disarmament. They clearly have 
their own special ideas which have nothing in common with the 
problem of disarmament. This finds expression in the continued 
armaments race being carried on by those powers, and also in the
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fact that during the discussions of disarmament questions in the 
Committee, they are seeking merely to create the appearance of 
negotiations and thereby to deceive the peoples, who are sincerely 
longing for a solution to the disarmament problem.

Taking all of this into consideration, the Government of the USSR 
has come to the conclusion that it is necessary to discontinue its 
participation in the fruitless discussion in the Committee of Ten in 
order to submit to the regular session of the General Assembly the 
question on disarmament and the situation resulting from the imple
mentation of the General Assembly’s Resolution of November 20, 
1959 on this question.^ Of course, the matter of the composition of 
the Committee will also arise in this connection.

The Soviet Government is firmly convinced that a practical solu
tion can and must be found to the question of disarmament, on which 
peace or war depends, and that no artificial obstacles or delays can 
be tolerated in this important matter.

Such are the considerations on the question of disarmament which 
I deemed it my duty to communicate to you.

Letter From Foreign Minister Gromyko to Secretary- 
General Hammarskjold: Disarmament Item for the 
Provisional Agenda of the Fifteenth General Assem
bly, June 27^

On the instructions of the Government of the Soviet Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, I  have the honour to request the inclusion in 
the agenda of the fifteenth regular session of the General Assembly, 
as an item of an important and urgent character, of the following: 
“Disarmament and the situation with regard to the fulfilment of 
the General Assembly resolution of 20 November 1959 on the question 
of disarmament.’’^

In accordance with rule 20 of the rules of procedure of the General 
Assembly, I attach an explanatory memorandum.

1 For the text of the General Assembly resolution, see Documents on Disarma^ 
mentj 1945—1959j  vol. II, p. 1545. On June 27 Foreign Minister Gromyko re
quested inclusion of the disarmament question on the agenda of the General  ̂
Assembly (infra).

 ̂ A/4385, June 27, and Corr. 1, June 29, 1960.
3 For the text of the General Assembly resolution, see Documents on Disarma-- 

mentj 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics con
siders it indispensable that the General Assembly should consider as 
an item of. an important and urgent character, the following: “Dis
armament and the situation with regard to the fulfilment of the Gen
eral Assembly resolution of 20 November 1959 on the question of 
disarmament’’.

In September 1959 the Soviet Union presented to the United Nations 
a programme of disarmament the implementation of which would have 
meant the liquidation of all means of waging war and would thereby 
have ensured inviolable peace on earth. ̂

After consideration of the Soviet proposals, the General Assembly, 
on 20 November 1959, imanimously approved a resolution calling upon 
Governments to make every effort to achieve a constructive solution 
of the problem of general and complete disarmament, thus giving 
groimd for the hope that concrete results would at long last be achieved 
in the sphere of disarmament.

The Soviet Union not only put forward a plan which showed clearly 
the way to the final solution of the disarmament problem, but also 
made a substantial andr practical contribution to the cause of disarma
ment. Without awaiting the conclusion of an international agreement 
on disarmament, the Soviet Union decided early in 1960 to make a 
further major imilateraj reduction in its armed forces, amounting to 
one-third.^ This decision is a t present being put into effect. Thus 
the Soviet Union, for its part, has done everything possible to help to 
carry into effect the General Assembly resolution on disarmament and 
to create a more favourable atmosphere for successful negotiation in 
the ten-nation Disarmament Committee.

Unfortunately, however, the negotiations in the ten-nation Dis
armament Committee have not justified the hopes placed on them by 
the peoples. What is the reason for this situation?

The reason is that, as the entire course of the negotiations shows, the 
Governments of the United States of America and the other Western 
Powers, acting in concert, showed no desire to come to agreement on 
the implementation of any real measures of disarmament. Instead, 
they drew the Coramittee into a discussion of their own proposals on 
control and inspection without disarmament. What the Western 
Powers represented in the ten-nation Committee thus sought to 
achieve was not disarmament under international control, as proposed 
by the USSR and many other countries, but control over armaments.

Wishing to bring about a turning-point in the solution of the dis
armament problem, the Soviet Government, in development of the

1 See ibid., pp. 1460-1474.
 ̂See ante, pp. 16-18.
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programme it presented in the United Nations General Assembly in. 
September 1959, prepared for the Paris Summit meeting a new series 
of proposals on general and complete disarmament.^

The Soviet Union met the desires of the Western Powers on a num
ber of important points. In particular, it unreservedly accepted 
France’s view that the means of delivering nuclear weapons should 
be prohibited and destroyed first.^ Although the Soviet Union has. 
an advantage in possessing the most up-to-date and effective means of 
delivering nuclear weapons, it declared itself willing to prohibit and 
destroy all means of delivering nuclear weapons, including intercon
tinental ballistic missiles, at the very first stage of disarmament.

In its desire to meet the wishes of the Western Powers, the Soviet 
Union set forth in detail in its new proposals provisions relating to the 
organization of effective international control over disarmament 
measures. The Soviet Government also took into account the ideas 
put forward by other parties in the negotiations on the subject of 
measures for the preservation of peace and security in conditions of 
general atid complete disarmament.

What was the answer of the Western Powers represented in the ten- 
nation Committee to the Soviet Union 'snew proposals?

The United States and the other Western Powers not only failed to 
take a single step to meet the Soviet Union’s position, but did every
thing in their power to prevent any practical discussion of the new 
Soviet proposals, which in great measure meet the desires of the' 
Western Powers themselves. What is more, by resorting to endless 
procrastination and evading any discussion of the substance of dis
armament problems, they clearly adopted the course of torpedoing 
the negotiations in the Committee.

Experience of the work of the ten-nation Committee has shown that- 
the United States of America and the other Western Powers partici
pating in the negotiations in the Committee manifestly have no desire 
for the prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons, the liquidation 
of armies or the liquidation of military bases on foreign territory.

Thus, the position of the Western Powers doomed the work of the 
ten-nation Committee to complete futility.

In these circimastances Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR, addressed to the Heads of Govern
ment of the United Kingdom, France, the United States of America, 
Italy and Canada personal messages urgently appealing for the most 
serious examination of the situation in the ten-nation Committee.*

 ̂ The new Soviet proposals are printed ante, pp. 100-111.
 ̂C/. President de Gaulle’s address of Apr. 27, 1960 (ante, pp. 80-81).

3 Premier Khrushchev’s message to President Eisenhower is printed supra. 
The texts of his messages to the other Heads of Government may be found in 
A/4423, July 25, 1960.
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I t is intolerable, the Soviet Government feels compelled to point 
out, that a Committee instructed to examine the paramount and 
most urgent problem of contemporary international relations should 
have worked for a considerable period to no purpose atid should be 
unable to agree on a single practical issue of disarmament.

Quite obviously, the Soviet Government could not allow partici
pation in the ten-nation Committee by the Soviet Union, whose sin
cere desire for disarmament is universally known, to be used as a 
screen to conceal from the peoples the real concerns of the Western 
Powers, which have nothing to do with disarmament.

The Soviet Union and the other socialist countries participating in 
the work of the ten-nation Committee were brought face to face with 
the fact that the Western participants in the committee plainly did 
not desire to solve the problems of disarmament. They were brought 
face to face with the fact that the Western Powers did not wish to 
conduct serious negotiations on disarmament. The question arose: 
could it be tolerated that negotiations—or, to be more accurate, the 
appearance of negotiations—on a problem so important to all peoples 
as disarmament should be used as a screen to conceal the policy of 
military preparations and intensified rearmament pursued by mili
taristic circles in some Western countries? The Soviet Government 
could not reconcile itself to the use of the ten-nation Committee for 
such purposes. Accordingly, the Soviet Government has suspended 
its participation in the fruitless discussion in the ten-nation Commit
tee, and requests the Secretary-General of the United Nations to 
place the question of disarmament and the situation with regard to 
the fulfilment of the General Assembly resolution on disarmament 
of 20 November 1959 before the United Nations General Assembly 
for consideration at its regular session.

The Soviet Union has been and remains a consistent advocate of 
negotiations between States on disarmament and is still prepared to 
participate in negotiations. But it stands for negotiations of such a 
kind as to promote the practical and fruitful examination of the 
disarmament problem, and not for mere idle debate.

The Soviet Government expresses the hope that discussion of the 
problem of disarmament at the regular session of the United Nations 
General Assembly, the forum in which the resolution on general and 
complete disarmament was adopted, wUl help the noble and profoundly 
humane idea of disarmament to bear fruit at last in the form of 
specific deeds.
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Note From the American Embassy to the Soviet Foreign 
Ministry: Reply to Premier Khrushchev, July 2‘

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compH- 
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet So- 
ciaUst Repubhcs and, in response to the letter of June 27, 1960 from 
the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R to the Pres
ident of the United States,^ has the honor to state the following.

The Government of the United States deeply regrets the arbitrary 
action of the Soviet Government and its Allies in precipitously 
breaking off negotiations in the Ten Nation Committee on Disarma
ment without prior consultation, contrary to the accepted rules of 
procedure and for reasons which remain unclear. The United States 
Government hopes that the Soviet Government will reconsider its 
decision and resume these negotiations on disarmament in the Ten 
Nation Committee.

The Government of the United States rejects as wholly inaccurate 
the Soviet version of events within the Ten Nation Disarmament 
Committee. Nor can it fail to reject the Soviet Government's un
founded allegations referring to the aborted Summit Conference.

The* United States Government was profoundly disappointed when 
the Soviet Government refused to participate in the meeting of the 
Heads of State and Heads of Government in Paris last month. The 
hopes of the world that the government leaders assembled there 
would be able to take constructive steps toward settlement of their 
differences and toward the strengthening of the peace were dashed 
by the arbitrary action of the Soviet Government.

The Government of the United States, nevertheless, retained the 
hope that the Soviet Government might be willing to continue the 
search for meaningful agreements in the negotiations already in prog-

1 Department of State press release 379, July 2, 1960. The Soviet Foreign 
Ministry replied on July 25 (pos ,̂ pp. 167-172). See also the following com
munications from the Heads of Government of Canada, France, Italy, and the 
United Kingdom:

Prime Minister Diefenbaker to Premier Khrushchev, June 30, 1960 (DC/151, 
July 11, 1960).

President de Gaulle to Premier Khrushchev, June 30, 1960 (DC/152, July 12, 
1960).

Premier Tambroni to Premier Khrushchev, July 15, 1960 (DC/153, July 22, 
1960).

Prime Minister Macmillan to Premier Khrushchev, June 29, 1960 (DC/154, 
July 8, 1960).

The Soviet replies to these messages are cited postj p. 167, n. 3.
 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 132-136.
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ress in the areas of disarmament and nuclear testing. When the 
Soviet Delegation tabled its disarmament proposals on June 7,̂  the 
United States Government undertook to give them the most thought
ful and serious consideration. In view of the complex character of 
arms limitation and the long history of disarmament negotiations, 
it was obvious that the process of negotiating agreements would of 
necessity be long and arduous and would require serious effort, great 
patience and abundant forbearance. The Soviet allegation that the 
disarmament negotiations were proving fruitless and had reached a 
state of deadlock, only three weeks after the revised Soviet proposals 
had been tabled, cannot but give rise to question as to the Soviet 
Government's true motivation in torpedoing the Conference.

The withdrawal of the Soviet delegation stands in sharp contrast 
to the repeated Soviet oflBicial declarations of intent to settle by peace
ful means through negotiation all outstanding international issues, 
among which, it would have been expected, would be the question of 
disarmament, acknowledged by the Soviet Government to be the 
most important question facing the world today.

The decision of the Soviet Government to break off the disarmament 
negotiations was particularly surprising and regrettable because it 
occurred at the very time the Western delegations were preparing to 
submit new disarmament proposals. The Soviet Government was 
aware that the United States had undertaken a review of its position 
on disarmament in the hope of finding helpful and practical revisions 
which would further the work of the Ten Nation Committee. This 
review was annoimced by the United States Secretary of State on 
June 24  ̂and, indeed, was acknowledged in Pravda the following day. 
Moreover, the Head of the United States Disarmament Delegation 
informed his Soviet counterpart prior to the meeting at Geneva on 
June 27, at which the Soviet delegation broke off negotiations, that 
new proposals were being worked out for early submission. These 
proposals were designed to take into account all views advanced

1 The Soviet proposals of June 2 {ante, pp. 100-111) were submitted to the 
Ten Nation Committee on June 7.

Secretary of State Herter made the following statement at his news conference 
of June 24: **. . . Mr. Eaton, who is our chief negotiator in Geneva, came back 
to consult with us on the new proposals that had been made by the Soviet Union 
and our own approaches in Geneva. We have had very thorough consultations. 
We have in mind a certain line of action which might well come in Geneva some 
time in the middle of next week. I am obviously not at liberty to talk about any 
specifics at the present time. Mr. Eaton is just returning to Europe today and 
will be in consultation with our allies on the Western side who are likewise members 
of that disarmament committee. And until their discussions are completed, I 
wouldn^t feel free to discuss details.” (^Department of State Bulletin^ July 11, 
1960, p. 42).
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•during the course of the discussions and would have provided an 
adequate basis for substantive negotiations.

The abrupt termination of these negotiations is additiong^lly dis
turbing in the Hght of the adoption by the Security Council of the 
UN on May 27 of the resolution submitted by Ceylon, Tunisia, Argen
tina and Ecuador,^ which specifically requests the Governments 
concerned to continue their efforts to achieve a constructive solution 
of the question of general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control in accordance with Resolution 1378 (XIV) of 
the General Assembly and the discontinuance of all nuclear weapons 
tests under an appropriate international control system as well as 
their negotiations on measures to prevent surprise attack, including 
technical measures, as recommended by the General Assembly/'

The urgent need to begin a program of disarmament demands 
that no opportimities for negotiations be lost. In this spirit, tbe 
delegation of the United States and those of its Allies have remained 
at Geneva in the hope that the Government of the Soviet Union and 
its Allies will see fit to return to the task of serious negotiation.

The goal of disarmament is an aspiration common to all mankind 
and an objective which all Governments must relentlessly strive to 
achieve. For its part, the United States Government remains deter
mined to spare no effort to arrive at mutually acceptable agreements 
on concrete measures, the implementation of which would represent 
a solid advance toward the goal of complete and general disarmament 
under reliable and effective international control.

Statement by the United States Representative (Wads
worth) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinu
ance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, July 12 ^

1 want to apologize to my United Kingdom and Soviet colleagues 
for having had to request that this meeting of the Conference be post
poned to 4 o^clock. I am sure we all realize that when instructions 
are received rather suddenly it sometimes takes a good deal of time 
to prepare a statement in accordance with those instructions. I shall 
now turn to the major subject of my intervention today.

In our recent discussions it has become increasingly apparent that 
there are a number of key issues before us on which some progress must

 ̂ See ante  ̂ pp. 96-98.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.227, pp. 3-13. Ambassador Tsarapkin replied on Aug. 2 

{postj pp. 185-187).
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l^e made if we are to complete the negotiation of a treaty for the dis
continuance of nuclear weapon tests.

Today I wish to speak about one of these problems, the question of 
the safeguards which should surround the use of nuclear devices for 
seismic research purposes, and to make a new proposal on this subject 
which I hope will find favoxu' with my colleagues at this table.

I cannot stress too heavily the importance of an agreement on safe
guards. In a very real sense we believe that a reasonable and mutu
ally satisfactory solution of the problem of safeguards is a key to the 
execution of a co-ordinated research programme, and that a co-ordi- 
nated research programme in turn is a key to a generally acceptable 
and adequately safeguarded treaty.

The history of our Conference since January 1959 makes these points 
abundantly clear. As my colleagues know, the central problem of 
our deliberations since then has been the question of dealing effec
tively with the diflB.culties of detecting and identifying seismic events 
and possible clandestine nuclear explosions, particularly in the smaller 
yield ranges. Our problems in this respect stemmed from the analysis 
of new data based on underground nuclear detonations which had 
not taken place at the time of the experts^ conference of July and 
August 1958.^

The Soviet delegation has consistently taken the line that we must, 
stop the clock of history in this respect with the 1958 experts' con
ference—at least until after a treaty is signed—but my delegation has 
never beheved that we could disregard the latest scientific data with
out prejudicing the prospects for a safeguarded treaty of the kind we 
all desire. Our long dispute with regard to the new data and their 
consequences for a treaty has resulted in a number of technical meet
ings which have been highly useful in many respects but which have 
not resulted in a common technical basis for a treaty. Such a basis 
has had to be found by political means, and it is, I think, a tribute to 
the desire of all oiu* States and all our peoples that, in the large, we 
now agree on the direction which must be followed if we are to attain 
a treaty.

What is that direction? I t has been blocked out in a series of state
ments by one side or the other on the nature of the treaty and other 
stipulations dealing with the critical area of seismic detection. My 
colleagues will recall that on 11 February 1960^ the United States 
proposed a phased treaty approach which included a threshold above 
which underground nuclear testing would be banned, and which

1 On the Geneva experts^ conference, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945- 
1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111. The new data on underground explosions were 
made available on Jan.-5, 1959; see ibid., pp. 1335-1336.

2 See ante, pp. 33-39.
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represented in oui' best estimate the current limits of effective con
trol in this environment. On 11 February I proposed that we three 
join in a vigorous scientific research effort in order to permit the 
extension of the scope of our treaty into ranges of explosions provid
ing seismic signals of a magnitude smaller than 4.75 conventional 
units.

On 19 March the Soviet Union agreed to this approach, including 
the concept of scientific research by the three parties, provided that 
the Western delegations could agree to a moratorium on those under
ground nuclear weapon tests not specifically covered under the 
terms of such a phased treaty.^ Ten days later, on 29 March, Prime 
Minister Macmillan and President Eisenhower responded to this 
proposal in a joint conmiunique which stated that their Governments 
would be willing, on a reciprocal basis, to declare a temporary mora
torium on underground nuclear weapons tests below the prescribed 
threshold when a satisfactory treaty on the controlled cessation of 
other nuclear weapon tests had been signed and when agreement 
had been reached among the three delegations on a co-ordinated 
research progranmae.^

Very shortly after the publication of the joint United Kingdom- 
United States communique the three delegations here began discus
sions about the nature of the research programme which our three 
countries might undertake and the means by which such a programme 
could be worked out and co-ordinated. I recall that I circulated 
several memoranda to my colleagues, indicating the preliminary views 
of the United States Government about the objectives and scope of 
future research efforts, and after further discussion we agreed that a 
group of scientists from the USSR, the United States and the United 
Kingdom should meet in Geneva on 11 May to discuss relevant 
problems and to advise us on further steps having to do with a co
ordinated research programme. The Soviet agreement to such a 
meeting encouraged us to think that the USSR might indeed be 
genuinely prepared to join with its Western partners in this Con
ference in an effort to remove as quickly as possible the remaining 
uncertainties in the field of underground test ban controls.

These technical meetings began with a detailed presentation by 
United States experts of the seismic research programme which they 
considered necessary and which the United States was preparing to 
carry out, in the interest of assembling all the data essential for 
determining the possibility of making major .improvements in the 
control system and, at the same time, of lowering the 4.75 threshold 
which is to be incorporated in the treaty in the initial phase. The

1 Ante, pp. 72-75.
2 Ante, pp. 77-78.
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Soviet scientists followed with a presentation of their own plans for 
a research programme in the USSR and the United Kingdom scien
tists did the same in respect of a United Kingdom prograname.

On comparison it was found that the range of investigation in the 
three countries was to be, although different in scope, rather similar. 
Both the United States and the Soviet Union assigned a major role 
to an explosion programme and to the emplacement of a large nimiber 
of seismological listening posts along profiles emanating from the 
explosions so as to study the characteristics of seismic signals created 
by such detonations. The major difference in this regard between 
the two programmes was that the USSR intended to confine itself to 
comparatively small and up to fairly large chemical explosions, whereas 
the United States contemplated both chemical and underground 
nuclear blasts. Other aspects of the two programmes also coincided, 
as regards investigations of earthquakes, development work looking 
towards major improvements in instruments and data-processing 
techniques, and the launching of important theoretical studies.

Each of the three scientific delegations offered various criticisms of 
portions of the programmes presented by the other delegations. The 
United States scientists, for their part, accepted a number of Soviet 
suggestions for changes and improvements in the profiles of the special 
seismological stations and for greater attention to the study of earth
quake phenomena. Agreement could not, however, be reached on 
all portions of the special explosion programme planned by the United 
States. Differences remained on the size of certain nuclear research 
•explosions and on the purposes or the type of certain United States 
•explosions which were intended to serve as research sources. These 
differences seemed to our scientists to be based largely on political 
considerations, and our scientists were therefore quite prepared to 
turn them over to this Conference for resolution. They regretted, 
of course, the position taken by the Soviet scientists that the lack of 
•complete agreement on the explosion programme made it premature 
to discuss specific methods and procedures for co-ordinating the 
research efforts of the three countries.

I t  was at this point, after the scientists had completed their work 
•as far as they felt they could go at that time, that Mr. Tsarapkin 
presented an urgent request to the United States delegation, at the 
two hundred and sixth meeting, that the United States come forward 
with a proposal on safeguards—that is, a proposal to ensure that the 
nuclear research detonations which the United States proposed to 
carry out as part of its research programme could not and would not 
produce any information of a military nature. At the same meeting 
we indicated that the United States would certainly come forward 
with such a proposal because we recognized that such safeguards
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were a necessary feature of any research effort involving nuclear 
detonations. Indeed, this coincides fully with our earlier position on 
the article on detonations for peaceful purposes.^

At that stage in our negotiations the United States believed that,, 
apart from the safeguards problem and apart from differences regard
ing the nature and total number of United States nuclear research 
detonations, the seismic research issue was well on its way to settle-^ 
ment. There seemed to be a clear pattern of large-scale activity in 
this field to be carried out by all three countries along parallel lines,, 
with a considerable amount of co-ordination of programmes, ex
changes of instruments and of instrument data, reciprocal visits by 
scientists and full dissemination of all data acquired in the progranmies. 
We felt that the three countries were well advanced towards arriving 
at the type of co-ordinated research effort which the United States, 
and the United Kingdom Heads of Government had in mind on 
29 March and to which the Soviet Government had appeared to 
commit itself in the statements of the Soviet representative at the 
meetings of 16 February  ̂ and 19 March.^

The verbatim records of the two hundred and ninth, two hundred 
and tenth and two hundred and eleventh meetings make clear the 
incredulity with which the United Kingdom and United States dele
gations greeted the declaration by the Soviet representative at the 
two hundred and eighth meeting to the effect that the USSR contem
plated no seismic research programme whatsoever because it had 
every confidence in the adequacy of the system recommended by the 
experts in 1958 and therefore saw no need to undertake special re
search for seismic improvement. This announcement was all the 
more amazing because it involved a specif5,c repudiation of the posi
tion expressed by the Soviet scientists at the meetings then just con
cluded at which they had outlined the Soviet plans for research efforts 
in the USSR. We were—to put it mildly—not convinced by the 
assertion of our Soviet colleague that the Soviet scientists were not 
official representatives of their country and had merely been express
ing certain plans and suppositions which had no official status 
whatsoever.

Let there be no mistake: we have of course acknowledged—-as we 
must—that the line which Mr. Tsarapkin presented to us on research 
questions undoubtedly reflects the present official position of his 
Government, but this does not alter the fact that, whereas we had 
justifiably considered research questions to be nearing a solution, we 
found ourselves with a totally unexpected situation. The essence of

1 GEN/DNT/28/Rev. 2, Feb. 25, 1960.
2 Ante  ̂ pp. 40-44.
® AntCf pp. 72-75.



DOCUMENT OF JULY 12, 1960 147

this situation is that the Soviet Union allegedly is not to carry on 
any research at all for seismic improvement, but that the Soviet 
Union will insist upon full participation in the formulation and exe
cution of the United States and, presumably, United Kingdom re
search programmes and in the analysis of all data acquired thereby. 
Thus we are to have a one-sided arrangement which is a far cry from 
the co-operative and multilateral research effort which the United 
States proposed on 11 February and which the United States and the 
United Kingdom, in the persons of the President and the Prime 
Minister, again endorsed on 29 March. I t  appears quite different 
even from the type of participation implied by the Soviet statements 
of 16 February, 19 March and 3 May,^ to say nothing of the announce
ments of the Soviet scientists di!h*ing the experts’ meetings which 
started on 11 May.

1 shall tuj'n in a moment to a detailed discussion of the particular 
problem of safeguards, on which the United States is still anxious to 
work out a mutually accepted solution. However, as my preliminary 
remarks have indicated, I cannot refrain at this point from saying 
that my Government has been deeply disturbed by the apparent 
retreat by the Soviet Government from its willingness, expressed on 
the dates I have cited, to join in a truly co-ordinated research effort. 
Even if we succeed in working out arrangements on safeguards—and 
we still hope that we shall do so—this will not fill the gap caused by 
Soviet unwillingness to join in the research efforts, because it will 
leave us, in large part at least, with only a United States prog;ramme 
and with such elements of the United Eangdom programme as would 
still be connected with the co-ordinated effort. To be sure, we are 
convinced that our programme contains all the essential elements for 
satisfactory research efforts, but we should still prefer to have the 
originally projected large-scale Soviet research efforts proceeding at 
the same time. We hope that the USSR will find it possible to re
sume a positive and constructive attitude on this question, and as a 
matter of fact the new proposals on safeguards which I shall make 
today have been designed with this thought in mind, namely, that 
they should leave the door open for eventual Soviet participation in 
a co-ordinated effort.

Let me now recall the situation on safeguards as it has existed until 
today. At our two hundred and eighth meeting on 2 June the United 
States presented a proposal for safeguarding nuclear detonations 
undertaken as part of the co-ordinated seismic research programme.^ 
My delegation considered that proposal to be technically sound and 
fuUy adequate to convince reasonable men that nuclear detonations

 ̂Ambassador Tsarapkin^s statement of May 3 is printed antCy pp. 83-86.
2 Aniet pp. 112-118.
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for seismic research purposes would not contribute in any way to 
nuclear weapon development.

I t will be recalled that we proposed on that occasion that anjr 
party conducting nuclear explosions for seismic research purposes 
should utilize devices of proven design. This was done to ensure 
that the actual yield of a research device would closely approximate 
the scheduled yield with a very high factor of reliability. Secondly, 
we proposed that the devices be placed in a special international 
depository at a very early date, with suitable descriptive markings, 
and that they remain under such surveillance that they could not be 
tampered with or altered in any way. Thirdly, such surveillance 
would continue during the emplacement of the device and its instru
mentation. Finally, no diagnostic information could be obtained in 
the near vicinity of the device except for such specified yield measure
ments as would be necessary to verify the actual yield of the detona
tion for comparison with seismic signals resulting from it. Such 
yield measurements would of course be made under the surveillance 
of the technical representatives of the other parties, and all informa
tion thus obtained would be made available to them.

The United States proposal of 2 June would, as I  have said, have 
guaranteed to all parties that no military weapons information could 
be obtained from the proposed research programme. Detonations 
safeguarded by these proposals could not have been used for weapons 
experimentation, and I want to make it thoroughly clear, at this point, 
that the United States Government would have been fully prepared to 
accept these safeguards for detonations in the USSR if the USSR had 
chosen to conduct such detonations. Soviet technical experts could 
easily have assured Mr. Tsarapkin that progress in weapons tech
nology would be impossible without comprehensive diagnostic instru
mentation which could not possibly take place under the arrange
ments we had envisaged and had proposed.

Be that as it may, Mr. Tsarapkin told us at the two hundred and 
fourteenth meeting that these safeguards did not satisfy the Soviet 
Union.^ We regret this—frankly, we do not really understand it— 
but we do not intend to press this particular approach in view of the 
rigidity of the views expressed by the Soviet delegation in this regard.

My Government, however, persists in its desire to solve the prob
lems before us despite the setback to our negotiations which resulted 
from the arbitrary rejection of our initial safeguards proposal. My 
Government does not intend to adopt a purely negative attitude on 
this and other research questions, even though we believe that that 
would be entirely justified after such a rejection and after the abrupt 
shift in Soviet policy made known at the two hundred and eighth

* See ante, pp. 121-126.
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meeting. I am referring, of course, to Mr. Tsarapkin^s action in 
disowning the proposals made by the Soviet scientists and in insisting 
that the USSR would not carry out any seismic research programme 
AS part of the co-ordinated research effort.

Although there is no doubt that Soviet policies have made the task 
of concluding our treaty more difficult than it should have been, 
my Government still has real hope of making tangible progress 
toward terminating our negotiations with success. In this hope, 
and in order to move forward with the co-ordinated research pro
gramme as soon as possible, the United States is today making a new 
proposal on safeguards. This proposal represents a constructive 
effort to find a solution to the problems presented by the Soviet ob
jection to our previous safeguards proposal. I t is designed to give the 
Soviet Government a further opportunity to co-operate fully in a 
co-ordinated research programme, and it provides the strongest 
possible assurance that neither side will gain an advantage over the 
other in the prosecution of nuclear research tests, particularly in the 
seismic area.

Like our previous safeguards proposal, which, I repeat, we would 
have been willing to accept for Soviet research explosions, this one is 
based on the fact that a seismic research programme is essential if 
there is to be a moratorium of limited duration on nuclear weapon 
tests below the agreed threshold and if improvements are ever to be 
found which will permit a lowering, and perhaps finally a disappear
ance, of the threshold. The new proposal is also designed to ex
pedite the beginning of the research effort—an effort which must be 
based on already formulated national programmes subject to appro
priate other-side co-ordination. Our Soviet colleague knows that 
underground nuclear detonations are considered to be an indispen
sable part of the United States programme, since without them it 
would be impossible to gain further information on the characteristics 
of the type of potential treaty violation which the control system 
must monitor.

Any safeguards proposal must, of course, provide guarantees that 
nuclear research detonations undertaken for research purposes will 
not result in the acquisition of new information of military value. 
I think there is no doubt that we are agreed on this general principle. 
Specifically, such nuclear explosions must not contribute to nuclear 
weapon development or give a military or technical advantage to 
either side. Every party to our treaty has a legitimate concern with 
these factors. If this Conference can agree on safeguards which 
provide such guarantees against the use of research explosions for 
military purposes, the problem of the number or type of nuclear re
search explosions should lose its contentious character. If no mili
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tary advantage will accrue to the United States by reason of ade
quately safeguarded research detonations, it seems to us that it would 
be quite improper for the Soviet Union or any other country to seek 
a veto over this or any other aspect of a research programme. Any 
other position could only be interpreted as a Soviet attem pt to impose 
its scientific or political preferences on the United States. Clearly 
we could not agree to any such arrangements any more than the So
viet Union could in the opposite case. On the contrary, the United 
States believes that it should proceed with its research programme 
very much in the way outlined at the meetings of the scientists in May. 
This means that in general the research detonations proposed at those 
meetings should be carried out, but under proper safeguards.

The United States has carefully considered the Soviet proposal on 
safeguards—I do not wish to take up the time of my colleagues in 
making specific criticisms or presenting specific considerations. Its 
adoption would mean that the United States would have to make 
hitherto undisclosed aspects of its nuclear explosion data available to 
the Soviet Union without anything of a similar nature being received 
in return. This might afford a substantial advantage to the USSR. 
We do not think it desirable— ŵe agree with our Soviet colleague^s 
often-repeated statements in this regard—that any one-sided benefit 
to the other nuclear side should result from our deliberations here. 
Fortunately, my Government has concluded that the problem raised 
by the Soviet counter-proposal is not insoluble. The plan I  am 
putting forward today will provide essential guarantees against any 
military or technical advantage which might arise from nuclear re
search explosions, in a fair and reciprocally balanced framework. 
I  do not have specific language to put forward at this moment, but 
the following remarks will contain the proposal which the United 
States delegation is making today.

My Government suggests that each of the three Powers at this 
table supply in approximately equal quantities a number of nuclear 
devices of older and militarily out-dat!ed design to be used in the 
research detonation programme. This would be done whether or not 
the particular Power now intends to carry out its own research pro
gramme, with or without the use of nuclear explosions.

The devices thus assembled from the three countries would, under 
this proposal, be placed in a pool for use by any of the three countries 
in their research programmes. All the devices in the pool could be 
opened for non-destructive examination of their separable components 
at the time of their deposit in the pool. This examination would be 
aimed at allowing all parties to view the internal design of the devices 
and at ensuring that the devices were safe and suitable for the purposes 
intended. Following examination, the devices would be kept under



DOCUMENT OF JULY 12, 1960 151:

joint technical surveillance until detonated. Observance and in
spection of the explosion site and emplacement of instruments by 
representatives of the three original parties would be much the same 
as under the original United States proposal made at the two hundred 
and eighth meeting. We also continue to favour the adoption of 
suitable safeguards for chemical explosions which are part of a seismic 
research programme, including on-site inspection and an exchange of 
the resulting information.

The Soviet representative will no doubt have noted that the pro
posal I have just made goes far to meet his demand for detailed in
spection of the nuclear devices. However, it eliminates an unfair 
aspect of his proposal by introducing the concept of full reciprocity. 
I would stress this. Our proposal is in no way intended to imply tha t 
we want the USSR to change its position on the need for a research 
programme. We do not agree with that position, but we are not 
asking that it be changed. We only ask the Soviet Union and the 
United Kingdom to join with the United States in supplying the 
nuclear devices needed for the research programme, even if all the 
explosions are to take place in the United States. Our plan would 
keep all three of us on an equal footing. If the Soviet Union will 
accept it—after reflection, of course—and we sincerely hope that it 
will, I  am instructed to state that the President is prepared to seek 
Congressional approval for the above procedure and that there is 
every prospect of favourable Congressional action on a plan agreed 
upon by the three of us here.

In conclusion, let me sunoimarize the main points I have made.
First, the United States has consistently sought and will continue to 

seek a treaty for the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, including 
adequate controls.

Second, the United States has gone to the greatest lengths to 
obtain an honest resolution of the problems presented by the difficulty 
of detecting and identifying seismic events, and in the process has 
agreed to a phased treaty accompanied by a moratorium on smaller 
underground tests together with a programme of research designed to 
improve detection and identification capabilities.

Third, one essential element of this approach to a treaty—an 
approach, at least, on which all three of us have seemed to be in 
agreement— îs a set of agreed safeguards to ensure that nuclear re
search explosions confer no military or technical advantage on any 
party.

Fourth, such safeguards should be applied on a basis of reciprocity, 
with all parties reveaUng to an equal degree the technology used on 
the older, and perhaps out-dated, devices which they agree to place 
in a pool for research detonation purposes.
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Fifth, if the Soviet and United Kingdom delegations can agree to 
this proposal the United States will seek prompt Congressional 
authorization to carry it out. I am siu*e that both my colleagues 
realize that the United States Congress is to reconvene in August, 
after the national conventions of the Democratic and Repubhcan 
parlies, in order to complete its work.

Sixth, a research programme to fill the gaps in scientific knowledge 
concerning the detection and identification of seismic events has been 
regarded as necessary by all three parties to this Conference and such 
a programme should be urgently pressed.

What I have said should underline the importance my Government 
attaches to the safeguards proposal we have put forward today. 
My delegation hopes that the Soviet Government will give careful 
consideration to this proposal, which seems to us a scrupulously fair 
and most effective method for bridging one of the major differences 
that separate us. I  would note that progress on research is not 
only important but urgent in the sense that progress toward a defini
tive treaty for the elimination of all nuclear weapon tests depends on 
a vigorous programme of research and technical improvement in the 
seismic detection area. As my colleagues know, the United States 
is already proceeding with certain aspects of the research programme 
along the lines outlined by our scientists during the technical dis
cussions which began on 11 May. Accordingly, my delegation hopes 
for an early and positive response by the Soviet Government to the 
proposal we have made today.

I  woidd point out again that the United States Congress will resume 
its session in August and that the United States Government, as 
represented by the Executive, the President, is prepared to seek 
Congressional action at that time. I t  should thus be clear to my 
colleagues that successful action as far as the Executive is concerned 
in seeking Congressional action would be possible only if we had 
reached agreement by that time. I know that my Soviet colleague 
is fully aware of the legislative processes of the United States Govern
ment and that it would be of little or no use to put before the 
United States Congress a proposal which had not been agreed between 
us at this table. Obviously, a Congress confronted with a diaphanous 
situation—a situation in which we here had not yet reached agreement 
on the proposal—would not be very likely to give its assent. How
ever, I  can say that the soundings made by the Executive Branch of 
our Government indicate that it should not be very difficult to obtain 
Congressional approval if we reach agreement here on a safeguards 
proposal. Thus, as I  have already indicated, we have every reason 
to hope that the Congress of the United States will give its approval.
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United States Proposal Submitted to the Geneva Con
ference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests: Revised Draft Annex I (Detection and Identi
fication System) of a Draft Treaty, July 20 ^

DETECTION AND IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM

P a r t  I — D e s c r i p t i o n  

Article 1

The System established in this Treaty shall include the features 
set forth herein which are derived from the “Report of the Conference 
of Experts to Study the Methods of Detecting Violations of a Pos
sible Agreement on the Suspension of Nuclear Tests'' of August 20 
[21]y 1958,2 the Report of Technical Working Group Two on Seismic 
Improvement, and its Annexes dated December 18, 1959.^

Article 2

A. The System shall, when completely established and unless 
otherwise decided in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty, 
consist of the following components: A headquarters, regional offices, 
land control posts and ship-based control posts, radiochemistry lab
oratories, air and water sampling facilities, on-site inspection facilities, 
and communications facilities. Upon recommendation of the Ad
ministrator, the Commission may decide, with the affirmative votes 
of the original Parties, to add components as may be appropriate 
for detecting and identifying nuclear explosions.

B. The general characteristics of the System shall be as follows:

(1) The land control posts shall be uniformly equipped with 
apparatus for the collection of radioactive debris and for the recording 
of acoustic waves, seismic waves and electromagnetic signals.

(2) A number of control posts situated on islands or near the 
shore lines of oceans shall be equipped, in addition to the methods 
mentioned in paragraph B (1) of this Article, with apparatus for the 
recording of hydroacoustic waves. Certain control posts in areas 
not covered by existing weather stations (e.g. Southern Hemisphere) 
shall include meteorological equipment and personnel necessary to 
obtain data on air mass movements in order to predict the course of 
any air mass suspected to contain debris from nuclear explosions.

1 GEN/DNT/22/Rev. 1, July 20, 1960. The proposal was submitted at the 
231st meeting.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1945^ 1959, vol. II, pp. 1091-1111.
* Ibid., pp. 1658-1587.
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(3) Control posts located on ships, which shall be stationed 
within specified ocean areas, shall be uniformly equipped with appara
tus for the collection of radioactive debris and for the recording of 
hydroacoustic waves. The method of recording electromagnetic 
signals may also be used on ships at the discretion of the Administrator.

(4) Aircraft and vessels for air and water sampling operations 
shall be suitably equipped with apparatus for the collection of 
radioactive debris from the air and from the water.

(5) On-site inspection groups shall be appropriately manned and 
equipped to carry out on-site inspections to determine the nature of 
unidentified events which could be suspected of being nuclear 
explosions.

(6) [Provisions relating to high altitude controls to be added.] ^

P a r t  II  — C o m p o n e n t s  

Article 3 

Headquarters
A. The Headquarters of the System shall include directorates for 

Administration, for Supply, for Technical Operations and for Field 
Operations. Technical Operations shall be comprised of a Research 
and Development Center and a Data Analysis Center which shall 
include a Central Radiochemical Laboratory. Field Operations shall 
be comprised of a Central Inspection Office, a Communications Center 
and an Operations Center which shall include a Weather Center. 
Administration shall include offices for Finance and Personnel; and 
Supply shall include offices for System Construction and for Supply 
and Maintenance.

B. The Research and Development Center shall have the necessary 
professional staff and facilities to conduct, either directly or by con
tract, research and development programs for developing and improv
ing equipment and techniques for detection and identification of 
rnuclear explosions.

C. The Data Analysis Center shall have the necessary professional 
staff and facilities for evaluating all data received from components 
of the System. All data from the components of the System shall 
be reported directly to the D ata Analysis Center, whose functions 
shall include:

(1) To analyze all data received from all components of the 
System.

(2) To determine and report strictly on the basis of this analysis

1 Brackets in original.
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the time and place of occurrence and the magnitude or equivalent 
yield of:

(a) an event for which the data is sufficient to establish its 
nature as a nuclear explosion.

(b) an event which is identifiable on the basis of the data as a 
natural geophysical disturbance.

(c) an event which is not identifiable on the basis of the data 
as natural and which therefore could be suspected of being a 
nuclear explosion.

(3) To examine continuously the work of the components of the 
System to ensure the maintenance of a high degree of technical 
proficiency.

D. The Central Radiochemical Laboratory shall have the necessary 
professional staff and facilities to perform radiochemical and physical 
analyses of samples received from control posts, ships, aerial sampling 
centers or other components of the System. The Central Radio
chemical Laboratory shall analyze the samples for fission products 
and other nuclides to confirm the origin of the debris as being from a 
nuclear detonation as opposed to some other type of nuclear reaction. 
In addition, the Central Radiochemical Laboratory shall review for 
accuracy the findings of these components of the System concerning 
the characteristics and age of any nuclear debris involved. The 
Central Radiochemical Laboratory shall also be responsible for devel
oping test procedures for use at field laboratories as required to ensure 
uniformity in analysis and measurement techniques throughout the 
System.

E. The Central Inspection Office shall have the necessary profes
sional staff and facilities to direct on-site inspection of events which 
cannot be identified as natural events and which could be suspected 
of being nuclear explosions. The Central Inspection Office shall 
organize and maintain inspection groups on an alert basis and shall 
be responsible when so directed for the dispatch of these groups to 
areas designated for inspection as soon as possible following notifica
tion by the Administrator. For these purposes the Central Inspection 
Office shaU be responsible for:

(1) Rapid development of a plan for movement of the inspection 
group to the area of the event in consultation with the host coimtry;

(2) Rapid movement of inspection personnel and equipment to 
the area;

(3) Direction of the inspection groups and for the conduct of the 
inspection in the suspect area, including provisions for additional 
staff, equipment and supplies deemed necessary by the inspection 
group.
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F. The Communications Center shall have the necessary professional 
staff and facilities to ensure rapid and reliable communications with 
control posts, ships, aerial sampling centers, and regional offices. 
Rapid and reliable communications is defined as such a communica
tions network as will ensure an exchange of accurate and complete 
messages with any of the components of the System within eight hours.

G. The Operations Center shall have the necessary professional 
staff and facilities to control all field operations, excluding on-site 
inspection. The Operations Center shall control the movement of 
aircraft, vessels, equipment and personnel which are deployed for the 
purpose of conducting air and water sampling operations. I t  shall 
maintain complete and current information on the operational status 
of each component of the System, including aerial sampling flights 
over the oceans and over the territories of Parties to this Treat}’̂. The 
Operations Center will ensure that steps are taken to maintain all 
components of the System at all times in a high state of operational 
readiness to perform their assigned functions.

H. The Weather Ceitvter shall have the necessary professional staff 
and facilities to prepare forecasts of air mass trajectories from any 
point at which a nuclear explosion is suspected to have occurred for 
use in vectoring aerial sampling flights to intercept these air masses. 
The Weather Center shall be provided by wire or radio with weather 
data from all existing national and international weather networks. 
In addition, the Weather Center shall be provided with weather data 
from special weather detachments established in accordance with 
Article 2 B (2) of this Annex.

Article 4 

Regional Offices
The System shall, when completely established, have about 10 

Regional Offices, each providing logistic support and administrative 
supervision to components of the System operating in its region. The 
Regional Offices also shall provide necessary support and administra
tive assistance to inspection groups operating in their region. These 
offices shall maintain liaison with the national and local authorities 
in their region in order to ensure expeditious transportation and local 
support of inspection groups.

Article 5 

Land Control Posts
A. The network of control posts shall, when completely established 

include at least 170 land control posts. Unless otherwise determined 
under paragraph B below, the spacing between control posts shall be 
about 1700 kilometers in continental aseismic areas, about 1000
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kilometers in continental seismic areas, and between 1000 and about 
3500 kilometers in ocean areas.

B. The nnmber of control posts to be installed in the USSR, United 
Kingdom and United States shaU be as specified in Article 16 of this 
Annex. Except for the number of control posts to be installed in the 
USSR, United Kingdom and United States, the Commission shall 
determine, on the basis of the foregoing standards of spacing, the 
number of control posts to be installed in the territory of each Party 
to the Treaty. With the approval of the Commission and of the 
Party concerned, the control posts may be arranged in an alternative 
distribution within the territory of the Party if, in the view of the 
Conmiission, such a redistribution will result in an improvement in 
the capabiUties of the System.

C. Specific sites for control posts shall be selected in a manner to 
give the maximum over-all capability to the System. The siting of 
individual control posts shall be determined primarily on the basis 
of the seismic requirement. However, in the event that two or more 
suitable seismic sites are found in the desired areas, a final selection 
of the location of the control posts shall be made with due consideration 
of siting requirements of the other methods of detection set forth in 
Article 2 of this Annex. In the event that no control post location 
fulfilling seismic requirements is found that permits satisfactory 
operation of acoustic or electromagnetic equipment, the Administrator 
may direct the installation of the acoustic and electromagnetic equip
ment at a more favorable location. In the event that after a control 
post is established, the backgroimd seismic noise increases above 
acceptable limits due to human or other activity, the Administrator, 
after consultation with the Party, may direct that the control post 
may be moved to another location.

D. AU land control posts shaU maintain continuous operation of 
apparatus for the collection of radioactive debris and for the recording 
of acoustic waves, seismic waves and electromagnetic signals. Control 
posts situated on islands or near the shore lines of oceans shall, in 
addition, maintain continuous operation of apparatus for the recording 
of hydroacoustic waves.

Article 6 

Ship-Based Control Posts
A. The network of control posts shall, when completely estabhshed, 

include a system of ship-based control posts, which shall be employed 
in ocean areas which do not contain suitable islands. There shall 
be a sufficient number of ships to maintain a capabihty for continuous 
operation of four stations each in the North Pacific ^nd South Pacific 
Oceans and one station each in the North Atlantic and Indian Oceans.
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B. Ship-based control posts shall maintam continuous operation of 
apparatus for the collection of radioactive debris and for the recording 
of hydroacoustic waves. Equipment for recording electromagnetic 
signals may also be used on ships at the discretion of the 
Administrator.

Article 7 

A ir and Water Sampling Operations
A. Daily routine air sampling flights shall be conducted at several 

different altitudes over ocean areas in approximately a north-south 
direction near the sides of continents, as well as in the center of remote 
ocean areas such as the Central Pacific, the Indian Ocean west of 
Australia and the North Atlantic Ocean, for the purpose of detecting 
nuclear explosions by the method of collecting radioactive debris.

B. Special aircraft sampling flights shall be conducted to search for 
a possible radioactive cloud for the purpose of collecting samples of 
radioactive debris within two to five days after the date of origin of 
the debris. Special sampling flights shall b^ initiated whenever 
fresh radioactive debris has been detected by a routine air sampling 
flight or by a control post or when acoustic signals recorded at control 
posts establish the time and position of a possible explosion in the 
atmosphere.

In each instance the flight routes of the aircraft shall be selected on 
the basis of meteorological trajectory forecasts from the location of 
the suspected event and the aircraft shall search at several different 
altitudes.

C. Special aircraft flights undertaken over territory under control 
or jurisdiction of the Parties shall be conducted, on instruction of the 
Administrator in accordance with Article IX  of the Treaty, over 
permanent flight routes as set out by the Commission in accordance 
with Article VI of the Treaty.^ Such permanent flight routes shall 
be laid down in advance in such number and geographical location 
that, according to meteorological data, interception of any cloud 
containing radioactive debris will be assured within two to five days 
of the suspected event. Samphng aircraft to be used over the 
territories of Parties shall be located in or near permanent flight 
routes and shall be maintained in a high state of operational readiness 
to conduct the samphng flights directed by the Administrator.

D. Special aircraft flights over ocean areas shall be conducted 
from aircraft samphng centers distributed uniformly throughout the 
Northern and Southern Hemispheres. When the area to be covered 
by such flights is remote from any one of the centers, operations will

 ̂Arts. VI and IX  have not been agreed to.
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bo staged out of the nearest air field and necessary supplies which 
cannot be procured locally will be airhfted from the nearest center.

E. Water sampling operations by ships or aircraft shall be conducted 
for the purpose of collecting samples of water suspected to contain 
radioactive debris from an underwater nuclear explosion. Suitable 
fast ocean-going vessels shall be based at seaports distributed aroimd 
the shores of the major oceans of the world and shall maintain 
routine patrols in such a manner that a ship can reach the site of a 
suspected imderwater nuclear explosion within four days. These 
water sampling ships shall be equipped with helicopters to facilitate 
search of the suspected area for water-borne and air-borne radioactive 
debris. Special water sampling operations shall be initiated when 
hydroacoustic signals recorded at control posts estabhsh the time and 
position of the event but do not possess the necessary characteristics 
to establish the event as natural in origin.

F. Radiochemical laboratories shall be located at each of the aerial 
sampling centers estabUshed in accordance with paragraph D above. 
Upon termination of a sampling flight, samples shall be assayed by 
suitable instruments, e.g. gamma spectrometers. Samples shaU be 
divided in equal parts. One part shall be sent to the nearest 
radiochemical laboratory and the other part shall be sent to the 
Headquarters Central Radiochemical Laboratory for further analysis 
with an indication as to which are suspected of containing fresh 
fission products. Water samples shall be assayed by suitable instru
ments as soon as practicable following sample collection, and those 
samples suspected of containing fresh fission products shall be divided 
in equal parts. One part shall be sent to the nearest radiochemical 
laboratory and the other to the Headquarters Central Radiochemical 
Laboratory for analysis. Laboratories at aerial sampling centers 
shall be equipped to carry out all of the necessary radiochemical 
analytical techniques required to determine the presence of fresh 
debris and to ascertain the date of origin of the debris with a precision 
consistent with the most modern radiochemical dating techniques. 
This shall be done by using as many dating techniques as sample 
size and age of the debris permit.

Article 8

Criteria jor On-Site Inspection oj Seismic Events
A. A seismic event of magnitude 4.75 or greater located by the 

criteria in paragraph B of this Article shall be eligible for on-site 
inspection unless rendered ineligible for inspection by the fulfilment 
of any of the criteria in paragraph C.

B. A seismic event shall be considered to be located when seismic 
signals, whose frequencies, amplitudes, durations, and velocities are
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consistent with those of the waves from earthquakes or explosions, 
are recorded a t a suflGicient number of control posts to establish the 
approximate time and position of the event. This requires at least 
four clearly measurable arrival times of identifiable phases which are 
mutually consistent to within plus or minus three seconds. These 
four consistent arrival times must include P-wave arrival times at 
three different control posts.

C. A located seismic event shall be ineligible for inspection if, and 
only if, it fulfils one or more of the following criteria:

(1) its depth of focus is established as below sixty kilometers;
(2) 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;

(3) it is established to be a foreshock of a seismic event of at 
least magnitude 6 which has been clearly identified as an earthquake 
by the criteria in sub-paragraphs (1) and (2) above. For this 
purpose, a foreshock is defined as one of a sequence of earthquakes 
which occurs less than forty-eight hours before the main shock and 
which has an epicenter within ten kilometers of the epicenter of the 
main shock.

(4) it is established to be an aftershock of a seismic event of at 
least magnitude 6 which has been clearly identified as an earthquake 
by the criteria in sub-paragraphs (1) and (2) above. For this 
purpose, an aftershock is defined as one of a sequence of earthquakes 
which occurs less than one week after the main shock and which has 
an epicenter within ten kilometers of the epicenter of the main shock.

D. In  cases where adequately precise regional travel time curves 
are available, and where consistent arrival times are available from 
control posts surrounding the epicenter, that is, from control posts at 
least one of which hes in every possible 90-degree sector around the 
•epicenter, the area eligible for inspection will be 200 square kilometers. 
In cases where adequately precise regional travel time curves are not 
available, or where data from control posts lying in every possible 
90-degree sector around the epicenter are not available, an area of 
500 square kilometers shall be ehgible for inspection. The area 
•eligible for inspection shall be chosen so as to have the highest 
likelihood of containing the epicenter.

E. The basic data for all criteria shall be obtained from control 
posts.

F. Notwithstanding the provisions of Article [Amendments ar
ticle] ̂  of the Treaty, the Commission may at any time, with the con-

 ̂For the text of the amendments article, see post, p. 380.
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curring votes of the original Parties on the Commission, amend the 
provisions of this Article. Such amendments shall be binding on all 
Parties to the Treaty.

Article 9 

Impection Groups 
On-site inspections shall be conducted as directed by the Adminis

trator. Inspection groups shall be so dispersed among the Regional 
OflBices and land control posts as to facilitate prompt access to and 
subsistence near the site of any xmidentified continental or maritime 
event within the territories of the Parties. These groups* shall b6 
responsible for the collection and evaluation of possible evidence to 
determine the cause of the event which prompted the inspection op
eration. The fimctions of the inspection groups shall include bu t 
shall not be limited to the following operations and techniques:

(1) EstabHshment of a local base of operations and contact with 
local officials.

(2) Establishment and maintenance of communications with the 
Regional Offices involved and with the System Headquarters.

(3) Consultation with local officials and population.
(4) Carrying out of low-altitude aerial inspection of the site of 

the event, by such means as photography, radioactivity, electromag
netic, magnetic and infrared surveys.

(5) Examination at and around the selected area for all'possible 
evidence for the nature of the event, including drilling for radioactive 
samples for scientific analysis.

(6) The use of other means of investigation on site as may appear 
to the Administrator to be likely to produce relevant data.

(7) Submission of periodic reports of the progress of their in
vestigations and a final report to the Administrator. Copies of these 
reports shall be provided to the government of the territory on which 
the investigation is carried out.

(8) The inspection group shall remain in the area until recalled 
by the Central Inspection Office upon the directions of the 
Administrator.

(9) Inspection groups shall be staffed with the appropriate pro
fessional personnel and shall be equipped with the technical apparatus 
necessary for the performance of their assignments. This shall in
clude geophysical and photographic equipment, instnunentation for 
detection of radioactivity and equipment for on-site collection of 
environmental samples for subsequent analysis. ^

(10) Each group shall be provided with adequate surface and air 
transport as required for its own operations and logistics. An inspec
tion group may at its discretion make use of local transport on site.
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(11) Each inspection group shall be equipped with appropriate 
aircraft to facilitate rapid movement to an inspection site along 
routes prescribed by the host country and to permit low-altitude 
aerial reconnaissance of the area for evidence of the origin of the data 
prompting the inspection and for the determination of the specific 
location requiring inspection.

(12) Each inspection group shall be provided with reliable com
munications equipment necessary to maintain constant contact with 
its base of operations or Regional Offices.

Article 10 

High Altitude Systems
[Provisions to be added.] ^

P a k t  I I I  — D a t a  R e p o r t i n g  a n d  E v a l u a t io n  

Article 11

A. All components of the System shall immediately examine all 
records obtained. When data which meet criteria established by the 
Headquarters of the System are observed, they shall be reported by 
wire or radio to the D ata Analysis Center. All components of the 
System shall provide additional data to the Center upon its request. 
In addition, all original data and records obtained by all components 
,of the System shall be forwarded expeditiously to the Headquarters of 
the System. Reliable electronic transmission of data and ifrequent 
collection of records and materials by aircraft shall be incorporated 
in the reporting system.

B. The equipment at control posts, ships, and air and water sam
pling centers shall be examined periodically by technical personnel 
from the Headquarters of the System for the purpose of ensuring the 
validity of the data transmitted from these components to Head
quarters.

P a r t  IV — S u p p o r t  F a c il it ie s  

Article 12

Communications
The System shall have rapid and reliable conmaunications between 

its components and Headquarters and shall have the right to install, 
maintain and operate communications facilities, including radio net
works, using existing channels when they are suitable for this purpose. 
The network must be capable of ensuring an exchange of accurate 
and complete messages between the Headquarters and any component

 ̂ Brackets in original.
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of the System within eight hours. Provisions shall be made for the 
receipt of standard time signals by all components of the System 
which record geophysical data. Provisions shall also be made for 
transmission to the System Headquarters of all weather data required 
by the Weather Center as set forth in Article 3 H of this Annex.

Article 13 

Supplies and Services
A. The System Headquarters shall manage resources of the System 

for supplies and services by such means as: establishing procurement, 
construction and transportation criteria; publishing instructions for 
operation and maintenance of'Equipment; receiving and processing 
supply and maintenance reports from the elements of the System and 
establishing specification and performance standards for equipment.

B. The System Headquarters shall ensure that technical equip
ment meets required performance standards before authorizing 
acceptance of the equipment for use in the System.

C. Maximum use shall be made of sources of supply of non
technical equipment indigenous to the area where facilities of the 
System are located. Support equipment and supplies shall be 
locally procured where possible by the Regional Offices or control posts.

P a r t  V — I n s t a l l a t io n  S c h e d u l e  

Article 14 

System Phasing
The controls provided for in this Treaty shall be progressively 

extended, and the components of the System installed in three phases, 
in order to achieve and ensure world-wide compliance with the obli
gations of this Treaty. The first phase shall begin within three 
months after the Treaty enters into force and shall be completed 
within three years after the Treaty enters into force. The second 
phase shall begin within one year after the Treaty enters into force and 
shall be completed within five years after the Treaty enters into force. 
The third phase shall begin within three years after the Treaty enters 
into force and be completed within six years after the Treaty enters 
into force. The components of the System shall be put into operation, 
in whole or in part, as they are installed and the System shall be fully 
operational within six years after the Treaty enters into force. The 
Commission may, however, decide with the affirmative votes of the 
original Parties, to postpone, add to, or refrain from establishing 
any part^^of the second and third phases.
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Article 15

Phasing of Headquarters and Regional Offices
A. The Headquarters of the System shall be established at the 

beginning of Phase I  and shall be expanded through Phase I  and 
subsequent phases as required to provide effective administration 
and operation of the System.

B. The Regional OflSces shall be established as required to provide 
effective administration and operation of the System.

Article 16 

Control Post Phasing
Land control posts and control ^osts on ships shall be established 

as follows:
Phase Phase Phase

USSR
I
21

II III

U.S. 11 ___

U.K. 1 ___ ^  _

Oceanic Islands (Northern Hemisphere) 12 15 ___

Ships (Northern Hemisphere) 2 3
Australia 2 5
Asia (exclusive of USSR) ___ 18 ___

Europe (outside USSR and UK) ___ 3 ___

North America (outside U.S.) ___ 12 ___

Oceanic Islands (Southern Hemisphere) 10 24
Ships (Southern Hemisphere) 2 3
Africa (Northern Hemisphere) 10
Africa (Southern Hemisphere) 3 3
South America (Northern Hemisphere) ___ 3 ___

South America (Southern Hemisphere) 3 10
Antarctica - - - - 4

Totals 47 84 49

Article 17 

Aircraft Sampling Phasing
A. In Phase I, aircraft sampling facilities shall be established and 

made operational in the Northern Hemisphere at a rate consistent 
with progress in making land control posts and control posts on 
ships operational.

B. In Phase II, aircraft sampling facilities shall be established and 
made operational in the Southern Hemisphere at a rate consistent 
with progress in making land control posts and control posts on 
ships operational.
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Article 18 

Phasing of High Altitude Controls 
[Provisions to be added.] ^

Article 19 

Ins'pection Oroup Phasing 

Inspection groups shall be established from the beginning of Phase 
I. A sufficient number of groups shall be maintained at any time 
to carry out inspections in the numbers which, in accordance with 
the terms of the Treaty and its Annexes, may currently be required.

Article 20 

Communications Pha^sing 

A survey of communications requirements shall be performed at 
the beginning of each phase. Elements of the communications system 
shall be timed to be operational so as to ensure rapid and reliable 
communications for each control post or other component of the 
Control System as soon as such post or other component becomes 
operational.

Statement by President Eisenhower: Proposed Meeting 
of the Disarmament Commission, July 21 “

I have been greatly concerned that everything possible be done to 
make progress on the question of disarmament.

The abrupt breakup of the ten nation talks in Geneva by the Soviet 
Union last month makes it desirable to take further steps so that the 
vital issue of disarmament can be considered promptly once again. 
Our efforts to get the Soviet Union to return to the conference table 
through normal diplomatic channels have not met with success. The 
need for disarmament in the present world situation is too important 
to set aside at the present time when deliberate efforts are being 
made to increase tensions.

The United Nations under the charter has primary responsibility 
in this field. I have therefore today instructed Ambassador Henry 
Cabot Lodge to request an early meeting of the Disarmament Com-

1 Brackets in original.
* White House press release, July 21, 1960. The statement was released at 

Newport, R.I.
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mission of the United Nations so that we and other members of the 
international community can continue to search for ways and means 
to achieve the universal desire to reduce the risk of war by controlled 
steps of disarmament.^

Letter From the United States Representative (Lodge) 
to the Chairman of the Disarmament Commission 
(Padilla Nervo), July 22 *

On behalf of the United States, I have the honour to request that you 
convene early in August a meeting of the Disarmament Commission.

From 15 March 1960 to 28 June 1960 the Ten Nation Committee 
on Disarmament met in Geneva in an effort to make progress toward 
a disarmament agreement. At the start of the Conference the 
Governments of Canada, France, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States submitted a major disarmament proposal.^ A new 
proposal, taking into account developments during the Conference, 
had been prepared when on 27 June the delegations of the Eastern 
ii^uropean countries, led by the Soviet Union, walked out of the Con
ference without warning, after being told by the United States rep
resentative that the new proposal would soon be submitted.

The United States attached great importance to this Conference 
and deplores the cavalier manner in which the ^oup  led by the Soviet 
Union callously disrupted what otherwise might have been fruitful 
negotiations. As the verbatim record of the meeting on 27 Jime 
reveals, the Polish delegate, then acting as Chairman, heard speeches 
by each of the five Eastern European delegations, but, in flagrant 
disregard of all accepted rules of procedure, denied the repeated re
quests of Western delegates to speak and arbitrarily attempted to 
declare the Conference ended. I t  was particularly distressing and 
diflScult to comprehend the action taken by the Soviet delegation and 
its associates in view of their knowledge of the forthcoming new 
disarmament proposals.

The Western States, intensely aware of the seriousness of the dis
armament question, instructed their delegations to remain in Geneva 
to be available to resume negotiations. Each of the five Western 
States dispatched a communication to the Soviet Government asking

1 See Ambassador Lodgers letter of July 22 to the Chairraan of the Disarmament 
Commission (infra).

* DC/154, July 22, 1960.
* See ante, pp.68-71.
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tha t it reconsider its decision to break off disarmament negotiations. 
These commimications have been distributed as documents of the 
General Assembly and of the Disarmament Commission.^ Thus far 
the Soviet Union has not replied to these conamunications nor given 
any indication that it attaches urgency to the resiunption of negotia
tions.

Since disarmament is a matter of vital concern to all United Nations 
Members, I believe that the Disarmament Commission, which in
cludes representatives from all Member States, should consider 
promptly the situation arising from the Soviet decision to break off 
these negotiations.

In this connexion I am transmitting a copy of the disarmament 
proposal which the United States introduced in the Ten Nation 
Disarmament Conference on the very day the Soviet Union abruptly 
walked out of the meeting. I request that this proposal be circulated 
to the Members of the Disarmament Conomission.^

Note From the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the 
American Embassy, July 25 ^

With reference to the United States Embassy^s note No. 11, dated 
2 July 1960,  ̂ the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics has the honom*, on behalf of the Soviet Govern
ment, to make the following statement:

The Soviet Government made it clear in its letter of 27 June 1960  ̂
that the Soviet Union no longer considers it possible to continue to 
take part in the fruitless discussions in the Ten-Nation Disarmament 
Committee, in view of the manifest refusal of the United States and 
the other Western Powers to work out a practical disarmament pro
gramme, and their unwillingness to negotiate on anything but sepa
rate measures of control without disarmament of any kind.

1 A/4399, DC/149 (July 8, 1960); A/4400, DC/150 (July 8); A/4403, DC/151 
(July 8); A/4405, DC/152 (July 12); A/4421, DC/153 (July 22). The American 
communication is printed antey pp. 140-142.

2 The proposal is printed antCj pp. 126-131.
® DC/161, Aug. 3, 1960. The texts of Premier Khrushchevas replies of July 23 

to previous messages from Prime Minister Macmillan (DC/154), President 
de Gaulle (DC/152), and Prime Minister Diefenbaker (DC/151) are also repro
duced in DC/161. For the text of the Soviet note of Aug. 2 to the Italian Gov
ernment, replying to Premier Tambroni’s message of July 15 (DCyl53), see 
DC/161/Add.l, Aug. 8, and Corr. 1, Aug. 10, 1960.

 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 140-142.
5 Ante, pp. 132-136.
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Although throughout the protracted work .of the Ten-Nation Gom« 
mittee it submitted not a single specific proposal on disarmament, the 
United States Government nevertheless attempts, in its note of
2 July, to shift the responsibility for the breakdown of the negotiations 
in the Ten-Nation Committee from itself to the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Government categorically rejects this assertion on the 
part of the United States Government as entirely at variance with 
the obvious facts.

The USSR Government is compelled to note that, while it is doing 
everything possible to create conditions favourable for the success of 
the disarmament negotiations, the Government of the United States 
is stubbornly persisting on another course—one which has nothing in 
common with the cause of genuine disarmament.

As everyone knows, it was in fact the representative of the United 
States in the Ten-Nation Committee who, from the very outset of the 
Committee’s resumed proceedings, opposed the basic proposals 
introduced by the Soviet Union, which offered a detailed programme 
of general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control,^ while submitting not a single constructive suggestion of his 
own on this progranune and making no effort to formulate any meas
ures of real disarmament. But this obstructionist position adopted 
by the United States representative was simply a continuation of the 
United States Government’s earlier line on questions of disarmament. 
As is clear from the United States Embassy’s note of 7 June 1960,  ̂
the United States Government did not even give its representative in 
the Committee instructions to strive for constructive discussion of a 
programme of general and complete disarmament in accordance with 
the General Assembly’s resolution of 20 November 1959,  ̂ but con
centrated simply on attempting to secure the establishment of control 
without disarmament.

As was shown by the discussions which took place in the Committee 
after the Soviet Union had introduced its new proposals in the formu
lation of which the wishes of the Western Powers themselves were 
taken into account,^ the United States and other Western Powers have 
not moved a step forward from their own position, which is aimed at 
the establishment of control without disarmament and the acquisition 
of one-sided military advantages for themselves and their military 
blocs to the prejudice of and in opposition to the very idea of dis
armament. Because of the Western Powers’ position, the discussion 
in the Ten-Nation Committee became quite pointless and resolved 
itself into an empty exchange of words.

1 See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969j  vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.
2 Ante, p. 119.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
* Ante, pp. 112-118.
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Nor could the Soviet Government ignore the fact that the tactics 
of endlessly dragging out the disarmament negotiations pursued by 
the United States Government in the Ten-Nation Committee have 
been accompanied by the fanning of war hysteria in the United States 
itself and the intensification of military preparations through the 
aggressive blocs headed by the United States.

While the Soviet Union^s efforts in the Ten-Nation Committee were 
directed to securing the adoption of proposals for the earliest possible 
effective solution of the problem of disarmament, and while the wSoviet 
Union was unilaterally carrying out a substantial reduction of its 
armed forces, the foremost statesmen and political leaders of the 
United States were appealing for the intensification of the cold war, 
the resumption of nuclear weapons tests and the expansion of the 
military expenditure, armed forces and armaments of the United 
States.

In the atmosphere of military hysteria fomented by such appeals 
and by the statements of responsible leaders of the United States 
Government proclaiming the violation of the sovereignty of other 
States to be the national policy of the United States, the latter country, 
as if to mock the work of the Ten-Nation Disarmament Cormnittee, 
substantially increased its appropriations for military purposes in 
comparison with the previous year, to a sum exceeding $40,000 
million.

The United States Government has also taken a number of foreign 
policy measures designed to increase international tension. I t  has 
been reported in the Western Press that in June the United States and 
United Kingdom military authorities jointly prepared a plan of round- 
the-clock patrol flights of English and American bombers carrying 
nuclear weapons.

The United States Government has at the same time continued to 
prepare the ground for arming its military bloc allies, in particular 
West Germany, with nuclear-rocket weapons. I t  is common knowl
edge that on his recent visit to Washington Mr. Strauss, Minister of 
Defence of the Federal Republic of Germany, ‘^showed interest’  ̂ in 
the United States Polaris ballistic missile, and now, as is shown by 
statements of Mr. Brucker, United States Secretary of the Army, who 
has been visiting Bonn to conduct negotiations with the Government 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, the United States is prepared 
to supply the West German army with Polaris rockets.

I t  is absolutely obvious that in these conditions the Ten-Nation 
Committee has ceased to serve any useful purpose. Indeed, it has 
begun to do harm by engendering in the peoples the illusion that 
something is being done in the field of disarmament, whereas in fact
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disarmament has been used by the Western Powers as a cover for in
tensifying the arms race and as a means of deceiving the peoples.

In these circumstances, the Soviet Government considers that it is 
fully justified in putting forward for consideration by the United 
Nations General Assembly at its regular session the question of dis
armament and of the unsatisfactory situation existing with regard to 
the fulfilment of the General Assembly resolution of 29 [20] November 
1959 on this question.

The Soviet Union^s appeal to the United Nations in no way, of 
course, contradicts the Security Councirs resolution of 27 May,^ to 
which the United States Government refers. I t  may be recalled that 
this resolution was adopted after the Councirs discussion of the ag
gressive activities of the United States Air Force, and that its primary 
content is an appeal for respect of the sovereignty and territorial in
tegrity of other countries. We all know to whom this appeal of the 
Security CounciPs was addressed. I t  was addressed to those who are 
conducting a dangerous policy of provocation regardless of the very 
serious consequences this policy may have for mankind.

The identity of the real culprit in the collapse of the simimit meeting, 
also, is well known. There are no particular illusions on that score 
even in the United States of America. To realize this we need only 
peruse the records of the inquiry carried out by a special committee of 
the United States Congress.^

In its communication of 27 June, the Soviet Government showed 
that the United States Government's efforts to intensify the arms race 
and heighten international tension were incompatible with the tasks 
of genuine disarmament; it also analysed in detail the position of the 
United States and the other Western Powers, which doomed the ne
gotiations in the Ten-Nation Committee to collapse.

The United States Government, however, has preferred to keep si
lent on the serious questions raised in the Soviet Government com
munication of 27 June. Instead, the United States Government 
merely proposes a resumption of the empty exchanges of words in the 
Ten-Nation Committee, this time around a ‘̂new” United States 
plan.^

What, then, does it amount to, this ‘̂new^’ plan which is presented 
under the high-sounding title of Programme for general and complete 
disarmament under effective international controP^?

In essence, this '^new’  ̂plan is merely a slightly embellished, hastily 
assembled variant of the previous Western plan presented to the

 ̂Antey pp. 96-98.
2 See Events Incident to the Summit Conference: Hearings Before the Committee on 

Foreign Relations^ United States Senate  ̂ Eighty-sixth Congress, Second Session.
* Ante, pp. 126-131.
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Ten-Nation Committee on 16 March.^ I t  is the usual attem pt to 
confuse the peoples; it is a screen to cover the United States Govern
ment’s intention of continuing the arms race, nuclear weapons 
included.

Indeed, as is evident from a first perusal of the United States 
document, in this proposal, as in the Western Power’s proposals of
16 March, all attention is concentrated, from the very first stage, on 
the institution of broad measures of control without disarmament, and 
the whole matter is reduced to the conclusion of an agreement on this 
first stage alone.

The United States, moreover, proposes no reduction of armed forces 
during the first stage, and at the same time seeks to place under 
foreign control all the armed forces and armaments of the USSR and 
other States. This, plainly, is nothing but a desire to use the screen 
of so-called international control for carrying out the/collection of 
espionage information—something which, it is perfectly obvious, no 
State concerned with its security can accept.

Instead of any real reduction and elimination of armaments, the 
United States proposes that States should place in storage depots 
within their own territories specified quantities of armaments under 
supervision by international inspectors. But who can fail to see that 
a State which wanted to use these weapons for aggressive purposes 
could at any time remove the inspectors, take the weapons out of 
storage and put them to use? And putting modern weapons to use 
is a matter, not even of hours, but of minutes, as the United States 
Government well knows.

The United States proposals are completely silent on the question 
of liquidating foreign military bases in the territories of other States 
and withdrawing foreign troops from those territories. They provide 
neither for the destruction of the means of delivering nuclear weapons 
nor for the prohibition of these weapons themselves. In these circum
stances, what practical significance for solving the problem of prohibit
ing nuclear weapons can be attached to the United States proposal 
to stop the production'X)f fissionable materials for military purposes? 
Everyone knows that the stocks of atomic and hydrogen bombs 
already accumulated are sufficient to destroy whole States. Thus, 
the application of these measures—especially when it is considered 
that the nuclear weapons and nuclear materials already produced 
could easily be hidden even if an attempt was made to discover them— 
would do nothing to remove the threat that an aggressor might set 
off an atomic war.

As to the disarmament measures envisaged for the second and third 
stages of the disarmament progranmie, the United States plan is so

1 Antef pp. 68-71.
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drafted that the point of their practical application is never reached 
at all; for no specific time-limits are laid down for their completion, 
and the transition from the first to the second and third stages of dis
armament is made dependent upon the fulfilment of various additional 
conditions: a situation which would simply allow the opponents of 
disarmament to spin out the implementation of the disarmament 
programme indefinitely.

All the foregoing leaves the USSR Government in no doubt that 
these so-called new United States proposals do not pursue the goal of 
real disarmament, but can only serve the purpose of deceiving world 
public opinion. If we face the facts, we must frankly say that these 
proposals could not afford a basis for negotiation or make for success 
in the work of the Committee.

The Soviet Government has always advocated negotiation on press
ing international issues, and especially on an issue as urgent and vital 
as disarmament. I t  still considers that parity of representation is 
calculated to create favourable conditions for examination of the 
disarmament question. However, in view of the experience gained 
in discussing disarmament matters in the Ten-Nation Committee, the 
question arises whether some other countries, in addition to those 
already represented in the Committee, should not be brought into 
the negotiations.

The Soviet Government is firmly convinced that the problem ot 
disarmament, on which the destiny of all mankind depends, must and 
can be solved. I t  hopes that this aim will be furthered by discussion 
of the disarmament problem at the forthcoming session of the United 
Nations General Assembly, the forum in which the resolution on 
general and complete disarmament was adopted.

I t  stands to reason that a practical solution to the disarmament 
problem will be possible only if the United States Government reviews 
its attitude to the solution of the problem and embarks on the course 
of serious negotiation on disarmament questions.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, July 26 ^

Mr. Chairman, today I should like to deal with the question o 
inspection.

The first point I have to make is that on-site inspection should not 
take place in every instance of an unidentified event, for in practice

1 GEN/DNT/PV.234, pp. 9-17.
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that is impossible to carry out. Several hundred events of this 
nature occur every year.

On-site inspections are required only for unidentified, undetermined 
seismic events which, according to certain indications and certain 
criteria, are regarded as suspicious in the sense that they have produced 
instrument readings extremely similar to the readings which appear 
at the time of undergroimd nuclear explosions. This is the only 
approach which can be appHed in practice in the control system we 
are to establish.

Some fairly clear indications on this point appeared in the report of 
the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts. The following statement 
appears in paragraph 6 of annex VII to the report:

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 in order to determine whether a nuclear explosion had taken 
place or not.^

This conclusion by the experts does not contain any reference to 
a percentage approach in establishing the number of inspections; and 
even less does it establish any connexion or interdependency between 
the number of unidentified events and the number of inspections.

In their conclusion, the experts envisage the possibility of sending 
an inspection group only in cases where the control organ suspects 
that a secret nuclear explosion has taken place. Thus, the despatch 
of an inspection group is not only a technical measure but also a 
political measure which may have very serious consequences.

The serious political responsibility involved in a decision to des
patch an on-site inspection group flows from the fact that a demand 
to have a group sent to carry out an on-site inspection means to all 
intents and purposes that the State to whose territory the demand 
for inspection relates is being suspected of a violation of the treaty.

A demand for an inspection group to be sent means that the State 
that is being inspected is suspected of having carried out a clandestine 
underground nuclear explosion. This circumstance calls for the exer
cise of special care, and demands for on-site inspections must be 
presented very rarely and in exceptional cases, when a series of criteria 
or data provide grounds for serious suspicion that a clandestine 
nuclear explosion has indeed taken place. Any other approach to 
the question of the despatch of inspection teams unnecessarily will 
create friction and give rise to resentment and disputes.

There is yet another point which we must take into account when 
considering the question of the inspection quota, namely, the demand

1 EXP/NUC/28, Annex VII, p. 4; Documents on Disarmamentl 1945-1969, vol. 
II, p. 1109.
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by any of the sides to fix as large an inspection quota as possible for 
the territory of the other side.

There is no doubt that a large number of inspections will alBfect the 
State security interests of the country on whose territory these in
spections will be carried out.

A measure such as the carrying out of on-site inspection is not a 
m atter of a trip by one or two persons in a railway coach to some 
particular place; in practice this measure will mean the despatch of 
a large party of experts of various kinds equipped with scientific and 
technical apparatus and equipment. There will, moreover, be a 
demand for the use by the team of aircraft, helicopters and all other 
types of transport, the use of aerial photography, instrxmaents for 
recording infrared radiation, electronic instruments, photographic 
apparatus of various kinds and other modern instruments, devices 
and apparatus which, as you are aware, are widely employed in 
present-day inteUigence work and espionage.

I t  is for the above two reasons, namely, first that a demand for an 
inspection is an official expression of suspicion that the State to which 
the inspection group is to be sent has carried out a secret underground 
nuclear explosion and has thus violated the treaty on the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests, and, secondly, that an on-site inspection 
affects the security interests of the State on whose territory this 
measure is carried out, that the Soviet Union has insisted that deci
sions on the despatch of inspection groups should be taken by the 
control commission with the agreement of the three nuclear Powers— 
the USSR, the United States and the United Eangdom—in each 
individual case.

There is another consideration which I should like to put forward 
here. In determining the approach to the solution of the question of 
inspection it would be wrong to proceed as the United States side 
does. The United States believes that the approach to this question 
must be based on the assumption that the parties to the treaty wiU 
be trying to evade the treaty, which will have been voluntarily signed 
by them; that the parties to the treaty will be striving for secret 
underground nuclear weapon tests and will thus be deliberately 
working to violate the treaty which they will have signed voluntarily.

We believe that such a negative approach to the voluntary treaty 
can lead to no good; and if these really are your views, then all these 
precautions are useless, since if every party to the treaty assumes 
that the other side will be trying to violate the treaty, such a treaty 
will obviously be short-lived and no control measures, however severe 
and rigorous, will save the situation. After all, in this case it is not 
a question of imposing the terms of a treaty on a vanquished country 
to which that treaty is abhorrent. We are concerned, in fact, with a
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treaty of a completely different type: three Powers, the Soviet Union, 
the United States and the United Kingdom, have voluntarily entered 
upon negotiations with the object of drafting a treaty on the prohibi
tion of nuclear weapon tests, and we in the USSR believe that if such 
great world Powers as the Soviet Union, the United States and the 
United Kingdom sign a treaty they will have to observe that treaty 
honestly. That is how we approach this question and if we agree to 
the establishment of inspection quotas it is only in order to furnish 
the parties to this treaty with certain additional safeguards to the 
control system which we are supporting, safeguards that the treaty 
will be observed. And in practice, in our view, inspection will be 
used not in order to apprehend violators, since we believe that there 
will not be any, but only in order to announce, after carrying out such 
an inspection, that suspicions that a nuclear explosion had been carried 
out were completely unfounded and that the treaty was being ob
served. Obviously, however, such suspicions should be a fairly rare 
phenomenon.

The thi'ee arguments I have put forward lead inevitably to the 
conclusion that the number of inspections which the sides should be 
allowed for the purposes of mutual control should be small.

As you know, because of the objections made by the Western 
Powers to the Soviet Union’s proposed approach to the solution of the 
on-site inspection problem, after several months of negotiations the 
Conference reached a deadlock on this point. During his visit to 
Moscow in February of last year the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom, Mr. Macmillan, suggested that the question of inspections 
should be approached from a political standpoint, so as to break the 
deadlock. He proposed that the three nuclear Powers—the Soviet 
Union, the United States and the United Kingdom—should agree in 
advance to establish a fixed yearly quota of inspections which could 
be carried out without hindrance, within, of course, the limits of the 
agreed quota, on the territory of each of the nuclear Powers concerned. 
He also expressed the view that the inspection quota should be small 
and he even gave some examples of what, in his view, would be a small 
figure.

In this connexion I should like to remind you of the letter dated 
23 April 1959 from Nikita Sergeyevich Khrushchev to the President 
of the United States, Mr. Eisenhower. This letter contained the 
following comments on inspections:

Indeed, the most serious divergence between our respective views occurs over 
the despatch of inspection teams to investigate events suspected of being 
nuclear explosions.

As you are aware, when Mr. Macmillan, Prime Minister of the United King
dom, was in Moscow recently, he suggested that agreement might be reached to 
carry out a previously determined number of inspections each year on the
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territory of the Soviet Union and on the territory of the United States and the 
United Kingdom and their possessions, in cases where information received 
from control posts indicated events which might be suspected to be nuclear 
explosions. There would naturally not be many such inspections. I do not 
really feel that many such on-site inspection visits to each country would be 
necessary.

The letter goes on:
The very fact that investigation might be carried out in areas where instru

ment readings indicated events suspected to be nuclear explosions would re
strain any States or individuals who wished to carry out explosions in violation 
of the obligations they had assumed. This is only natural, since it would 
mean that no State, and no organization within a State, could be immune from 
a true inspection of regions where nuclear explosions are assumed to be taking 
place. Such suspicion would of course have to be founded, not on the personal 
conclusions of staff members of the control organ, but on objective instrument 
readings.^

That is what was said over a year ago in the letter from the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the USSR to the President of the 
United States.

Thus, two of the participants in these negotiations, the Soviet 
Union and the United Kingdom, are agreed on the approach to the 
solution of the on-site inspection problem. The reason why this 
question is still not resolved is the attitude of the United States, which 
insists on another approach to the question. The United States 
continues to demand that the number of inspections should be made 
to depend on the number of unidentified events. This demand on the 
part of the United States, however, conflicts with the conclusion 
reached by the 1958 Conference of Experts, to which I have already 
referred, namely, that on-site inspection should take place only in the 
case of unidentified seismic events which could be suspected of being 
nuclear explosions. There cannot, of coiu*se, be very many such 
events.

In order to guard our Western partners against the temptation to 
put forward extravagant claims or unrealistic, impracticable demands, 
such as they have put forward before, I should like to remind you of 
a leading article which appeared in The Times of 27 January 1959, 
that is, a year and a half ago. The article was headed Losing Sight 
of Essentials^'. I t  contained the following passage;

For the west the ending of nuclear tests is only a secondary aim; the real objec
tive is the setting up of an international inspection system that could open the 
way to controlled disarmament.

This idea has been frequently emphasized not only in the United 
Kingdom but also in the United States, and I could submit a nimiber 
of extracts from other highly authoritative sources on this matter.

* Documents on Disarmamentj 1945^1959y vol. II, pp. 1396-1398.
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Nor did the representatives of the United States and United Kingdom 
make any secret of it at this Conference when they pointed out that 
they attach great importance to the control system we are working 
out, since this system could serve as a model for control measures in 
the event of disarmament or of the establishment of control over 
armaments, which more accurately reflects the desires of the Western 
Powers. Such an approach of course, is completely unfounded, since 
the treaty on the discontinuance of tests will involve no such com
plicated measures as will inevitably have to be implemented in the 
case of a treaty on disarmament. And rightly so, since a treaty on 
the discontinuance of tests is not the same thing as disarmament. 
Although all of us regard agreement on this question—that is to say, 
on the question of the discontinuance of tests—as the first and an 
important step towards disarmament, as a step which wiU undoubtedly 
slow down the arms race in so far as concerns the improvement of 
nuclear weapons and the construction of new types of such weapons, 
nevertheless everyone realizes that the treaty on the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapon tests will not reduce by a single atomic or hydrogen 
bomb the existing stockpiles of these weapons and will plainly not end 
the further production of these types of weapons.

In these circumstances an attem pt to exploit the negotiations on 
the treaty on the discontinuance of tests in order to try and create 
some form of control system which might serve as a ready-made 
model for a disarmament treaty can be looked upon only.as an 
immense, unfounded and unrealistic demand on the part of the West. 
This particular approach on the part of the United States has also 
had an impact on the negotiations on the question of inspection.

I do not now intend to indulge in criticism of the original United 
States proposals, when the United States insisted that every un
identified event should be subject to inspection or suggested that 20 
or 30 per cent of all events should be subject to inspection, and so 
forth. I t  seems to us as though the United States has now abandoned 
this line on the question of inspection—a line which is not only 
unrealistic but altogether impracticable. If so, then we may regard 
this position of the United States as a thing of the past, and we shall 
not make any critical comments on it.

But the latest United States proposal seems to amount to a sugges
tion that up to twenty on-site inspections per year should be carried 
out on the territory of the Soviet Union.^ This huge unrealistic 
figure for inspections on Soviet Union territory has been picked by 
the United States purely and simply because, on the matter of fixing 
the number of inspections, it is still maintaining its former position, 
to which it has adhered since the very beginning of the negotiations.

1 See Ambassador Wadsworth’s statement of Feb. 11, 1960 {ante, pp. 33-39).
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This figure of twenty inspections per year on the territory of the 
Soviet Union has appeared in the United States proposal because the 
United States has selected it as being one which is somehow related 
to the number of unidentified seismic events. We regard the figure 
of twenty visits by inspection teams to the territory of the Soviet 
Union each year, which the United States side is now proposing, as 
unacceptable. If you are trying to ensure for yourselves the pos
sibility of carrying out inspections in the case of all suspicious events, 
this is impossible, just as it is impossible, on genuinely scientific 
grounds, to clonclude that a certain fixed percentage of unidentified 
events should be subject to inspection, as the United States side has 
been suggesting. In  any case, it would be possible to suggest another 
percentage and to demonstrate, with equal justification, the need for 
agreeing on that percentage.

I have already shown that this approach is untenable. The Soviet 
Union insists, as it has done before, that the question of inspection 
can be solved only as the result of a pohtical agreement between the 
interested countries. The Soviet delegation would hke to emphasize 
once more that the number of inspections should not be large, since 
the very possibility of verifying any event suspected of being an 
underground nuclear explosion would serve as a serious deterrent to 
would-be violators of the treaty. The demand for a large number of 
verifications inevitably causes one to suspect that those who propose 
the verifications are not doing so in the interests of genuine control 
but wish to conduct intelligence activities on the territory of the other 
side.

Taking all these considerations into account, the Soviet delegation 
is authorized to state that the Soviet Union agrees that the treaty 
should contain a provision to the eftect that on the territory of the 
Soviet Union and likewise on the territories of the United States and 
the United Kingdom, and on territories under their jurisdiction, up to 
three visits per year may be made by inspection groups to each of the 
above-mentioned countries, to any place where, according to readings 
of instruments at control posts, unidentified events suspected of being 
nuclear weapon explosions have been observed. An inspection group 
within the specified limits shall be dispatched by the control com
mission for on-site investigation of an event suspected of being a 
nuclear explosion, at the request of any of the original parties to the 
treaty, that is, the USSR, the United States and the United Kingdom, 
and the concurrence therewith of the other parties shall not be 
required. I t  goes without saying that the results of such investiga
tions must also be communicated by the inspection groups to the 
governments concerned.

In submitting this proposal we expect that the United States,
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approaching the problem realistically, will accept it. The Soviet 
Union, submitting its proposal for three inspections per year on the 
territory of each of the nuclear Powers respectively, that is, on the 
territory of the USSR, the United States and the United Kingdom, 
considers that inspection groups should be despatched m thin the 
specified quotas to investigate unidentified events whether of a 
magnitude of 4.75 conventional units upwards or of a lesser magnitude.

The Soviet side believes it possible, and essential, to use its quota 
for on-site inspection of any unidentified events, including those of 
a magnitude of less than 4.75 conventional units according to the 
criteria laid down in the treaty.

The Soviet Union^s position on the question of fixed inspection 
quotas is a flexible one. We believe that inspection quotas could be 
reviewed in the future as the coiibrol organization acquired experi
ence. We think, moreover, that inspection quotas should be reviewed 
according to the same procedure as that provided for in the article  ̂
we have already adopted on periodic review of the system. Thus, 
we consider that the first review of the established inspection quotas 
should take place two years after the entry into force of the treaty 
on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, and that they may 
be reviewed annually thereafter.

These are the considerations which the Soviet delegation wished 
to put forward today on the question of the number of inspections.

I should like to remind my Western colleagues of a leading article 
which appeared in the very authoritative United Kingdom newspaper, 
The Observer  ̂ in the issue of 3 May of last year. In this article it was 
said of our Conference that agreement was still possible if the United 
States would accept Mr. Macmillan’s reasonable proposal to limit 
on-site inspections to an agreed number each year.

Today we have given you our views on such an agreed number. 
In concluding my statement I should like to recall also our draft ar
ticle on on-site inspection which we submitted at the one hundred 
and eighth meeting on 9 July last year.^

If the United States approaches the solution of this question in the 
spirit of political compromise, does not insist on its purely technical 
considerations and does not sit it out behind a wall of technical argu
ments, then we are confident that this Soviet proposal can be accepted 
by the United States without further procrastination; in this way 
the question of inspection, which is a subject of serious disagreement 
between us, will be settled and the cause of concluding the treaty will 
be advanced considerably.

In connexion with our introduction of this proposal I  should like

1 GEN/DNT/15/Add. 5.
2 GEN/DNT/60.
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to say a few words on the question of the moratorium. In the course 
of our negotiations—and I shall, if I may, refer also to some informal 
conversations which we have had on this matter—whenever we have 
pressed for a speedier answer by the United States on the question 
of the duration of the moratoriima, the United States has in one way 
or another made its answer contingent on the receipt of the Soviet 
proposal on the subject of specific inspection quotas.

Today this Soviet Union proposal is before you. We expect that 
the United States will in its turn not delay in giving us its answer to 
the Soviet Union proposal on the duration of the moratorium.

Message From the Chinese Communist Premier (Chou) 
to the Sixth World Conference Against Atomic and 
Hydrogen Bombs and for Total Disarmament, July 
3 0 ^

On the occasion of the opening of the Sixth World Conference 
Against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs and for Total Disarmament, 
I, on behalf of the government and people of China and in my own 
name, extend our best wishes to the sponsors of the conference, the 
Japanese people, and to our friends of various countries attending 
the conference and send it our warm greetings.

For more than 10 years, the Japanese people have been waging an 
unremitting struggle against U.S. imperialist aggression and for 
the prohibition of nuclear weapons. This struggle of the Japanese 
people has made important contributions to the defense of peace 
in Asia and the world. Centering around their opposition to the 
U.S.-Japan military alliance treaty,^ the Japanese. people are now 
vigorously waging a nationwide struggle against U.S. imperialism and 
its agents. On behalf of the Chinese people, I once again express 
heartfelt admiration and firm support for the Japanese people now 
fighting heroically for independence, democracy, peace, and neutrality.

1 Peiping radio broadcast, Aug. 3, 1960. On Aug. 9 the Conference adopted a 
declaration stating that a nuclear weapons ban, total disarmament, and the abo
lition of military alliances and bases could be attained only through a ^^determined 
fight̂  ̂ against the United States {New York TimeSy Aug. 10, 1960, p. 4).

 ̂For the texts of the treaty of mutual cooperation and security between the 
United States and Japan and related agreements, see TIAS 4509, 4510, and 4511;
11 UST 1632, 1'652, and 1758.
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Prohibition of nuclear weapons and general disarmament are 
commonly desired by the people of the whole world and are also 
consistently advocated by the Chinese Government and people. 
Toward this end, the Chinese Government and people have made 
a series of sincere efforts. We have repeatedly proposed that all 
countries of the Asian and Pacific area conclude a peace pact of 
mutual nonaggression and make this area a nuclear weapon-free 
zone.^ We support with all our efforts the proposals made and actions 
taken by the Soviet Union and other socialist countries on disarma
ment and the prohibition of nuclear weapons. We firmly believe 
that obstructions to the realization of prohibition of nuclear weapons 
and general disarmament can onty be cleared through strengthening 
and relying on the resolute struggle waged by the people of various 
countries. The Chinese people will, at all times and in line with 
this conviction, struggle to the last together with the Japanese people, 
the Soviet Union, and other socialist countries and the peace-loving 
people and countries the world over to oppose resolutely the policies 
of war and aggression of the U.S. imperialists, to strive for the reali
zation of prohibition of nuclear weapons and general disarmament, 
and to safeguard world peace.

I wish the conference success.

 ̂ Premier Chou also mentioned this proposal at an Aug. 1 reception at the 
Swiss Legation in Peiping: ‘̂We advocate that the countries in Asia and around 
the Pacific, including the United States, conclude a peace pact of mutual non
aggression and turn the whole of this area into a nuclear-weapon-free area. This 
is, of course, a direction along which efforts are to be made for a long time to come, 
but we will exert unremitting efforts for this” (Peiping radio broadcast, Aug. 1, 
1960). Lincoln T\Hiite, Director of the Office of News of the Department of 
State, made the following comment on the same date: . this appears te be
the same proposal which has been made on a number of occasions by Chinese 
Communist leaders during a period which has been marked by extreme Chinese 
Communist belligerence, including aggression in the Taiwan Strait, the savage 
repression of Tibet, and poisonous anti-American propaganda. A channel of 
communications exists with the Chinese Communists, namely, the Ambassadorial 
meetings in Warsaw. To date there has been no basis whatsoever in these 
Ambassadorial talks with the Chinese Communists for the hope that Peiping 
will abandon its belligerence. We have been trying for five years to get the 
Chinese Communists to take the first step in this direction, that is to say, the 
renunciation of the use of force in the Taiwan Strait area. From these facts, 
it would seem apparent that the latest proposal is only another meaningless 
propaganda gesture on the part of the Chinese Communists’  ̂ (Department 
of State files).
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Letter From the Acting Soviet Representative (Morozov) 
to the Chairman of the Disarmament Commission 
(Padilla Nervo), July 31 ^

In connexion with the proposal by the representative of the United 
States of America to the United Nations that a meeting of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission should be convened,^ I am 
instructed to inform you of the following on behalf of the Government 
of the USSR.

The first point to be considered is that the letter from the Permanent 
Representative of the United States of America to the United Nations, 
requesting that the United Nations Disarmament Commission should 
be convened, distorts the real state of affairs that led to the collapse 
of the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee’s work and, despite the 
facts, attempts to justify the position adopted by the Government 
of the United States of America in the course of the negotiations.

As we know, the Ten-Nation Committee was called upon, in accord
ance with the General Assembly resolution of 20 November 1959 on 
general and complete disarmament,^ to examine specific proposals 
designed to attain that goal. From the very outset of the Ten- 
Nation Committee’s work, the Governments of the United States 
and the other Western Powers participating in the Committee refused, 
on various pretexts, to examine in substance the proposal advanced 
by the USSR in the United Nations General Assembly on 18 \19] 
September 1959.  ̂ The Soviet Government, desiring to promote prog
ress in the work of the Committee, in which the peoples had placed 
great hopes, and taking into account the course of the discussion 
on the disarmament problem, introduced for the Conunittee’s con
sideration on 2 June 1960 a new proposal,^ concerning the basic 
provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. The 
Soviet Government hoped that this new proposal on its part, which 
went a long way towards meeting the wishes of the Western Powers, 
would afford a sound basis for negotiation in the Committee on the 
working out of a programme of general and complete disarmament.

Throughout the entire period of negotiations, however, the Western 
Powers on the Committee, instead of worldng towards the preparation 
of a disarmament treaty, engaged in fruitless exchanges of words

' DC/158, Aug. 1, 1960.
 ̂Ambassador Lodge’s letter requesting a meeting of the Disarmament 

Commission is printed aniBj pp. 166-167.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959  ̂ vol. II, p. 1545.
< Ihid.y pp. 1460-1474.
® Ante, pp. 100-111.
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that made their disindination for a serious discussion of real dis
armament measures plain for all to see.

The negotiations in the Ten-Nation Committee bear witness to the 
fact that the United States of America and the other participating 
Western Powers opposed not merely general and complete disarma
ment but any disarmament whatsoever. This is confirmed by the 
Western Powers' proposal of 16 March 1960/ which was designed 
not to solve the disarmament problem but merely to further the aim 
of instituting control w thout applying any disarmament measures 
whatever. I t  stands to reason that a proposal of this kind from the 
Western Powers could not afford a basis for agreement on disarmament.

In these circumstances, continuation of the Ten-Nation Committee's 
work would have misled world public opinion; it would have created 
a false impression that the Committee was engaged in serious negotia
tions on the disarmament question, whereas in realit}" there had been 
no progress at all and the Ten-Nation Committee was being used as 
a screen to cover the arms race conducted by the United States of 
America and its partnei-s in military blocs. In view of the attitude 
taken by the United States and the other Western Powers in the 
Ten-Nation Cominittee, that body was in no position to agree on a 
single issue connected with the disarmament problem. For that 
specific reason, the Soviet Government has suspended its participation 
in the Conmiittee's work and submitted the question of disarmament 
for examination by the General Assembly.

The fully justified nature of this step by the USSR Government is 
confirmed by the wliole content of the so-called ‘̂new'' proposal 
which was introduced by the United States of America on 27 June,^ 
after the Committee’s work had been halted, and which is referred to 
by the United States representative in his letter; it marks no change 
in that country's position on disarmament mattei*s. Like the Western 
Powers' proposal of 16 March, this proposal makes no provision for 
any real disarmament measures whatever but reduces the whole issue 
to the institution of control without disea*mament—i.e., of measures 
to legalize an extensive system of espionage on an international scale.

One may wonder what aim the United States is pursuing in propos
ing that the United Nations Disarmament Commission be convened 
on the eve of a session of the General Assembly.

In proposing the convening of the Disarmament Connnission, the 
United States Government is plainly engaging in a manoeuvre dictated 
by considerations of expediency connected with the domestic situation 
in the United States. The United States Government needs a meet
ing of the Commission, not in order to make progress in solving the

* Ante, pp. 68-71.
 ̂Ante, pp. 126-131.
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problem of disarmament, but in order to cloak its unwillingness to 
reach agreeuient on that subject. The United States Government's 
assertions tkat it is a supporter of disarmament stand in flat con- 
trgldiction to its entu-e policy on disarmament matters, a policy which 
is reflected in the arms race, the inflation of the military budgets of 
the States participating in NATO, in which the United States plays 
a leading role, and the application of various other military measures 
that conflict with the purposes of disarmament.

In view of the adoption of such a position by the United States of 
America and the States which support it—its partners in military 
alliances—discussion of the disarmament problem in the Disarmament 
Commission could not have been expected to yield any positive results, 
despite the fact that, as the Soviet Government is profoundly con
vinced, many States which are membei's of that Commission are 
sincerely striving for a solution of that problem.

The Soviet Government considers that to convene the Disarmament 
Commission in present circumstances on the eve of the session of the 
United Nations General Assembly, which has to undertake a thorough 
examination of the disarmament problem, may merely exacerbate the 
situation and prevent a fruitful discussion of this most important 
contemporary problem at the forthcoming session of the General 
Assembly.

The Soviet Government accordingly considers it inadvisable to 
convene the United Nations Disarmament Conmiission at the present 
juncture and is opposed to the Commission being convened.

All attempts to abuse the sincere desire of the peoples for a solution 
of the disarmament problem and to take advantage of this desire in 
order to further the opportunist designs of certain circles in the United 
States of America merely create additional obstacles to the solution 
of the disarmament problem. The nature of the divergencies between 
the positions on disarmament questions of the socialist coimtries on 
the one hand and the Western Powers on the other is so grave that 
the discussion of this whole problem should take place in the General 
Assembly; the problem should, moreover, receive full and comprehen
sive discussion.

Such a discussion at the General Assembly session is particularly 
necessary, because the General Assembly adopted at its last session a 
resolution endorsing the idea of general and complete disarmament and 
calling upon Governments to make every effort to achieve a construc
tive solution of this problem. Discussion of the disarmament question 
in the General Assembly is also necessary in order to ensure that this 
discussion takes place at the appropriate level and with the greatest 
possible success. In the opinion of the Soviet Government, this ob
jective would best be served by the personal participation of the Heads
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of Government of States Members of the United Nations in the con- 
siileration of the disarmament problem in the General Assembly. 
I t  would be of great importance for individual States and for the 
Secretary-General to take the initiative in the naatter of inviting Heads 
of Government to the session of the General Assembly, as the partic
ipation of Heads of Government, particularly of the States pos
sessing the greatest military power, would do much to facilitate the 
successful consideration of the disarmament problem and of a num
ber of other important political problems, and would thereby con
tribute to the easing of international tension and the improvement of 
the international situation as a whole.

I would ask you to circulate this letter as a document of the United 
Nations Disarmament Conomission.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu
clear Weapon Tests, August 2 ^

Today I should like to make a statement on the question of safe
guards. The history of this question is well known, and I  shall there
fore confine myself to a few short, general remarks.

The United States, having refused to conclude a comprehensive 
treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, put forward a 
proposal for the conclusion of a treaty prohibiting only underground 
nuclear explosions with a magnitude of 4.75 conventional units 
upwards.^ Regarding nuclear explosions of lesser magnitude, the 
United States said that it considered it necessary to carry out further 
seismic research. I t also said that it deemed it necessary to carry 
out, within the framework of such a research programme, a certain 
number of underground nuclear explosions.

In this connexion the question arose of control over such nuclear 
explosions and of safeguards to ensure that these explosions would 
not be used to develop nuclear weapons, that is, to produce new 
types or to improve already existing models of weapons of mass 
destruction.

On 2 June the United States put forward its first proposal on safe
guards,^ which proved to be quite unacceptable and was rejected by us 
after we had made a detailed and well-founded critical analysis of it.

1 GEN/DNT/PV. 237, pp. 3-5.
2 See ante, pp. 31-33.
3 AntCj pp. 112-118.
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On 12 July the United States put forward revised proposals on 
safeguards/ which to some extent made allowance for the criticisms 
voiced by the Soviet delegation with respect to the first United States 
proposal on safeguards. These revised proposals, however, contain 
some unacceptable provisions and do not take into account certain 
important proposals put forward by the Soviet Union on this matter.

In connexion with the United States proposals of 12 July on the 
control of nuclear explosions canied out for purposes of research, I 
am authorized to make the following statement on behalf of the 
Soviet Government.

The Soviet Government has considered the new United States pro
posal on the control of undergroimd nuclear explosions for purposes 
of research, and notes, as a favourable sign, that the United States now 
recognizes the soimdness of the Soviet Union proposals on the need 
for internal inspection of nuclear devices intended for the carrying 
out of seismic research.

Agreement by the United States to inspection of the internal con
struction of nuclear devices makes it possible to draft a mutually 
acceptable text for provisions on control designed to ensure that 
nuclear explosions carried out under a seismic research programme 
are not used for the purpose of improving nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Union has no objection to the establishment by the 
United States and the United Kingdom of a pool in which these 
countries desire to deposit nuclear devices for carrying out under
groimd nuclear explosions for purposes of research. But the Soviet 
Government cannot agree that the Soviet Union should be involved 
as a supplier of nuclear weapons to the United States for research 
which the vSoviet Government believes to be unnecessary, and to 
which it has agreed with the sole object of removing an obstacle 
which the United States has placed in the way of the negotiations, 
and of expediting thereby the conclusion of the treaty. Nuclear 
devices for seismic research should be provided by the side which 
initiates the research and which intends to carry out nuclear explosions 
for this purpose, that is, in the present case, the United States.

The Soviet Government takes note of the statement made by the 
United States representative at the Conference on the discontinuance 
of tests to the elffect that, for research explosions on the territory of 
the United States, use will be made of obsolete nuclear devices,

 ̂ Antey pp. 142-152.
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that is, devices which contain virtually no secrets for the nuclear 
Powers, so that internal inspection of these devices cannot give any 
unilateral military advantage to the Soviet Union which, as is well 
known, possesses a very wide range of the most modern types of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons. The only reason why the USSK, 
is insisting on its conditions for control is to be quite sure that, when 
the United States carries out nuclear explosions for purposes of 
research, no loop-hole will be left, either directly or indirectly, for 
improving existing types of nuclear weapons or for testing new types.

The Soviet Government considers that the United States, which 
itself recognizes the need for internal inspection of nuclear devices 
intended for research explosions, ought not to have any grounds for 
refusing to accept the Soviet proposal of 15 June 1960.  ̂ That pro
posal contained four conditions which the Soviet Government con
siders must be fulfilled in order to exclude the possibility th a t nuclear 
explosions carried out in the course of seismic research may be used 
to improve existing types of nuclear weapons or to develop new types.

That is the statement by the Soviet Government which I  was 
instructed to make to the Conference. Its meaning is clear. There 
is only one thing more for me to do, and that is to recall the control 
conditions announced by me at the meeting on 15 Jime, which the 
Soviet Union considers must be applied in connexion with nuclear 
explosions for research purposes:

1. A full description and blueprints of the structure of the device to be ex
ploded must be made available beforehand to the other participants in the 
programme and these must be allowed to inspect the internal and external 
structure of the device.

2. The representatives of all participants in this programme must be present 
at the place of assembly and explosion of the device.

3. The instruments and measurement apparatus shall be installed by all 
the participants in the programme.

4. All data obtained as a result of the explosion shall be made available 
to all the participants in the programme.

Compliance with these conditions will ensure genuine, and not 
fictitious, control and will give all the participants a real guarantee 
that underground nuclear explosions are being carried out for purposes 
of seismic research and are not being used for the development of 
nuclear weapons.

1 Ante, pp. 121-126.
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Official Report to the Secretary of State by the United 
States Delegation to the Conference of the Ten Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, August 5 ^

I. B a c k g r o u n d

The Conference of the Ten-Xation Committee on Disarmament 
held 48 sessions in Geneva between March 15, 1960 and June 28, 
1960. The committee recessed between April 29 and June 7.

The committee originated as a result of an initiative of France, 
the United Kingdom, the United States and USSR. The Foreign 
Ministers of these countries, in a communique of September 7, 1959, 
declared that:

As was announced on August 5, 1959,2 prior to the closing of the Foreign 
Ministers’ Conference in Geneva, the Foreign Ministers of 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, Czechoslovakia, 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 responsibility for gen
eral 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 ex
ploring through mutual consultations avenues of possible progress toward such 
agreements and recommendations on the limitation ajid 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 deliberations. Furthermore, it is the hope of the four governments 
that the results achieved in these deliberations w’ill provide a useful basis for 
the consideration of disarmament in the United Nations.

It is the intention of the four governments that the United Nations Dis
armament Commission will be kept appropriately informed of the progress of 
the deliberations of the committee. For this purpose the four governments have 
agreed that the committee will present reports on its work to the United Nations

1 Department of State press release 430, Aug. 5, 1960. Appended to the 
report were (1) lists of delegations to the Conference (not printed here) and (2) 
texts of papers introduced at the Conference (see ante, pp. 126-131).

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959^ vol. II, p. 1441, n. 2.
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Disarmament Commission and through it to the United Nations General As
sembly and the Security Council. As a first step in this direction, they have 
requested the Secretary General, in accordance with Resolution 1252-D (XIII),i 
to convene the Disarmament Commission during September 1959 if feasible, 
in order that the members may be fully informed of the nature and purpose of 
the disarmament committee.

The four governments will consult with the United Nations Secretary Gen
eral with respect to providing appropriate facilities to the newly established 
committee. They expect that the committee will begin its work early in 1960 
in Geneva.2

The General Assembly on November 20, 1959, adopted Resolution 
1378 (XIV), in which it called upon governments to make every 
effort to achieve a constructive solution of the problem of general 
and complete disarmament.^ The same resolution requested the Sec
retary General to make available to the ten-nation committee for 
thorough consideration the U.K. declaration of September 17, 1959,  ̂
the Soviet declaration of September 18 [19], 1959 ® and other pro
posals or suggestions made, as well as the records of the plenary 
meetings and the meetings of the First Committee at which the ques
tion of general and complete disarmament was discussed. The Gen
eral Assembly also expressed the hope in this Resolution that ' ‘meas
ures leading towards the goal of general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control will be worked out in detail and 
agreed upon in the shortest possible time.^’

II. T h e  W o r k  o f  t h e  C o m m it t e e  

A. Bejore the Recess oj April 29
At the opening session of the conference on March 15th the 

Soviet bloc renewed its support of the plan presented by Chairman 
Khrushchev to the United Nations General Assembly on September
17 [181 1959.®

The plan called for complete and general disarmament to be car
ried out, within a four-year period, in thi'ee stages. Stage one pro
posed significant reductions in the field of conventional armaments 
and armed forces. The second stage called for the complete disband
ment of all remaining armed forces and the elimination of all foreign 
military bases. The final stage proposed the total elimination and/or 
destruction of all means of waging war, including abolition of all 
military institutions,, courses and organizations.

The Allied plan was formally submitted at the second session of

1 Ibid,, pp. 1216-1217.
2 Ihid.y pp. 1441-1443.
8 Ibid., p. 1645.
< Ibid., pp. 1447-1451.
«Ibid., pp. 1460-1474. 
fl Ibid., pp. 1452-1460.
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the Conference.^ As an ultimate goal the preamble of the plan looked 
toward a secure, free and peaceful world disarmed under effective in
ternational control where disputes would be settled in accordance 
with the principles of the United Nations Charter. To attain this 
objective the plan proposed three stages. The first and second stages 
detailed specific measures of disarmament which, in the first instance, 
would serve to stabiUze the existing military environment. These 
two stages set forth basic measures to : guard against surprise attack 
or accidental war; halt future production of fissionable material for 
weapons purposes; reduce existing nuclear weapons stockpiles; bring 
about beginning balanced reductions in conventional arms and armed 
forces and initiate steps toward assuring the peaceful use of outer 
space. The third or final stage outhned far-reaching measures of 
disarmament. These aimed at the elimination of armaments to 
levels required only for internal security purposes and the build-up 
of an international enforcement system backed by universally ac
cepted rules of law. ^

During the first three weeks of the negotiations each side probed 
the position of the other side.

The Soviet bloc, in asking the Allied powers to elaborate on their 
program, argued that the Allied plan did not provide for the total 
elimination of all means of warfare and did not embody concrete 
measures which, within a fixed time period, would lead to general 
and complete disarmament. They claimed that it was not responsive 
to Kesolution 1378 (XIV) of the United Nations General Assembly.

The Allies, in turn, noted that the Soviet bloc, while having stated 
its willingness to embark upon a program of complete and general 
disarmament, omitted any reference to specific measures by which 
this objective could be reached; its plan had imrealistic time limits 
and avoided control measures in the early stages. In particular, the 
Allies cited th^ fact that it detailed no specific measures which would 
lead to the first essential requirement—that of halting the arms race 
and securing a generally stable mihtaiy situation.

Midway through\the conference’s first round, it became apparent 
that neither side was prepared materially to change its basic position.

At this juncture, the Soviet bloc took a new tack. On April 11, 
the Soviet representative tabled, ostensibly to find a way out of the 
apparent stalemate, a document entitled ‘̂Basic Principles of General 
and Complete Disarmament’\^ This stated that general and complete 
disarmament should: include the disbanding of all armaments and 
armed forces; be achieved in a sequence of three stages within four 
years; be impler^ented under international control; result in states

 ̂See ante, pp. 68-71.
2 Ante, pp. 79-80.
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having only internal security forces of an agreed size; and not be 
interrupted by any condition not covered in the treaty. In addition, 
a so-called ‘̂concrete measure’̂  was proposed. To back up an 
agreement on principles by a deed, the bloc suggested that states 
possessing nuclear weapons should ‘̂ solemnly declare’’ that they 
would not be the first to use them.

The Soviet bloc’s ‘‘General principles” document was a step 
backward rather than a step forward. I t  was nothing more than a 
rephrased version of objectives contained in the Khrushchev plan. 
As to the proposed measure of renounciag first use of nuclear weapons, 
the West’s view was that uncontrolled paper proclamations of intent 
which in no way would assure world stability or security were 
unacceptable.

At this point, the conference seemed to be stymied. In an effort 
to break the apparent deadlock, the Allies, on April 26, presented to 
the conference a ‘‘statement on conditions” for disarmament.^ I t  
was hoped that such a statement would overcome the intransigence 
on the Communist side and permit negotiations to proceed on specific 
measures.

The statement declared that the disarmament process and any 
agreement finally reached must fulfill the following conditions: 
disarmament must be carried out in stages and as rapidly as possible, 
but with no fixed timetable; nuclear and conventional measures must 
be balanced in the interest of equal security for all countries; 
disarmament measures must be effectively controlled to ensure full 
compliance; and disarmament measures must be negotiated progres
sively according to the possibility of their early implementation and 
effective control. The statement concluded that the final goal of a 
program of general and complete disarmament imder effective 
international control must be to achieve the ehmination of weapons 
of mass destruction and their means of dehvery, and the reduction 
and limitation of all types of forces and weapons to levels required 
only for internal seciuity and the fulfillment of obligations under the 
U.N. Charter.

While the Communist countries did not specifically reject the 
Western paper, their reaction offered no encouragement to the Allied 
hope that the conference could turn toward a discussion of specific 
measures.

The conference recessed on April 29 in anticipation of the meeting 
of Heads of Government.

At the last session the Soviet bloc reiterated its determination to 
seek, as the first prerequisite of the conference, agreement on general 
principles for complete and total disarmament.

* Ante, pp. 81-82.
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For its part, the West made it quite clear that unless and until 
the Soviet bloc was prepared to negotiate and agree on a number of 
specific disarmament measures, the conference's prospects for success 
were dim.

The Allies had hoped that through general probing this first round 
would indicate possible areas of conamon interest for negotiation. 
This unfortunately was not the case.

B. After the Conference Reconvened on June 7
Upon the resumption of the conference on June 7, the Soviet 

Delegation submitted the paper, Basic Clauses of a Treaty on General 
and Complete Disarmament, which had been transmitted by the 
Soviet Union to the Western governments on June 2,̂  as well as to 
some 80 odd additional nations, and which revised the earlier Soviet 
proposals of September 18 [19], 1959. The Soviet Delegation 
maintained that these new proposals represented an attempt to meet 
some of the views expressed by the Western Delegation prior to the 
recess.

The Soviet Delegation was told that the Western Delegations and 
their governments would carefully study the Soviet proposals in the 
hope that they might represent a serious desire to negotiate.

The work of the conference thereafter consisted primarily of two 
endeavors, first a renewed effort by the Western Delegations to have 
the Soviet and other Eastern European delegations discuss the con
crete measures of disarmament as set forth in the Western proposals 
of March 16, and secondly attempts by the Western delegations to 
obtain clarifications regarding the new Soviet paper, in order to 
facilitate study of those proposals by Western governments.

Our efforts to get the Soviet delegation to discuss specific practical 
measures of disarmament that would enable the world to make a start 
toward the goal of general and complete disarmament were unsuccess
ful. In spite of the fact that we invited the Soviet Delegation to 
choose any one of the measures in the March 16 paper as a basis for 
initial discussion, the Soviet Delegation persisted in refusing to discuss 
these proposals or the inspection requirements for each. The excuse 
used was to charge that the March 16 proposals were essentially 
proposals for control without significant measures of disarmament.

The Western effort to obtain clarification of the Soviet proposals of 
June 2 was made by a series of questions which were put to the Soviet 
Delegation. Only some of these questions were answered during the 
course of the discussions and the answers were Unsatisfactory. The 
questions on control which were submitted by the Trench Delegation 
were answered evasively. The Soviet and other Eastern European

1 Ante, pp. 112-118.
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delegations spent most of their time making propaganda speeches 
charging that the Western delegations were avoiding substantive re
sponses to the new Soviet proposals and were displaying a negative 
and iniSexible attitude.

In spite of the evasiveness of many Soviet answers to questions, it 
became clear that the new Soviet paper was primarily a change in 
format from the earlier September 18 [19] proposals, and that most 
of the unrealistic and unacceptable concepts of that earlier document 
remained. Various changes which the Soviet Delegation maintained 
had been made in the September 18 UP] paper in order to meet West
ern views proved in fact to be illusory or tied to impossible conditions.

Thus, for example, the Soviet Delegation maintained that moving 
a proposal for elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles from the last to 
the first stage of a disarmament program was in response to views 
expressed by the French Delegation, whereas in fact the Soviet pro
posal would have required the free world to commit itself as a first 
step to destroy within a matter of months its essential means of 
collective self-defense.

Similarly, the discussions showed that Soviet indication of a possible 
willingness to abandon its previous insistence on a four-year time 
table for complete disarmament was merely the abandonment of this 
particular figure but not of the impractical principle upon which it is 
based, that a fixed time table for the entire complex disarmament 
process m ustl)e agreed on before any steps can be taken to halt the 
arms race. As a corollary position the Soviet Union continued to 
insist that a time table for complex and radical disarmament measures 
be agreed to without the benefit of any joint studies to determine the 
problems or even feasibility of implementing each measure.

With regard to the critical question of control and inspection, there 
appeared to be little change in the Soviet position even though the 
Soviet paper of June 2 devoted more space to the subject than did 
the Soviet paper of September IS [19]. The discussions showed that 
the Soviet Delegation was unwilling to accept even in principle that 
international inspectors would have the right to determine if clan
destine installations existed in excess of agreed amounts; the Soviet 
position would Hmit the inspectors merely to counting those particular 
installations or forces that a government declared it was eliminating.

Finally, the responses made by the Soviet Delegation to some of the 
questions put to it made it apparent that a fundamental difference 
between positions remained. The position expressed by the Soviet 
Delegation was that the whole range of general and complete dis
armament must be negotiated in detail in the Ten Nation Conference 
and then submitted to a world conference where all the nations of the 
vorld would have to approve a complex world-wide treaty before any



194 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

actual measures to halt the arms race could be instituted. This 
approach would, of course, foredoom the world to endless discussion 
and no action could be taken to get the disarmament program started 
while negotiations were continuing on later stages.

The U.S. Delegation indicated to the Soviet Delegation the general 
nature of our concerns about the above indicated Soviet positions. 
The U.S. Delegation had also indicated in earher meetings those 
elements of the June 2 paper which appeared to represent some slight 
movement toward a more rational approach to disarmament, such as 
the Soviet recognition, at least in principle, of the need to develop 
improved peace-keeping arrangements within the United Nations to 
assure the security of nations as national forces are progressively 
reduced, and the apparent recognition of the need to study at an early 
stage the arrangements necessary for the cessation of production of 
fissionable material for use in weapons.

Notwithstanding the serious and fundamental faults in the Soviet 
paper which the discussions in the conference had revealed, and de
spite the fact that the Soviet Delegation had refused to discuss the 
allied proposals of March 16, the U.S. Representative returned to 
Washington for consultations during the week of June 19. The 
Soviet Representative, Mr. Zorin, was informed by the U.S. Repre
sentative that he was returning to Washington to discuss the various 
views that had been presented during the discussions since the recess. 
During these Washington consultations a revised U.S. proposal was 
prepared. This new paper was based on the same sound basic prin
ciple of that of the Western proposals of March 16, namely, that we 
should proceed with earlier measures of disarmament and then dis
cuss the details of later and more difficult stages of general and com
plete disarmament. The new U.S. paper did, however, clarify and 
amplify certain of the proposals put forth in the Western delegations 
on March 16 and it contained modifications which reflected views 
expressed by our allies and certain of those expressed by the Soviet 
Union. Thus, its purpose was to provide a fresh basis for advancing 
the negotiations.

The U.S. Representative informed Mr. Zorin before the meeting 
of June 27 that discussions in Washington had been fruitful and that 
the U.S. Delegation would table a new paper within the next few 
days, following consultations with allied delegations.

In the light of these facts, the subsequent action of the Soviet and 
other Eastern European delegations during the meeting of June 27 in 
withdrawing from the conference clearly demonstrated that their 
governments were not interested in serious negotiations but rather 
were concerned only with propaganda.

The action of the Polish Representative who was acting as Chair-
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man of the meeting was unprecedented in the annals of international 
conferences. The Polish Representative refused to permit Western 
representatives who had been inscribed to speak the opportunity to 
make statements, recognizing only communist representatives. He 
then attempted the illegal procedure of declaring the meeting and 
conference ended. His departure from the room required the United 
Kingdom Representative to take the chair for the remainder of the 
meeting. The U.S. Delegation, in view of the actions by the commu
nist delegations, tabled the new U.S. paper (TNCD/7).^ I t  was not 
possible, of course, to present the paper as a Five Power document, 
since none of the Allied delegations had had time fully to consult 
with their governments.

The Conference held one subsequent meeting on June 28 in order 
to give the communist delegations an opportunity to reconsider their 
arbitrary withdrawal. The communist delegations, however, did not 
attend the June 28 meeting. The Conference adopted the following 
communique at the end of the meeting:

The forty-eighth meeting of the Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament was held in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, on 28 June 1960, 
under the chairmanship of the representative of the United Kingdom.

The Conference requested the United Nations Secretariat to forward all 
records of the Conference to the United Nations Disarmament Commission, 
and, through it, to the General Assembly and the Security Council.

The Conference decided that the verbatim record of the forty-eighth meet
ing should be made public as soon as possible.

The Conference adjourned at 11:10 AM.

The United States Delegation, together with the delegations of 
Canada, France, Italy and the United Kingdom remained on in Ge
neva in order to be available in the event the governments of the con- 
munist delegations reconsidered their actions and decided to resume 
negotiations. The failure of the communist governments to return 
their delegations to the Ten Nation Conference, however, created a 
situation in which further useful work by the Conference was impos
sible.

The United States Delegation expresses its regret that the commu
nist governments have, by their actions, prevented successful nego
tiations on disarmament. The importance to the world of the 
task of halting the arms race and of achieved balanced and staged 
disarmament remains unchanged by recent communist actions in the 
Conference.

I t  is important that the United States continue its efforts to seek 
safeguarded disarmament agreements that will reduce the danger of 
war and permit the devotion of a greater portion of man^s creative

 ̂AntCj pp. 126-131.
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capacity to the construction of a better world for all peoples. I t  
remains, however, for the communist governments, and particularly 
the Soviet Union, to decide that they are more interested in serious 
practical negotiation than in propaganda before this hope can be 
realized.

III. C o n f e r e n c e  O r g a n iz a t io n

A. Secretariat
As a result of consultations with the Secretary' General of the 

United Nations, all facilities and services for the conference were pro
vided by the United Nations Secretariat under the direction of Dr. 
Draga N. Protitch, who was pres^ent as the personal representative of 
the Secretary General.

B. Rules oj Procedure
Prior to the first private meeting of the conference, agreement 

was reached on the following document (TNCD/INF. 1):

Agreement on Procedural Arrangements

Agreement has been reached by the representatives of the ten Nations on 
the following matters. Modifications may be made by agreement of the ten 
Nations.

1. Nature of Meetings
All meetings will be private, except when agreed otherwise by the ten 

Nations.

2. Time of Meetings
There will normally be one meeting per day at 10:30 AM Mondays through 

Fridays. If experience proves that this time creates difficulties for any Dele
gation the matter may be raised again for further discussion.

3. Publicity and Communique
Pubhcity by or on behalf of the conference will be limited to the communique 

following each meeting. The draft communique will be prepared by the Chair
man of the day and approved by the ten Nations. It will normally refer to 
the chairmanship of the meeting, any new documents tabled, agreements 
reached and the time of the next meeting. Delegations reserve the right to 
brief the press as regards their own positions.

4. Languages and Records
The languages of the conference will be English, French and Russian and 

there will be simultaneous interpretation into each of these languages. The 
right is reserved for delegations to request consecutive interpretation, but 
wherever possible advance notice of the request should be given to the Secre
tariat. Verbatim records will be furnished in the three languages.

5. Seating and Chairmanship
Delegations will be seated in English alphabetical order and the chair will 

be taken in rotation by the ten Delegations in English alphabetical order.
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C. Agenda of the Conference
No formal agenda was proposed or agreed upon. In  addition 

to the documents transmitted to the committee by General Assembly 
Resolution 1378 (XIV), the committee had before it the following 
documents tabled during its deliberations:

Message of greetings from the Chairman of the Council of Min
isters of the USSR, N. S. Khrushchev, to the Ten-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament. (TNCD/1 of 15 March 1960)^
A message by President Eisenhower to Ambassador Eaton for the 
Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament. 
(TNCD/2 of 15 March 1960)^
A Plan for General and Comprehensive Disarmament in a Free 
and Peaceful World submitted by Canada, France, Italy, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the 
United States of America on 16 March 1960. (TNCD/3 of 16 
March 1960)^
Proposal by the delegations of the People’s Republic of Bul
garia, the Polish People's Republic, the Rumanian People’s Re
public, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Repub
lic of Czechoslovakia, submitted to the Ten-Nation Conamittee on 
Disarmament on 8 April 1960. (TNCD/4 of 8 April 1960)  ̂
Proposal by the delegations of Canada, France, Italy, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the 
United States of America, concerning principles and conditions 
for general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control, submitted to the Ten Nation Committee on 
Disarmament on 26 April 1960. (TNCD/5 of 26 April I960)® 
Proposals by the Soviet Government submitted to the Ten 
Nation Committee on Disarmament on 7 June 1960. (TNCD/ 
6/ Rev. 1 of 8 June I960)®
Program for General and Complete Disarmament under Effec
tive International Control submitted by the delegation of the 
United States of America to the Ten Nation Committee on Dis
armament on 27 June 1960. (TNCD/7 of 27 June 1960)^

1 Ante, pp. 66-67.
2 Ante, p. 66.
* Ante, pp. 68-71.
* Ante, pp. 79-80.
* Ante, pp. 81-83.
® I.e., the Soviet proposals of June 2, 1960 (ante, pp. 100-111). 
 ̂ Ante, pp. 126-131.
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ern Ireland . . .  (20 members)



DOCUMENT OF AUGUST 5, 1960 199

Letter from the United States Representative (Lodge) to 
the Chairman of the Disarmament Commission 
(Padilla Nervo), August 5 ^

I have the honour to reply to your letter of 29 July 1960^ in which 
you ask my views regarding the suggestion that the Disaimament 
Commission be convened on 15 August.

I t  is well known that the United States favours an early meeting of 
the Disarmament Commission. We are therefore fully in accord with 
the proposal that the Disarmament Conomission should meet on or 
about 15 August.

The convening of a Disarmament Commission meeting is of course 
thoroughly in accord with the communique issued by the Governments 
of France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United King
dom and the United States on 7 September 1959 which stated 
that . . .  *^It 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 purpose, the four Governments have agreed that the Committee 
will present reports on its work to the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission and, through it, to the United Nations General Assembly 
and the Security Council” .̂

Moreover, and particularly in light of recent developments, an 
early meeting of the Disarmament Commission is entirely consistent 
w th , and responsive to the resolution adopted by the Commission at 
its last meeting on 10 September 1959 which ‘‘welcomes the declared 
intention of the countries concerned to keep the Disarmament Com
mission appropriately informed of the progress of their deliberations^’, 
and its recommendation “ that it be convened whenever deemed 
necessary’*.

I know that 3"ou regard the scope of the meeting of the Disarmament 
Commission as a matter for the members of the Commission them
selves to decide. The United States requested this meeting to provide 
opportimity to report on the discussions which took place in Geneva, 
and at the same time intends to inform the Disarmament Commission 
of its proposals which were made at the Ten-Nation Disarmament 
Conmiittee at Geneva and which, together with other proposals, 
provide a basis for further negotiation. I t  is not the intention of the 
United States at this meeting to request the Disarmament Commission

1 DC/171, Aug. 5, 1960.
’ DC/157, July 29, 1960.
 ̂ Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959^ vol. II, pp. 1441-1443.

< Ihid., p. 1443.



2 0 0 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

to make decisions regarding specific measures of disarmament. We 
believe that the most constructive outcome of the Disarmament 
Commission meeting would be a resolution which registers the comn.ion 
desire for prompt resumption of negotiations.

Interview Between Premier Khrushchev and a 
Pravda Correspondent, August 9 ‘

Question: Could you say what considerations motivated the Soviet 
Oovemment in putting forward the proposal that the question of disarma
ment should be discussed at the forthcoming fifteenth session o f the United 
Nations General Assembly with the participation of the Heads of Govern- 
ment of the States Members of the United Nations? ^

Answer: Our proposal stems directly from the alarming situation 
which has at present come about, through the fault of the United 
States and other Western Powers, in regard to the talks on disarma
ment, which is universally admitted to be the most important and 
urgent question of our time.

I t  is known that negotiations on disarmament did not start today 
or yesterday. Even if we were to disregard the negotiations on this 
question before World War II  and in the first post-war decade, it 
would be impossible to overlook the work of the London Disarmament 
Subcommittee, because what happened there throws much light on the 
position of the Western Powers, a position to which they are still 
stubbornly clinging.

The London Subcommittee, composed of representatives of the 
USSR, the United States of America, the United Kingdom, France 
and Canada, was in session from April 1954 till September 1957. 
All its work was done behind closed doors, in private, representatives 
of the Press being excluded. And we agreed to the Subcommittee's 
work being conducted in camera, believing that this would create a 
situation of greater confidence, that the parties to the talks would 
not feel constrained, that they would not fear that some slip of the 
tongue or inaccuracy might be used against one side or the other. 
Briefly, in this respect, the Soviet Government went a long way to
wards meeting the wishes of the Governments of the Western Powers

1 DC/177, Aug. 13, 1960. The text of this interview was transmitted to the 
Chairman of the Disarmament Commission by Deputy Foreign Minister 
Kuznetsov on Aug. 13 (see 'posty p. 211).

* The Soviet Union proposed a ‘^summit” General Assembly on Julv 31 {ante, 
pp. 182-185).



DOCUMENT OF AUGUST 9, 1960 201

m order to create conditions conducive to the earliest possible achieve
ment of agreement on disarmament.

The Subcommittee held no fewer than lt57 meetings. And what 
was the result? The longer the talks continued, the more coniplete 
the deadlock. I t  became increasingly clear that the United States 
had no desire to reach agreement on disarmament, that it had its own 
views on the matter, views which had no connexion with the interests 
of disarmament. True, the Government of the United States could 
not completely disregard international public opinion. The public 
exerted pressure on the Governments conducting the disarmament 
talks, relying on the wisdom of the statesmen in whom the peoples 
had placed their trust. Already at that time, the peoples were seri
ously concerned over the state of tension that prevailed in relations 
among States and the possibility of military conflicts involving the 
use of the most destructive modern t>T)es of weapon.

In these conditions, the Government of the United States was com
pelled to manoeuvre. Although it did not in fact desire disarmament 
and was doing its utmost to prevent the attainment of agreement 
on the subject, it constantl}^ reiterated in its statements, just as it is 
doing at present, its concern for the strengthening of peace, the so
lution of the disarmament problem, etc.

The Soviet Union—and not the Soviet Union alone—came to the 
conclusion that, in view of this position of the United States, the 
talks in the Subcommittee served no useful purpose.^ Incidentally, 
the same conclusion was in effect reached by Mr. Stassen, the United 
States representative on the London Subcommittee, who resigned 
from his post in that Subconamittee.^ I met Mr. Stassen in London 
in 1956 and we had some quite lengthy talks. I gained the impression 
that if the United States Government had shared Mr. Stassen's 
views on the question of disarmament at that time, there might have 
been hope of achieving an appropriate agreement.

And now I should like to retrace the course of events after the work 
of the London Disarmament Subcommittee had ended in failure.

The Soviet Union was obliged to transfer the question of disarma
ment to the LTnited Nations General Assembly. Acting on the

1 At the Sept. 6, 1957, meeting of the Disarmament Subcommittee, the Soviet 
representative refused to set a date for the next meeting (DC/SC.1/PV.157). 
The Disarmament Subcommittee did not meet again; on Nov. 4, 1957, the Soviet 
representative told the First Committee of the General Assembly that the U.S.S.R. 
would no longer participate in the existing Disarmament Commission or in the 
Subcommittee (A/C.1/PV.890, p. 11).

 ̂ Harold E. Stassen, appointed Special Assistant to the President for Dis
armament in 1955, also served as U.S. representative on the Disarmament Sub
committee. He did not resign his post as Special Assistant until after the U.S.S.R. 
had announced its intention to boycott the Subcommittee.
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instructions of my Government, I  submitted on behalf of the Soviet 
Union proposals for general and complete disarmament at the four
teenth session of the General Assembly in September 1959.  ̂ These 
proposals were widely supported by world public opinion. In these 
circumstances, it was diflScult for the United States to object to the 
idea of general and complete disarmament and, a t the fourteenth 
session, it therefore supported the resolution on general and complete 
disarmament which called upon the Governments to exert every 
effort to achieve a constructive solution of this problem.^

The Assembly referred the Soviet proposals to the Ten-Nation 
Disarmament Conmiittee for detailed discussion. The Committee 
was composed, it will be recalled, of five capitalist and five socialist 
countries. We considered that this form of organization was also 
possible in the interests of expediting agreement. There was reason 
to hope that this Cormnittee would work out, for the benefit of the 
United Nations, an agreed practical solution of the question of general 
and complete disarmament.

But when the Ten-Nation Committee convened, it became clear 
that the participants not only spoke different languages both in the 
literal and figurative sense of the term, but adopted different ap
proaches to the substance of the matter.

The Soviet Union, like the Governments of the other socialist States 
participating in this Committee, genuinely stood, and stands, for 
general and complete disarmament. This is why, throughout the 
entire period of the Committee’s work, the Soviet Government con
sistently pressed for the elaboration of decisions of principle, providing 
for the complete destruction of armaments and the elimination of 
armed forces together with the establishment of strict international 
control. We proceeded from the assumption that the States signing 
the treaty on general and complete disarmament should implement it 
honestly, without equivocation or evasiveness. And their honesty 
should be judged by reference not only to the statements of the 
Governments themselves, but also to the findings of international 
controllers discharging their duties with all the requisite thoroughness 
and objectivity.

The Western Powers, however, assumed a directly opposite position 
in the Committee. I t  soon became clear that, on this occasion, too, 
the United States and its allies did not want disarmament and that 
they were preventing the Cormnittee from adopting decisions in 
conformity with the General Assembly resolution. Instead of draft
ing a treaty on general and complete disarmament, they tried to steer 
the talks into a false channel and to reduce matters to control without

1 See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1452 ff. 
» See ibid., p. 1545.
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disarmament, which would mean the legalization of international 
espionage.

Whenever the discussion turned to the question of practical meas
ures of disarmament and to control over these measures, the repre
sentatives of the Western Powers, and especially of the United States 
of America, resorted to their favourite argument that the Soviet 
Union is trying to put the cart before the horse. But if we are to 
use this metaphor, it must be pointed out that, in the present instance, 
it is the question of disarmament that is the horse, and not control.

I t  would be more apt to liken control measures to a whip. We might 
then say that the Western Powers would like to wield the whip before 
they have bought the horse. Our proposal is to buy the horse, that 
is, to solve the disarmament problem, and only then to start using 
the whip to spur on those who shirk the disarmament commitments 
they have assumed.

As a result of the position of the Western Powers, the Ten-Nation 
Conmaittee came to a deadlock. I t  became quite obvious that the 
talks had no prospect of success and that the United States of America, 
the United Eangdom and France were using them only to lull the 
vigilance of the public and to gain time.

We have no wish to serve these ends nor do we wish to be an acces
sory to the use of such futile talks on disarmament as a screen for 
the actual continuance of the arms race and for the perpetuation 
of the danger of nuclear war. This is why the Soviet Government 
decided to suspend its participation in the work of the Ten-Nation 
Committee. This step was taken not only by the Soviet Union but 
also by the other socialist countries—Poland, Czechoslovakia, Ro
mania and Bulgaria.

We have now placed the question of disarmament and the situation 
with regard to the fulfilment of the General Assembly resolution 
on general and complete disarmament on the agenda of the fifteenth 
session of the Assembly, where it can receive extensive discussion.^ 
The Soviet Government considers that it would be extreme^ helpful 
if the Heads of Government of the States Members of the United 
Nations were to participate in the discussion of this question.

All peoples and governments admit that the disarmament question 
is crucial, that it is the key issue. And if this question is recognized 
as crucial, which is indeed the case, it would be logical for the most 
responsible statesmen to head the delegations of their countries to the 
General Assembly and to take a direct part in the search for a solu
tion of this question which has such importance for the future of all 
mankind.

I t  is, however, in the United States of America that the most ob

1 See antey pp. 136-139.
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jections are being raised to discussion of this question by the General 
Assembly. Why? Is it not a fact that the present President of the 
United States has repeatedly declared that, in the interests of peace, 
he was prepared to go anywhere and meet the statesmen of other 
countries?

Question: Are there <my differences in the position of the Western 
Powers on disarmament? In particular, what can you say, for instance, 
about France^s position on this question?

Answer: At one time it seemed that France was taking a more 
reaUstic position on disarmament. As you know. President de Gaulle 
made a statement to the effect that disarmament should begin with 
the destruction of the means of delivering nuclear weapons.^ We 
reached the conclusion that this proposal was sound and reasonable. 
During my talks with President de Gaulle in Paris in April 1960 I 
formed the impression that the positions of our countries coincided 
or nearly coincided. The Soviet Government revised its programme 
to take account of the position of France. We wished to submit our 
proposals for discussion in Paris during the meeting of Heads of 
Government. But, as everyone knows, the conference was torpedoed 
by the United States of America. Consequently, we submitted our 
proposals ̂ to the Ten-Nation Committee.^

The Soviet Government hoped that this would end the deadlock. 
I t  was logical to expect that the French representative in the Ten- 
Nation Committee would be instructed by his Government to support 
the revised Soviet proposals. But when the new Soviet proposals 
which took the French position more fully into account came up for 
discussion, it turned out that not only the United States of America 
and the United Kingdom, but also France itself, refused to support 
these proposals and raised objections to them. Apparently, the 
United States and the United Kingdom forced France to adopt the 
same position as themselves.

How otherwise can one explain the fact that after we had submitted 
our new proposals, the French representative no longer spoke of the 
destruction of the means of delivering nuclear weapons but only of 
establishing control over them? I t is quite obvious that this is an 
entirely different question, because the retention of the means of 
delivery, and particularly of such means of the delivery of nuclear 
weapons as missiles, aircraft and submarines, even if control were 
instituted over them, would mean that those possessing such means of 
delivery would in no way be precluded from using them whenever 
they found this conwnient. Attempts to represent control over the

1 See ante, pp. 80-81.
 ̂The Soviet proposals are printed ante, pp. 100-111*
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means of delivering nuclear weapons as a solution to the problem of 
their elimination is merely empty talk designed to mislead world 
public opinion.

Question: What do you think about the aims pursued by the United 
States Government in suggesting the convening oj the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission?^

Answer: I must admit we were surprised that the United States 
should have chosen this moment, when we are so close to the opening 
of the fifteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly, to 
put forward the proposal to convene the United Nations Commission, 
in which all Members of the United Nations are represented, to 
consider the question of disarmament.

The Soviet Union supported the idea of establishing a United 
Nations Disarmament Commission with a wide membership,^ We 
would be ready to participate in the work of this Commission had it 
not been for our experience of the work of the Ten-Nation Conunittee 
and had not the positions of the United States, the United Kingdom 
and France been revealed in the Committee.

But now we know the position of the Western countries. The 
United States of America, which opposed the establishment of a Dis
armament Commission with a broad membership, is now pressing for 
this question to be discussed precisely by such a Commission. This 
a t once arouses suspicion. Apparently, the United States now 
wishes to exert pressure on States with a view to involving them once 
again in a fruitless discussion of these questions in the Commission 
and to excluding the possibility of a broad discussion of the disarma
ment problem by the General Assembly.

I t would appear that this manoeuvre of convening the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission was necessary to the aggressive 
forces of the United States, because it made it easier to deceive the 
voters in the forthcoming presidential elections. These forces want 
to give the impression that they are champions of disarmament—and 
even that they are taking an initiative of some kind in the matter— în 
the hope that the voters will not hit on the truth, will not realize that 
this ‘̂initiative’’ is aimed only at the indefinite postponement of a

 ̂ See ante, pp. 165-167.
2 A Soviet proposal of Oct. 27, 1957, to enlarge the Disarmament Commission 

to include all U.N. members was rejected by the General Assembly {Documents 
on Disarmamenty 1945-1969, vol. II, pp. 904-906). A General Assembly resolu
tion of Nov. 19,1957, added 14 countries to the Commission, but the Soviet Union 
refused to participate in the enlarged Commission {ibid,, pp. 916-917). The 
United States voted with the General Assembly majority in both cases. General 
Assembly resolutions of Nov. 4, 1958 {ibid., pp. 1216-1217) and Nov. 21, 1959 
{ibid., p. 1549) enlarged the Commission to include all U.N. members; both 
resolutions were adopted unanimously.
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solution of the disarmament problem. Proof of this is provided by 
the fact that the arms race has in reality become the key election 
slogan in the United States.

The election slogans put forward are the domestic concern of the 
United States. Americans are free to act as they see fit. But as far 
as the Soviet Union is concerned, it will take no part in misleading 
world opiaion and will not serve as a blind for anyone.

In suggesting a full-dress discussion of the disarmament problem 
by the General Assembly, the Soviet Union^s objective is that the 
General Assembly should recognize general and complete disarmament 
as a pivotal issue and should draw up fuller and more specific recom
mendations. In the first place, it is essential for the General As
sembly to rule that disarmament must be complete, that all arma
ments must be destroyed and all armed forces disbanded. When 
measures of general and complete disarmament have been agreed 
upon, a control organ must be set up so that the destruction of the 
means of warfare and the disbandment of armies should proceed under 
strict international control.

Such is our position. I t  is absolutely clear and fully meets the 
interests of the speediest possible practical solution of the disarma
ment problem.

If the United States of America succeeds in securing the consent of 
other States to the convening of the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission, this wiU only be a matter for regret, because it will in 
no way promote the cause of disarmament.

In suggesting the convening of the United Nations Commission, 
the United States would like to reduce matters to pure formalities: 
it would like a situation, for instance, in which the Commission would 
be working, resolutions of all kinds would be submitted, some points 
would be accepted and others rejected. Essentially, however, it 
wants no progress in the solution of the main task of achieving agree
ment on disarmament at the earliest possible date. The aggressive 
forces of the United States want neither agreement, nor disarmament 
itself, nor the destruction of armaments. Moreover, certain allies of 
the United States, to which the latter has addressed a confidential 
message, have in their turn confidentially informed us that the United 
States intends to confine the work of the United Nations Commission 
to purely formal and procedural matters.^

Question: Much is written in the United States Press to the effect that 
the Soviet Union is interested not so much in disarmament as in releasing 
resources jor the fulfilment of the Seven-Year Plan, I t is also claimed

 ̂ Cf. last paragraph of Ambassador Lodgers letter of Aug. 5, f960, to the Chair
man of the Disarmament Commission (supra) .
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that i j  no agreement is reached on disarmament, juLjilment of the Seven- 
Year Plan would be frustrated. What do you think about such claims?

Answer: Yes, I  am aware of such statements by the United States 
Press. But this is a stupid point of view. Apparently, time has not 
yet taught some people to think realistically. In the West, there 
are still political fossils who for years, ever since the first Five-Year 
Plan, have been predicting the failure of our national economic plans. 
They are unabashed by the fact that they get a hard knock whenever 
the time-limit for a plan expires, because all our plans are invariably 
fulfilled and overfulfilled. I t  is possible, however, that such people 
do not desist from their prophesies not because they are not afraid of 
making fools of themselves but because they fear successes in the con
struction of socialism and communism so much that they banish the 
very thought of the possibility of any successes in this construction 
in the Soviet Union and other socialist countries.

I can assxu-e all those who indulge in such writing that this time, 
too, another failure is in store for them. Regardless of whether dis
armament is achieved in the current seven-year period, our vast 
Seven-Year Plan will be fulfilled and the Soviet people wiU thus take 
another stride towards its great goal. W hat is more, we are drawing 
up a long-term plan on an even larger scale, the realization of which 
would mean that the building of a communist soqiety had largely 
been completed.

Neither the ‘̂cold war’̂  nor the arms race can now arrest the eco
nomic development of the Soviet Union. I t  may be that some hot
heads are coimting on direct military intervention in our affairs. But 
to risk starting a war against the Soviet Union at present would be 
suicidal, as is shown by the example of Hitler, who started a war, 
plunged countries into a fearful conflagration and himself perished 
in it. The same fate will overtake all who follow his example. I t  is 
for this reason, to rule out the possibility of a madman again plung
ing the peoples into a Third World War, that we must do everything 
in our power, sparing no effort, to achieve an agreement on disarma
ment, on the destruction of armaments and the disbandment of 
armies: Then realistic conditions will have been created for averting
a Third World War.

In submittiQg a programme of general and complete disarmament, 
the Soviet Union proceeds above all from humanitarian considerations. 
I t  is guided by the interests of all peoples, of all manldnd. All the 
peoples, irrespective of the social system in any particular State, want 
peace and, in the cause of securing peace, the Soviet Government is 
making unstinting efforts to bring about agreement on disarmament 
and its practical implementation. This is essential to enable the 
peoples to live at peace and to solve all their internal political problems
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as they themselves choose, without mterference in then* affairs by 
other States and with full recognition of the sovereignty and integ
rity of all States.

Question: Could you say who will lead the Soviet delegation to the
jijteervth session of the United Nations General Assembly?

Answer: The Soviet Government has not yet considered the com
position of the Soviet delegation to the General Assembly, but it 
follows from the Soviet Union’s proposal that, during the discussion 
of the question of disarmament, the delegations of States will be led 
by the Heads of State or Heads of Government. I t is possible that 
the Soviet Government would entrust me, as the Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR, with the task of leading the del
egation of the Soviet Union. I would consider myself greatly hon
oured to represent the Soviet Union in the General Assembly during 
the discussion of a question of such importance to all mankind as 
that of disarmament.

Western Report to the Disarmament Commission,
August 11̂

1. In establishing the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament in 
1959, the responsibility of the United Nations in the field of dis
armament was recognized.^ The nations concerned pledged to keep 
the United Nations Disarmament Commission informed of the prog
ress of its deliberations. The Governments of Canada, France, Italy, 
the United Kingdom and the United States, therefore, wish to inform 
the members of the Disarmament Commission of the events connected 
with the disruption of the work of the conference of the Ten-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, a conference to which they attached 
great importance.

2. The conference of the Ten-Nation Committee convened on 
15 March 1960 in Geneva and recessed during the period of 29 April 
through 7 June. During the first part of the proceedings (15 M arch- 
29 April), a plan submitted by the allied delegations on 16 March ® 
was before the conference. The Soviet delegation rejected this 
plan and insisted that the discussions be based on the general con-

1 DC/178, Aug. 15, 1960. The report was transmitted to the Chairman of the 
Disarmament Commission on Aug. 11 by the representatives of Canada, France, 
Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United States (ibid.),

2 See Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1441-1443.
5 Ante, pp. 68-71.



DOCUMENT OF AUGUST 11, 1960 209

cepts advanced by the Soviet Union at the United Nations General 
Assembly in September 1959.  ̂ The goal of general and complete 
disarmament was conunon to both plans; what was at issue was the 
question of how to reach that goal. The readily attainable measures 
set forth in the first two stages of the Western plan of 16 March 
would have served as practical and constructive steps toward the 
disbandment of the armed forces of all States and the prohibition 
of their re-establishment in any form whatsoever.

3. On 7 June, the Soviet delegation and its associates laid before the 
conference a revision of its disarmament plan.^ Just three weeks 
later, on 28 June, the Western delegations were obliged to adjourn 
the conference. The delegations of the Eastern European countries, 
led by the Soviet Union, walked out of the conference room on 27 
June, without warning. I t  will be seen from the available verbatim 
record of this meeting that the Chairman at that time, the Polish 
delegate, denied the repeated requests of the Western delegates for 
the right to speak in disregard of all accepted rules of procedure and 
practice and, without authority to do so, attempted to declare the 
conference ended.

4. Despite this action on the part of the Soviet delegation and its 
associates, the Western Powers, being intensely aware of the serious
ness of the disarmament question, instructed their delegations to 
remain in Geneva to be available to resume negotiations.. The five 
Western Powers each dispatched communications to the Soviet Gov
ernment, asking that it reconsider its decision to break off the disar
mament negotiations.^ Thus far, there has been no indication that the 
Soviet Union is prepared to resume negotiations. Nevertheless, the 
Western nations are determined to persevere in their efforts toward 
the successful outcome of disarmament negotiations, in the behef that 
such negotiations must not be allowed to come to an end. Although 
a serious difference of view prevailed in the Ten-Nation Conmaittee, 
the Western nations beheve it is imperative to carry out further dis
cussion which may permit a reconciliation of differences, which could, 
in turn, lead to important agreements.

5. In abruptly breaking off negotiations, the Soviet Union and its 
associates have gone against the wishes of the General Assembly, as 
expressed in resolution 1378 (XIV) which called upon Governments 
to make every effort to achieve a constructive solution of this prob

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1460-1474,
* The Soviet proposals of June 2 (ante, pp. 100-111) were submitted to the 

Ten Nation Committee on June 7.
» For the text of the American note, see antê  p. 119. The other Western 

communications are listed ante, p. 140, n. 1.
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lem’V the wishes of the Security Council, as expressed in the 
resolution of 27 May, which requested the ^^Governments concerned 
to continue their efforts to achieve a constructive solution of the ques
tion of general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control in accordance with resolution 1378 (XIV) of the General 
Assembly’\^ I t  is difficult to explain the reasons for this decision in 
view of repeated avowals on the part of the USSR of the importance 
of disarmament negotiations.

6. The proposals advanced by the Western Powers in the nego
tiations contained a comprehensive programme consisting of concrete 
measures which if negotiated and put into effect would lead to general, 
complete and verified disarmament. Just prior to the Soviet bloc's 
walkout, the United States representative informed the Soviet dele
gate that further constructive proposals were soon to be made. These 
facts refute the Soviet contention that the Western Powers were not 
willing to negotiate. If the USSR had remained at the table, the 
Ten-Nation conference could have produced important agreement in 
the areas of conventional and nuclear arms reduction, surprise attack 
and outer space controls. This would have resulted in strengthening 
world security without creating military advantages to any party, 
and would have begun the advance toward the goal of general, com
plete and verified disarmament.

7. The desire of the Western Powers to make progress was, iiow- 
ever, frustrated by the rigid attitude of the Soviet Union. The be
haviour of the Soviet delegate and his associates implied that the 
entire Soviet programme of disarmament had to be accepted or there 
would be no disarmament at all. Such a position is contrary to the 
spirit and purpose of an}̂  meaningful negotiations and indeed does 
not accord with the Soviet Government's own statement, in its most 
recent proposals on disarmament, that ^4t was prepared to take into 
account any constructive considerations and desires of other partici
pants in the negotiations, that will contribute to the achievement of 
an agreement on the practical implementation of disarmament'\ 
Throughout the short period of just three weeks between the submis
sion of the new Soviet proposals and the withdrawal of the East 
European delegations those delegations displayed reluctance and impa
tience over reasonable requests for elaboration of their proposals. 
I t  could hardly be expected that the problem of disarmament could 
be solved in so short a time.

8. In their abrupt break-off of the negotiations, the Soviet delega
tion and its associates did not co-operate in fulfilling the obligation

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959j vol. II, p. 1545.
2 AntSy pp. 96-98.
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to bring the records of the proceedings of the conference to the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission. Consequently, a t the final meet
ing on 28 June, which was not attended by the Soviets and East 
European delegations, the Western delegations gave authorization for 
this to be done. The present report is an introductory explanation 
of these records.

9. In conclusion, the Governments of Canada, France, Ital}’’, the 
United Kingdom and the United States reaflGirm that they are prepared 
to direct their delegations to return to Geneva at any time the Soviet 
Union is prepared to resume these important discussions in the Ten- 
Nation Committee. The Western nations hope that the Disarma
ment Conmxission will be instrumental in reactivating disarmament 
negotiations without delay, and pledge to the Commission their ear
nest co-operation in its deliberations.

Letter From the Deputy Foreign Minister of the Soviet 
Union (Kuznetsov) to the Chairman of the Disarma
ment Commission (Padilla Nervo), August 13 ^

The Permanent Mission of the USSR to the United Nations has 
received a cable dated 11 August 1960 from the Secretary-General, 
in which he states that you have decided to convene a meeting of 
the Disarmament Commission at 3 p.m. on 16 August. In this 
connexion, the Peimanent Mission considers it necessary to point out 
that the position of the USSR Government on the question of 
convening the United Nations Disarmament Commission was set out 
in its statement on this question which was transmitted in my letter 
of 31 July 1960 to the Chairman of the Disarmament Commission,^ 
as well as in the replies given by Mr. N. S. Klirushchcv, Chairman of 
the Council of Ministers of the USSR, to questions put by the 
newspaper Pravda on 9 August 1960.

As is evident from these statements, the Soviet Government 
considers it inadvisable to convene the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission at the present time and is opposed to its being convened.

I would ask you to circulate this letter and its enclosure as a 
document of the United Nations Disarmament Commission.

1 DC/177, Aug. 13, 1960. The text of Premier Khrushchev’s Pravda interview, 
enclosed with this letter, is printed antê  pp. 200-208.

2 The Soviet letter of July 31 was signed by Platon D. Morozov, the acting 
Soviet repreBentative (owte, pp. 182-185).
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Letter From the Irish Charge d’AflFaires (Kennedy) to 
Secretary-General Hammarskjold: Item for the Fif
teenth General Assembly, August 15 ^

The 'prevention of the wider dissemination of nudear weapons

On the instructions of the Government of Ireland I  have the 
honour to request that a supplementary item should be placed on 
the agenda of the fifteenth session of the General Assembly entitled: 
^^The prevention of the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons'\ 
I t  will be recalled that the Government of Ireland requested the 
inscription of a similar item ^t the last session of the General 
Assembly.

I enclose herewith an Explanatory Memorandum regarding the 
proposed item in accordance with rules 14 and 20 of the rules of 
procedure of the General Assembly.

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM

1. In the course of the thirteenth and fourteenth regular sessions 
of the General Assembly the Irish delegation drew attention to the 
dangers to world peace involved in the spread of nuclear weapons 
and to the iu*gent need for international agreement which would 
ensure that the existing nuclear Powers would remain the sole 
possessors of such weapons.

2. At the thirteenth session the Chairman of the Irish delegation, 
Mr. Frank Aiken, Minister for External Affairs, submitted for the 
First Committee ̂ s consideration a draft resolution which in its 
operative part proposed the establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee 
to study the question and make appropriate recommendations to the 
foiu*teenth session.^ He expressed the view that measures to prevent 
the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons could not await a 
comprehensive disarmament settlement, since many years would have 
to elapse before any such settlement could be achieved. Indeed the 
failure to check the dissemination of nuclear weapons during the 
long period of general disarmament negotiations might in itself 
render these negotiations fruitless.

3. Mr. Aiken asked for a separate vote on a preambulatory 
paragraph of the draft resolution, which would have the General

1 A/4434, Aug. 15, 1960.
2 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1185-1186.
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Assembly recognize the dangers inherent in the further dissemination 
of nuclear weapons. The result of the vote was 37 in favour, none 
against, with 44 abstentions. Mr. Aiken expressed his satisfaction 
that the recognition of the danger of the wider dissemination of 
nuclear weapons was unopposed and he withdrew the draft resolution 
as a whole, indicating that he did not wish to insist on any particular 
method of dealing with the generally acknowledged danger.^

4. During the fourteenth session the question of the prevention of 
the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons was inscribed as a separate 
item on the Assembly's agenda at the request of Ireland.® After 
debating the item, the General Assembly adopted the following 
resolution on 20 November 1959, by 70 votes to none, with 12 
abstentions;

The General Assembly,
Recognizing that the danger now exists that an increase in the number of 

States possessing nuclear weapons may occur, aggravating international 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 appropriate within 
the framework of deliberations on disarmament,

Noting the resolution of the United Nations Disarmament Commission of 
10 September 1959,

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 international 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 pos
sessing them and whereby the Powers not possessing such weapons would 
refrain from manufacturing them;

2. Invites the Committee to include the results of its deliberations on these 
matters in its report to the Disarmament Commission.^

5. In the light of subsequent developments, the Irish Government 
believes that the General Assembly wiU wish to consider further this 
important and urgent question at its fifteenth regular session and, to 
this end, Ireland requests that the item, 'T h e  prevention of the wider 
dissemination of nuclear weapons^’ be placed upon the provisional 
agenda of the fifteenth session.

1 See ibid.^ p. 1185, footnote.
2 See General Assembly Official Records'. Fourteenth Session^ Annexes^ Agenda 

Item 67,
3 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969, vol. II, p. 1547.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Lodge) 
to the Disarmament Commission, August 16 ‘

The United States appreciates the willingness of the members of 
the Disarmament Commission to hold this meeting at the request of 
the United States.

There should, we think, be no misunderstanding as to why the 
United States requested this meeting. We very much want negotia
tions on disarmament to resume. But we do not call this meeting for 
the purpose of conducting negotiations on disarmament here and now 
in this Commission. The United States knows that the Soviet Union 
has said that it does not wish to negotiate at present. There were no 
successful negotiations at Geneva and, unless the Soviet attitude 
changes, there will be no negotiations either here in the Disarmament 
Commission or next month in the General Assembly.

Why, then, did the United States ask for this meeting? For sev
eral reasons: I t  is because we thought the Commission had a right
to be informed about the Geneva talks and it is because we wanted 
to present our case to the United Nations and to world opinion. We 
wanted also to present it to the Soviet Union.

On June 27 the United States Representative at Geneva was about 
to present the new United States position. At this point the Soviet 
Union walked out of the meeting. There were members then who 
thought at that time that we should have a meeting of this Commis- 
sion. The Secretary General thought that such a meeting was inad
visable at that time. We agreed and we believed that we should 
make an appeal by ourselves to the Soviet Union before resorting to 
the Commission. We did this on July 2 but our overture, did not 
bring a resumption of talks.^

We think we have a good proposal, Mr. Chairman. W hat I  am 
going to say today not only restates the proposal which we made at 
Geneva but it adds something to it which we think is very significant. 
We do not, of course, insist that the Soviet Union must agree to this; 
but we do think that the Soviet Union ought to hear it.

We also think that world opinion ought to hear it and ought to 
hear it in a forum like this which is devoted exclusively to disarma
ment, and not merely hear it in the General Assembly where it is only 
one of more than 80 other issues.

Now those are some of the reasons why we called this meeting. 
But finally—the final reason for which the United States called this

1 U.S. Mission to the U.N. press release 3457, Aug. 16, 1960. The statement 
was made at the 66th meeting.

2 See antCj pp. 140-142.
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meeting is because the United States believes that the greatest serv
ice that the Disarmament Commission could'render would be to use 
its great influence to have disarmament negotiations resumed with
out delay. They are now stalled. What we ask of this Commission 
is to do all in its power to get the talks going again.

Now that, Mr. Chairman, is what I want to say as to why we called 
this meeting.

The members of the Commission have before them the most im
portant papers presented in the Ten-Nation Committee, including the 
United States proposal of June 27 which was presented on the same day 
that the Soviet Union walked out. I t  is contained in Document 
DC/154, and I urge members of the Commission to study this paper.^ 
I t  proposes a number of concrete measures of disarmament. I men
tion this because Soviet documents circulated in the Commission as
sert time and again that the United States and its allies have proposed 
‘‘no disarmament measures whatever’  ̂ As you can see from these 
documents that charge is entirely incorrect.

Mr. Chairman, the quest for disarmament is long and difficult. At 
difficult moments such as this we must keep a clear view of our fun
damental goals. And they are these:

We want a world at peace: not the fearful peace of an armed truce but 
a genuine peace which rests on trust among nations.

We want a world in which all nations and peoples, both great and 
small, are secure from aggression and can shape their destinies in 
freedom.

We want a world of open societies in which peoples are no longer 
separated by barriers of official secrecy and official hatred.

We want a world whose rich resources and spectacular scientific 
prowess will be used not for conquest, nor for defense against the fear 
of conquest, but only for the welfare of manldnd and the growth of the 
human spirit.

We want world peace under law which is inspired by justice.
And we want the kind of disarmament—^which is both fair and fully 

verified—which will help the world toward those great ends.
The United States has pursued such a disarmament policy for many 

years. We have made far-reaching, concrete proposals, of which I  
shall cite only a few.

1. In 1946, when the United States alone possessed atomic weapons, 
we proposed in the Baruch Plan complete international control of 
atomic energy, which would have meant giving up all national atomic 
armaments.^ This proposal was rejected by the Soviet Union. If 
they had accepted it, how different the world might be today!

1 See ante, pp. 126-131. ^
2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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2. In 1953 President Eisenhower, in his address to the General 
Assembly on atoms for peace, urged the Soviet Union to make with 
us joint contributions to an international pool of nuclear materials, 
thereby reducing our atomic weapons stockpiles.^ This proposal has 
never been agreed to by the Soviet Union.

3. In July 1955, at the Geneva summit meeting, President Eisen
hower proposed that the Soviet Union join with the United States in 
mutual aerial inspection to guard against surprise attack.^ This plan 
held great possibilities for peace, security and disarmament. But it 
too was rejected by the Soviet Union.

4. In March 1956 President Eisenhower proposed that the Soviet 
Union join us in an inspected program to end all production of fission
able materials for weapons purposes, and to reduce existing weapons 
stockpiles through gradual contributions to stockpiles imder inter
national control.^ This too met with no response.

5. In August 1957 the United States and its allies proposed a system 
to prevent the use of outer space for mihtary purposes.^ We have re
peated this proposal several times and spelled it out in more detail in 
the meetings of the ten-nation committee. The Soviet Union has not 
been willing to discuss this vital step.

6. In April 1958, in the Security Council, we responded to Soviet 
anxiety about bomber flights in the arctic region by proposing a system 
of ground and air inspection against surprise attack. Our resolution 
received ten votes but was vetoed by the Soviet Union.®

Only in one field related to disarmament, that is, the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests, have we had any real promise of success. Prog
ress there is slow but the discussions are going on. This negotiation 
suggests what might be accomplished if the same patient and con
structive efforts could be applied to other definite, concrete parts of 
the disarmament problem.

That, Mr. Chairman, is the historical background for what I am 
now going to say.

Against this background let me now take up the work of the Ten- 
Nation conamittee. Whatever setbacks may have occurred, I think
I  have already said enough to show that the United States and its 
allies are hard to discourage and are determined to continue the 
search for a sound agreement. What I shall now say will therefore 
not be said in any spirit of recrimination but in a spirit of seeking the 
truth—which is the only basis for progress.

1 Ihid,f pp. 393-400.
2 Ibid,, pp. 486-488.
» Ibid., pp. 593-595.
< Ibid., vol. II, p. 871
* Ibid,, p. 1005.
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The United States brought to the ten-nation talks certain basic 
convictions born of experience. These can be stated as follows:

A sound disarmament plan must be broad enough in scope to take 
in all kinds of armaments and armed forces.

I t  must be concrete and realistic, tied to the growing complexity 
of modern weapons.

I t  must move step by step, always under adequate control, toward 
the ultimate goal of complete and general disarmament under effec
tive international control.

I t  must be so fair at every stage that no country will gain a military 
advantage over another country at any stage.

I t  must include agreed procedures for settling international disputes 
peacefully, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, 
after complete and general disarmament has been achieved.

Finally, before nations can proceed confidently with great reductions 
in weapons, a sound disarmament plan must reduce the enormous 
uncertainties and risks which exist today, which present a real danger 
of war by accident or miscalculation, and which give a great impulse to 
the arms race.

We know what contributes to these risks and uncertainties. There 
is the danger of surprise attack prepared in secret; the threat of nuclear 
attack from outer space; the constantly mounting stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons; and the vast size of armed forces and non-nuclear weapons 
stocks. Those are the danger points which would be attacked in 
Stage One of the plan which we proposed on June 27. This first stage 
is designed to build safeguards against surprise attack, to stop fur
ther nuclear weapons production, to cut down existing nuclear weapons 
stocks, to start cutting non-nuclear armaments and armed forces, and 
to take the first steps to prevent the militarizing of outer space.

When those steps are completed at the end of Stage One, we be
lieve we will have a much more stable situation in which nations can 
tnove confidently toward general and complete disarmament—the com
plete elimination of weapons of mass destruction, and the reduction 
[)f national armed forces to levels required only for internal security 
a,nd to meet obligations imder the United Nations Charter.

The disarmament plan put forward in Geneva by the Western 
Powers on March 14 and that proposed by the United States on 
June 27, were both designed to accomplish these aims. You have 
ttlready received copies of the June 27 proposal. We believe—and 
bhe other Western Powers also believe—that it forms an entirely rea
sonable and practical basis for negotiations and for the conclusions 
jf agreements which would lead to our ultimate goal.

This proposal is of course not control without disarmament, as 
bias been alleged by the Soviet Union. I t  contains far-reaching,
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concrete disarmament measm*es. I t  is realistic. I t  envisages dis
armament as proceeding through three stages, each containing 
measm*es which are phased, safeguarded and fair to all. Each of 
these stages would be carried out within an agreed'and definite time 
period under the supervision of an international disarmament control 
organization within the framework of the United Nations. I t  also 
reflects our conviction that in the process of disarmament no state 
should obtain military advantage by reason of this process over 
another.

The First Stage, to be embodied in a treaty by the Ten Nations 
involved in the conference, includes initial and controllable measures 
which can and should be undertaken without delay for these reasons: 
To preclude expansion of armed forces and of weapons stockpiles; to 
reduce armed forces and armaments; to ban the launching of 
weapons of mass destruction into outer space; and to provide against 
surprise attack. These measures would do much to reduce the risk 
of wars and to bring about the increase in confidence so necessary 
for achievement of disarmament. We suggested that while we were 
negotiating this treaty, arrangements should be made for technical 
studies to work out necessary control arrangements. One such study 
would concern the measures necessary to verify control over and 
elimination of agreed categories of nuclear delivery systems. Now, 
that is what I  want to say about the first stage.

The Second Stage of the United States proposal envisaged further 
reduction of armed forces; reduction in armaments of all kinds; and 
destruction or conversion to peaceful use of the discarded weapons. 
Agreement would be reached on a reduction in expenditures for 
military purposes and on an international peace force, to be 
progressively established within the United Nations to preserve 
world peace when general and complete disarmament has been 
achieved.

That gets us to the Final Stage, and the final stage would see the 
reduction of military establishments to levels required only for the 
purposes of maintaining internal order, of insuring personal security 
of citizens, and of providing agreed contingents to the international 
peace force. There would be a commensurate reduction of military 
•expenditures, and no manufacture of armaments would be permitted 
except for supplying agreed-upon weapons to the international peace 
force and to the remaining national contingents.

We proposed that after reaching agreement on the first stage of the 
program, an agreed treaty on the second and third stages of the pro
gram be prepared for submission to a world disarmament conference. 
There we hope that aU states would accede to the treaties.

Now, Mr. Chairman, that plan of June 27 is so full of concrete
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measures for the elimination and destruction of weapons, and the de
mobilization of armed forces, that it is really astonishing to read in 
the Soviet Union’s letter of July 31, addressed to you as Chairman of 
the Disarmament Commission, that our proposal of June 27 ‘̂makes 
no provision for any real disarmament measures whatever but reduces 
the whole issue to the institution of control without disarmament—
i.e., of measures to legalize an extensive system of espionage on an 
international scale.” ̂  That, and other recent Soviet statements like 
it, are so obviously contrary to ascertainable facts which I have just 
cited—and which you can easily confirm yourselves—that I cannot 
really think that the Soviet officials who wrote that letter really be
lieve their own statements.

And as for calling inspection espionage, this seems once again to 
show the Soviet obsession with secrecy which so hampers all realistic 
efforts toward disarmament. The facts are clear. The United States 
does not propose, and has never proposed, a single measure of inspec
tion on Soviet territory which we are not prepared to accept also 
on United States territory. When the Soviet representatives talk 
that way the world must ask: ‘‘What have you got to hide?’’

The three-stage plan which we proposed on June 27 is not a short 
process. J t  cannot be exactly defined as regards time. But its 
goal is clear, its methods are clear, and its urgent initial steps can 
be agreed upon promptly. When those steps are taken they will 
themselves generate the confidence born of experience and success, 
which is now so sorely lacking and which is so necessary for further 
progress. Ours is no mere collection of cloudy principles. I t  is 
concrete and definite and it can be done.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, our proposal of June 27 made genuine 
concessions to Soviet views. I must emphasize this because the 
Soviet representatives have done rather their best to create the 
opposite impression. For instance, Mr. Gromyko in his letter to 
the Secretary General, dated the very same day, June 27—which 
he sent without even waiting to hear the proposal which he knew we 
were about to make—said: ‘‘The United States and the other Western 
Powers . . . failed to take a single step to meet the Soviet Union’s 
position.”  ̂ E t cetera, et cetera. And that was made before he had 
been willing to hear our statement.

Here is a list of the concessions to the Soviet view which we em
bodied in our proposal of June 27.

1. We included a definition of general and complete disarmament, 
in terms not very different from the Soviet definition.

1 See ante, p. 183,
 ̂Ante, pp. 136-138.
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2. We accepted the principle that each measure of a disarmament 
program would be carried out in an agreed and strictly defined period 
of time.

3. We adopted a provision based on the Soviet plan of June 2 for 
a review by the Security Council of the progress of disarmament 
at the end of each disarmament stage. This is something they 
wanted.

4. We agreed to a figure of 1.7 million for the armed forces of the 
USSR and the United States in the second stage of the disarmament 
program. That is a real thing to agree to.

5. We accepted a technical examination of measures necessary to 
control, reduce and eliminate agreed categories of nuclear delivery 
systems, including missiles, aircraft, surface ships, submarines and 
artillery. This concerned a measure to which the Soviet Union 
had given first place in its disarmament program. And this, Mr. 
Chairman, we accepted.

I think that is evidence of our real will to reach an agreement. 
In fact, after the ten-nation committee reconvened on June 7, follow
ing the collapse of the summit meeting, we immediately made clear 
our interest in the new Soviet paper of June 2} The United States 
representative, Mr. Eaton, sought clarification from Mr. Zorin on 
several points, then returned to Washington for consultations. Our 
delegation made it clear to the Soviet representative that these 
consultations were intended to facilitate progress in the negotiations. 
The very morning that Mr. Eaton returned to Geneva, that is, June 
27, he informed Mr. Zorin that a new United States proposal would 
be made within a few days, after consultation with our allies.

But the Soviet delegation and its associates evidently had other 
purposes. That same day, June 27, twenty days after making their 
last proposal and almost on the eve of receiving our reply, they made 
a series of speeches bitterly attacking the motives of the Allied nations. 
When the Allied delegates sought the floor the Polish representative, 
who happened to be in the chair that day, arbitrarily refused them 
the right to speak—which is certainly a flagrant breach of parlia
mentary procedure and of common courtesy. In spite of an attempt 
by the Soviet side to end the conference then and there, it continued 
under the chairmanship of the United Kingdom representative and 
the United States proposal was submitted. By that time, of course, 
they had gone.

In the light of that performance, Mr. Chairman, it is hard to under
stand Mr. Khrushchev's statement, both in his letter of June 27 to 
President Eisenhower  ̂ and in his interview with Pravda which has

1 Ante, pp. 100-111, 119.
2 Ante, pp. 132-136.
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been circulated to the Commission,^ that the United States and the 
other Allied nations do not wish to conduct serious negotiations on 
disarmament. That wa;s the reason he gave for withdrawing from 
the Geneva talks. But nothing, we say, could be further from the 
truth.

I t  was, in fact, the Soviet Union which presented an ‘̂all or nothing’̂  
proposition to the ten-nation committee. The Soviet spokesmen 
said in effect that we must accept their plan for general and complete 
disarmament, with all its vague language, or there would be no dis
armament. They insisted that a treaty covering the whole process 
of complete disarmament should be signed before inspection arrange
ments co^ld be worked out— în a word, that we should buy a pig in 
a poke. Then they walked out when we had had less than a month 
to consider and react to their proposal.

Now, that is what happened. That is not a policy of negotiation. 
I t  is more like a policy of threats and ultimatums.

Mr. Chairman, the United States refuses to be discouraged. But 
we should lose no time in resuming disarmament discussions on some 
basis winch promises progress. Modem armaments are constantly 
growing more complex and more difficult to control or to abolish with 
certainty. We must not wait, as the Soviet Union seems to want us 
to do, while the problems grow more difficult and more dangerous.

Let me give one example of the dangers of delay.
The Alhed nations have proposed an early agreement to ban the 

stationing of weapons of mass destruction in outer space. If we do 
not grasp this opportimity now, the day is sure to come before very 
long when the disarmament negotiations will have passed another 
point of no return—just as we did a decade ago in the case of detection 
of concealed nuclear weapons. If that happens in the case of outer 
space weapons, we will be threatened by weapons and vehicles which 
can fly deep into space, and by bombardment satellites hovering above 
us against the background of stars and planets. Now that is not 
science fiction. I t  is a technical certainty imless the nations which 
can launch such vehicles soon cooperate to prevent it.

Once again we seem to stand a t a fork in the road. On one side is 
the road either to war or, at best, to a growing burden of ever more 
complex and powerful weapons, with all the fear and tensions and 
real dangers that such a situation imphes.

On the other side is the road to disarmament. I t  begins with first 
steps which can reduce the feair of accidental war or surprise attack. 
I t  leads to the steady growth of confidence—an,d finally to an age 
when man can at last timi to humane works worthy of his genius.

 ̂ Ante  ̂ pp. 200-20&
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In the ten-nation committee it seemed that we had made a good 
beginning toward finding that road. I t  is a formn which was quite 
satisfactory to the Soviet Union when it was established last year. 
We believe that negotiations in that committee should be resumed at 
once.

Mr. Chairman, as proof of the serious purpose with which the United 
States requests the renewal of negotiations, I  am authorized to present 
today to the Soviet Union two new proposals, and I  do so now.

The first proposal relates to ending the production of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes. In the past the United States has 
proposed that when this production was cut off, agreed quantities 
of fissionable materials be transferred, under international super
vision, from existing accumulated weapons stocks to peaceful uses— 
thereby reducing directly the mmaber of nuclear weapons now in 
national arsenals.

The United States is ready to carry out this proposal on a reciprocal 
basis with the Soviet Union. In doing so the*United States is ready, 
also on a reciprocal basis, to set aside 30,000 kilograms of weapons 
grade U-235, as the amoimt which the United States and the Soviet 
Union would each initially transfer.

Let me say by way of explanation that thirty thousand kilograms 
of weapons grade U-235, if used in our modem nuclear weapons, 
would generate an explosive force well over 1,000 times greater than 
that of all the high explosive bombs dropped by aU the warring powers 
during World War II. That is what that means.

I  will repeat that because I  think it is impressive.
Thirty thousand kilograms of weapons grade U-235, if used in our 

modern nuclear weapons, would generate an explosive force well oyer
1,000 times greater than that of all the high explosive bombs dropped 
by all the warring powers during World War II,

The transfer of that amount to peaceful uses by the United States, 
and an equal amount by the Soviet Union, would mean an immediate 
and sizeable reduction in the nuclear threat. I t  would be a real and 
practical measure of disarmament. And I put that today before the 
Soviet Union,

If the Soviet Union is not prepared to join in a plan of this kind, I 
am authorized to propose another proposal, a second direction in 
which we might now make a start. The United States is ready to 
join the Soviet Union in halting by successive steps the production of 
fissionable materials for weapons use. We are prepared to shut down, 
one by one, under international inspection, our major plants producing 
enriched uranium and plutoniimi, if the Soviet Union will shut down
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equivalent facilities. We are prepared to do this now—^with no 
delay a t all.

The United States is eager to renew negotiations on concrete dis
armament measures such as these. We are willing to hear new Soviet 
proposals.

If we do not act now and act effectively, history may leave us 
behind—all of us here in this room and the countries we represent. 
The peoples of the world demand that this tragedy should not be 
allowed to happen.

Whatever issues of philosophy or recent history may lie between us, 
the United States and the Soviet Union share the heaviest responsi
bility for solving the problem of armaments. We must work together 
to solve it. We again invite the Soviet Union to work with us— n̂ot 
with the object of one of us putting the other in the wrong and thus 
winning a small victory of some sort. Victories of that kind are 
likely to prove hollow very soon. Let us rather join to win a common 
victory for the future of mankind.

Statement by the United States Representative (Lodge) 
to the Disarmament Commission, August 17 ^

My statement is a statement of clarification. I t  is not with regard 
to the statement that I  made; it is with regard to the statement 
that one of the members of the Commission has made.

One of the members said yesterday, in speaking of the new proposals 
which I put forward, that: “ The proposals . . . imply primarily an 
invitation for future manufacture of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons. What is more important, they do not imply the destruction 
of stockpiles at present existing.'^ ^

This represents such a fundamental misunderstanding of the 
new United States proposal that it is important for me to make an 
early clarification.

Two brief points I think will sufl3.ce:

1. Since all future manufacture of fissionable materials would go 
to peaceful uses only—and not into weapons— ît is obviously incorrect 
to characterize our proposal as an invitation to make more weapons.

1 U.S. Mission to the U.N. press release 3458, Aug. 17, 1960. The statement 
was made at the 68th meeting.

 ̂ Statement by the Cuban representative (DC/PV.66, p. 97).
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I repeat, under our proposal all plants producing enriched uranium 
and plutonium would either be completely shut down or their output 
earmarked exclusively for peaceful purposes. That evidently was 
not understood.

2. Our proposal was for the transfer of weapons-grade U-235—
30,000 kilograms of it. For our part, the only place from which 
this material could come is from present weapons stockpiles. There
fore this transfer would directly and immediately result in the dis
mantling of sizeable numbers of presently existing weapons.

Disarmament Commission Resolution, August 18 ^

The Disarmament Commission ̂
Recalling its resolution of 10 September 1959, welcoming the 

resumption of disarmament negotiations and expressing the hope 
that such negotiations would provide a useful basis for the consideration 
of disarmament in the United Nations,^

Noting with regret that these negotiations have not yielded the 
expected positive results,

Reaffirming the continuing and ultimate responsibihty of the 
United Nations in the field of disarmament.

Taking into account resolution 1378 (XIV) adopted unanimously 
by the General Assembly on 20 November 1959,®

Recommends to the fifteenth session of the General Assembly to 
give earnest consideration to the question of disarmament;

Considers it necessary and recommends that in view of the urgency 
of the problem continued efforts be made for the earliest possible 
continuation of international negotiations to achieve a constructive 
solution of the question of general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control;

Recommends to the General Assembly that the Disarmament 
Commission as set up in General Assembly resolution 1252 (XIII) * 
should continue in being and be convened whenever deemed necessary.

 ̂ DC/182/Corr. 1, Aug. 19, 1960. The resolution was adopted unanimously. 
 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969, vol. II, p. 1443.

» Ibid., p. 1545.
* Ibid., pp. 1216-1217.
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Statement by the Department of State: Establishment 
of the United States Disarmament Administration, 
September 9 ^

The Department of State announced today the establishment of 
the United States Disarmament Administration to develop and 
coordinate United States policies and activities in the field of arms 
limitation and control. The Administration is being established as 
the result of a study initiated last fall by the Secretary of State, at 
the request of the President, to investigate arrangements which 
would provide the United States with the most eflFective means of 
dealing with the increasingly complex disarmament problem.

The Administration will be responsible to the Secretary of State 
and will be staflFed with personnel drawn from other agencies and 
from outside government as well as from the Department of State.

In addition to coordinating an intensified program of study and 
research, the new organization will be responsible for formulating 
policy recommendations for consideration within the U.S. Govern
ment with respect to the limitation and control, by international 
agreement, of armed forces and weapons of all kinds and for the 
direction and support of international negotiations on these matters.

I t  will marshal in a single unit political, military, scientific and 
technical skills in a continuing effort to discover reliable means for 
easing the burden of armaments, lessening the dangers of war by 
miscalculation, and helping to promote a just and durable peace.

Address by President Eisenhower to the General 
Assembly [Extract}, September 22 *

• • • • • • •

O u t e r  S p a c e

Another problem confronting us involves outer space.
The emergence of this new world poses a vital issue: Will outer space 

be preserved for peaceful use and developed for the benefit of all man- 
kind? Or wiU it become another focus for the arms race—and thus; 
an area of dangerous and sterile competition?

The choice is urgent. And it is ours to make.
The nations of the world have recently united in declaring the

1 Department of State press release 520, Sept. 9, 1960.
2 Department of State Bulletin^ Oct. 10, 1960, pp. 554-556.
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continent of Antarctica ^̂ off limits’’ to military preparations. We 
could extend this principle to an even more important sphere. Na
tional vested interests have not yet been developed in space or in 
celestial bodies. Barriers to agreement are now lower than they will 
ever be again.

The opportmiity may be fleeting. Before many years have passed, 
the point of no return may have passed.

Let us remind ourselves that we had a chance in 1946 to insure that 
atomic energy be devoted exclusively to peaceful purposes. That 
chance was missed when the Soviet Union turned down the compre
hensive plan submitted by the United States for placing atomic energy 
under international control.^

We must not lose the chance we still have to control the future of 
outer space.

I propose that:

1. We agree that celestial bodies are not subject to national ap
propriation by any claims of sovereignty.

2. We agree that the nations of the world shall not engage in war
like activities on these bodies.

3. We agree, subject to appropriate verification, that no nation will 
put into orbit or station in outer space weapons of mass destruction. 
All launchings of space craft should be verified in advance by the 
United Nations.

4. We press forward with a program of international cooperation 
for constructive peaceful uses of outer space under the United Nations. 
Better weather forecasting, improved worldwide conmiunications, 
and more effective exploration not only of outer space but of our own 
earth—these are but a few of the benefits of such cooperation.

Agreement on these proposals would enable future generations to 
find peaceful and scientific progress, not another fearful dimension to 
the arms race, as they explore the universe.

D is a r m a m e n t

But armaments must also be controlled here on earth if civilization 
is to be assured of survival. These efforts must extend both to con
ventional and nonconventional armaments.

My country has made specific proposals to this end during the past 
year. New United States proposals were put forward on June 27,  ̂
with the hope that they could serve as the basis for negotiations to 
achieve general disarmament. The United States still supports 
these proposals.

1 See Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1969^ vol. I, pp. 7-16. 
 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 126-131.
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The Communist nations’ walkout at Geneva, when they learned 
that we were about to submit these proposals, brought negotiations 
to an abrupt halt. Their imexplained action does not, however, re
duce the urgent need for arms control.

My country believes that negotiations can—and should—soon be 
resimied. Our aim is to reach agreement on all the various measures 
that will bring general and complete disarmament. Any honest 
appraisal, however, must recognize that this is an immense task. I t 
will take time.

We should not have to wait until we have agreed on all the detailed 
measures to reach this goal before we begin to move toward disarma
ment. Specific and promising steps to this end were suggested in 
our June 27 proposals.

If negotiations can be resumed, it may be possible to deal partic
ularly with two pressing dangers—that of war by miscalculation and 
that of mounting nuclear weapons stockpiles.

The advent of missiles, with ever shorter reaction times, makes 
measures to curtail the danger of war by miscalculation increasingly 
necessary. States must be able quickly to assure each other that they 
are not preparing aggressive moves—particularly in international 
crises, when each side takes steps to improve its own defenses, which 
actions might be misinterpreted by the other. Such misinterpreta
tion, in the absence of machinery to verify that neither was preparing 
to attack the other, could lead to a war which no one had intended 
or wanted.

Today the danger of war by miscalculation could be reduced, in 
times of crisis, by the intervention, when requested by any nation 
seeking to prove its own peaceful intention, of an appropriate United 
Nations surveillance body. The question of methods can be left to 
the experts.

Thus the vital issue is not a m atter of technical feasibility but the 
political willingness of individual countries to submit to inspection. 
The United States has taken the lead in this field.

Today I  solemnly declare, on behalf of the United States, that we 
are prepared to submit to any international inspection provided only 
that it is effective and truly reciprocal. This step we will take will
ingly as an earnest of our determination to uphold the preamble of 
the United Nations Charter, which says its purpose is ^̂ to save suc
ceeding generations from the scourge of war, which twice in our life
time has brought untold sorrow to mankind. . .

The United States wants the Soviet Union and all the nations of 
the world to know enough about United States defense preparations 
to be assured that United States forces exist only for deterrence and 
defense—not for surprise attack. I hope the Soviet Union will simi-
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larly wish to assure the United States and other nations of the non- 
aggressive character of its security preparations.

There is a more basic point: In  an age of rapidly developing tech
nology, secrecy is not only an anachronism—it is downright danger
ous. To seek to maintain a society in which a military move can be 
taken in complete secrecy, while professing a desire to reduce the risk 
of war through arms control, is a contradiction.

A second danger which ought to be dealt with in early negotiations 
is posed by the growth and prospective spread of nuclear weapons 
stockpiles.

To reverse this trend I propose that the nations producing nuclear 
weapons immediately convene experts to design a system for termi
nating, under verification procedures, all production of fissionable ma
terials for weapons purposes. That termination would take effect as 
soon as the agreed inspection system has been installed and is operat
ing effectively, while progress in other disarmament fields is also being 
sought.

The United States is prepared, in the event of a termination of 
production, to join the U.S.S.R. in transferring substantial quantities 
of fissionable materials to international stockpiles. The United Na
tions Disarmament Commission has already heard the proposal of 
Ambassador Lodge to set aside not pounds, as was proposed by the 
United States in 1954, but tons of fissionable materials for peaceful 
purposes.^ Additional transfers would be made as progress in other 
aspects of disarmament is accomplished.

If the U.S.S.R. will agree to a cessation of production of fission
able materials for weapons purposes, some production facilities could 
be closed without d^elay. The United States would be willing to 
match the U.S.S.R.' in shutting down major plants producing fis
sionable materials, bne by one, under international inspection and 
verification.

The proposed working group of experts could also consider how to 
verify the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, which is part of 
the third stage of our proposed disarmament program of June 27. 
There is as yet no known means of demonstrably accomplishing this; 
we would hope that the experts could develop such a system.

United States officials are willing to meet immediately with repre
sentatives of other countries for a preliminary exchange of views on 
these proposals.

Some who have followed closely the many fruitless disarmament 
talks since the war tend to become cynical—to assume that the task 
is hopeless. This is not the position of the United States.

1 See antê  pp. 214-223.
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Men everywhere want to disarm. They want their wealth and 
labor to be spent not for war but for food, for clothing, for shelter, 
for medicines, for schools.

Time and again the American people have voiced this yearning—to 
join with men of good will everywhere in building a better world. 
We always stand ready to consider any feasible proposal to this end. 
And as I have said so many times, the United States is always ready 
to negotiate with any country which in integrity and sincerity shows 
itself ready to talk about any of these problems. We ask only this— 
that such a program not give military advantage to any nation and 
that it permit men to inspect the disarmament of other nations.

A disarmament program which was not inspected and guaranteed 
would increase, not reduce, the risk of war.

The international control of atomic energy and general and complete 
disarmament can no more be accomplished by rhetoric than can the 
economic development of newly independent countries. Both of these 
immense tasks facing mankind call for serious, painstaking, costly, 
laborious, and nonpropaganda approaches.

Soviet Declaration Submitted to the General Assembly, 
September 23*

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has 
submitted for consideration by the United Nations General Assembly 
the question of disarmament  ̂ and the situation with regard to the 
implementation of the General Assembly resolution of the previous 
session on this question.®

The disarmament problem is the central problem of today, the 
problem on whose solution the preservation of peace greatly, if not 
fundamentally, depends. This is now recognized by all States. At 
the same time, the Soviet Government is deeply concerned over the 
failure thus far to make any headway in the settlement of this 
problem.

States have by now stockpiled, and they continue stockpiling, huge 
quantities of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery to 
targets in any part of the world. This in itself creates a grave 
danger to peace, since among the countries possessing nuclear weapons

1 A/4503, Sept. 23, 1960.
* See Foreign Minister Gromyko^s letter of June 27, 1960 (ante, pp. 136-139).
* Documents on Disarmament, 1946-1969, vol. II, p. 1545.
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there are those which declare ^'brinkmanship^^ and gross violations 
of the sovereignty of other States as their State policy and which 
do not stop short of such methods as are usually only employed in 
wartime.

In the circumstances where States possess enormous stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons, each step forward on the path of the armaments 
race also increases the danger of the so-called accidenta outbreak of 
war. Inaccuracies in the work of a radar system can lead to 
misinterpretation of the radar signals, and this may result in the 
commencement of military operations and, consequently, in an 
unprecedented disaster. A misunderstanding of orders by pilots 
who, according to the United States Government, make routine 
bomber flights carrying atomic weapons, may mean that these bombs 
will be dropped on the territory of another State, with all the ensuing 
consequences. A malfunctioning of the electronic devices in a 
military nuclear rocket system may also set off the chain reaction of 
military conflict.

If th e  n u c le a r  arm s ra ce  c o n t in u e s , i t  w ill  b e  m o re  a n d  m o re  

diflS-Cult to  p r e v e n t  su c h  “ a c c id e n t s ' \

The arms race is one of the major factors heightening distrust and 
suspicion in the relations between States and poisoning the world 
atmosphere. The ' ‘cold war” which is so hated by the peoples is a 
product of the arms race; it hampers its elimination and makes the 
arms race more and more dangerous for States and peoples.

The ending of the arms race is a way towards the strengthening of 
peace. The solution of the disarmament problem would also have an 
enormous economic effect. Disarmament would release huge material 
and financial resources which could be used for the good of'mankind.

Over $100,000 million have again been consumed in the huge 
furnace of war preparations in the one year that has elapsed since 
the fourteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly 
which unanimously approved the idea of general and complete 
•disarmament. Simple calculations show that these resources would 
suflSce to finance a complete technical and economic reconstruction of 
the entire African continent. This money could be used to feed 
hundreds of millions of starving people for a year. Just one per cent 
of the total amount of military outlays of States would be enough to 
build more than 100 fully equipped universities in countries which 
are greatly in need of highly qualified specialists. The money spent 
on building a single United States nuclear-powered submarine would 

: suffice to build at least fifty houses with 100 flats each or 10,000 
cottages. This is what the arms race steals from mankind.

Considering that for many years the negotiations on isolated 
.disarmament measures were invariably deadlocked by the Western
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Powers, a year ago, at the fourteenth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly, the Soviet Union proposed an entirely new 
approach to the solution of this problem and put forward the idea of 
general an i comjplete disarmament under strict and efective international 
control.

The posing of the question of general and complete disarmament 
was prompted by life itself, for in the age of nuclear weapons and 
powerful rockets partial or half-way disarmament measures cannot 
completely eliminate the danger of war.

Only general and complete disarmament can ensure the solution oj 
this great problem. Only general and complete disarmament can ensure 
lasting peace and tranquility jor mankind.

In raising the question of general and complete disarmament, the 
Soviet Union, which is today generally recognized to be one of the 
mightiest military powers in the world, proposed on its own initiative 
to forgo this military might for ever, to destroy it completely, if the 
other great Powers would do the same. If the United States, the 
United Kingdom, France and the other Western Potvers are ready to 
do this, it remains only to agree on the best way of translating this 
into reality. But if they are not ready, it means that their statements 
about wanting peace and about needing armaments only for defence 
against possible iaggression aro not to be believed.

That was the core of the Soviet Union^s proposal on general and 
complete disarmament.

The new approach to the solution of the disarmament problem 
stems from the very nature of our country’s socialist system. 
Vladimir Lenin, the founder of the Soviet State, said that disarmament 
is an ideal of socialism. Indeed, the socialist States do not need 
armaments for any purpose but to defend themselves against possible 
attack from without and to ensure the preservation of peace 
throughout the world. The Soviet armed forces do not have and 
cannot have any other objectives, for the foreign policy of socialism 
is a peaceful and humane policy. And if the Western Powers agreed 
to give up armed forces and armaments, to eliminate the means of 
waging war, the socialist States would have no need whatsoever for 
armed forces and armaments and there woxild be no reasons for 
maintaining rocket troops, an army, navy, air force or anti-aircraft 
defence. None of these is needed for the successful building of 
communism in the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. Our 
lands are rich in natural resources, our people like to work, and 
science and technology render good service to our cause.

War is not needed for the triumph of communism, since the struggle 
for communist ideas is waged not between States but between the 
classes inside each State. I t  is a slander on socialist countries to
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accuse them of wanting to impose their ideas on other peoples and 
other States by means of war.

At the fourteenth session the Soviet Government did not confine 
itself to raising the question of general and complete disarmament; it 
also placed before the United Nations a concrete programme for such 
disarmament.^ In an attem pt to facilitate in every possible way, the 
settlement of the disarmament problem, and to create an atmosphere 
conducive to negotiations on this problem, the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR adopted a decision to reduce the armed forces of the Soviet 
Union by 1.2 million men, i.e. by one third.^ This decision is being 
scrupulously carried out.

Now that a year has passed since the Soviet Union raised the ques
tion of general and complete disarmament, it can be said with all 
certitude that the idea of general and complete disarmament has 
received the support of all peoples, who want this idea to be realized 
as quickly as possible. And this is quite understandable, for the 
peoples of all countries— n̂ot only the socialist, but the capitalist 
countries as well—want peace, want a world without armaments and 
without wars between States. No one needs war, not the Soviet 
people, not the American, British, French or Chinese people, not the 
peoples of Africa, Asia, Latin America or Australia.

The desire of the peoples for peace found expression in the resolution 
of the last session of the General Assembly on general and complete 
disarmament, a resolution which, as everyone remembers was adopted 
unanimously. Not a single State opposed the resolution—all of them 
supported it. Even those States which have accelerated the arma
ments race and continue to do so now, and which, as experience has 
shown, had no intention of giving up their brink-of-war pohcy, did 
not dare a t the time to come out openly against general and complete 
disarmament.

The General Assembly declared in its resolution that the question 
of general and complete disarmament is the most important question 
facing the world today, called upon the Governments to make every 
effort to achieve a constructive solution of this problem and expressed 
the hope that measures leading towards the goal of general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control would be 
worked out in detail and agreed upon in the shortest possible time. 
This established the general line for disarmament negotiations. I t  
was decided that the nego,tiations should be conducted within the 
Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee.

The peoples of the world placed their highest hopes on these nego
tiations. They wanted to believe that now all States, and particu

1 See ibid., pp. 1460-1474.
 ̂Ante, pp. 16-18.
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larly the great Powers which possessed the most powerful weapons, 
jv^ould find a new approach to the disarmament problem and reach 
agreement at last on its practical settlement.

A year has passed since that time. Unfortimately, it must be 
stated that this year was wasted as far as disarmament was concerned. 
This is an alarming fact which cannot and must not be disregarded.

W hat happened? Why did it prove inipossible to advance a single 
step towards the implementation of the aforesaid resolution during 
the year following its adoption by the General Assembly? Why did 
the negotiations in the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee fail to 
produce any positive results?

To answer these questions one must turn to the facts. The facts 
show that once again, as in the past, two opposing lines, two positions, 
clearly and definitely emerged in the course of the negotia}tions in the 
Ten-Nation Committee.

One of them was in keeping with the demands of the peoples for a 
speedy settlement of the disarmament problem. The other was in 
direct contradiction with those demands and was a poorly Camouflaged 
attem pt to prevent disarmament.

The line of fighting for general and complete disarmament was 
pursued in the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conmiittee by the Soviet 
Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania and Bulgaria, i.e. the social
ist States. The line of opposing the solution of the disarmament 
problem was followed by the United States, the United Kingdom, 
Prance, Italy and Canada, i.e. the Western Powers, members of the 
North Atlantic military bloc.

Our position during the negotiations was crystal clear: the socialist 
States proposed to get down to business as quickly as possible, to start 
work on a practical solution of the problem, to discuss in a business
like way a programme of general and complete disarmament and to 
work out an appropriate agreement.

The position taken by the Soviet Union and other socialist countries 
was flexible throughout the negotiations. The delegations of thes.e 
coimtries in the Conmiittee expressed their readiness to hear with due 
attention and respect all the remarks, proposals and observations of 
the Western Powers regarding the Soviet prograname of general and 
complete disarmament which were aimed a t a speedy settlement of 
this vital question. The Soviet Government proved its readiness 
by its deeds. I t  was prepared to consider any other realistic pro
gramme for disarmament.

When we learned from conversations with the President of France, 
General de Gaulle, that the French Government thought it advisable 
to start disarmament with the elimination of the means of delivering 
nuclear weapons to the target, the Soviet Government treated the
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idea in all seriousness and, after giving it careful thought, made an 
important amendment to the programme for general and complete 
disarmament. The amended progranmie provided for the elimina
tion, in the very first stage of general and complete disarmament, of 
all means of delivering nuclear weapons to the target.^ The Soviet 
Government agreed to this in the desire to expedite agreement, al
though it is generally acknowledged that the Soviet Union has su
periority in the most modern and effective means of delivering nu
clear weapons, namely, inter-continental ballistic missiles.

The Soviet Government met the Western Powers half-way on a 
number of other matters as well.

The United States and other Western States sought from the Soviet 
Union a more specific and detailed description of the control system 
in our programme for general and complete disarmament. The 
Soviet Government took this into account as well. The amended 
Soviet proposals set forth in a comprehensive and highly detailed 
manner a plan for the establishment of a control system and the im
plementation of strict international control over all disarmament 
measures. Now no one can assert, unless he wants to contradict the 
facts, that the Soviet Union is evading the establishment of strict 
international control over measures for general and complete dis
armament. Needless to say, however, the Soviet Government is in 
favour of control over disarmament while vigorously objecting to all 
attempts to impose control over armaments, i.e. control without 
disarmament, which, as everyone will understand, would be merely 
a system of legalized international espionage.

After all, the establishment of control over armaments, if armaments 
were retained, would mean, in effect, that each side would know the 
quantity, quality and deployment of the armaments possessed by the 
opposing side. Consequently, an aggressor could increase his arma
ments to a superior level in order to choose the opportune moment 
and launch an attack. We will never agree to control over arma
ments without disarmament, because this would mean conniving a t 
aggression. Our goal is to secure a stable peace, which can be 
achieved only through the elimination of armaments and armed 
forces under strict international control.

For example, if agreement is reached on the destruction, in the 
first stage, of all means of delivering nuclear weapons to the target 
and on the dismantling of foreign military bases on the territories 
of other coimtries and the withdrawal of foreign troops from those 
territories, then appropriate measures of control over the imple
mentation of these arrangements must also be worked out.

The same applies to the subsequent stages of disarmament.

 ̂ See ante, pp. 79-80.
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Such is the Soviet Union^s stand on the problems of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control, which 
the Soviet Government adopted during the negotiations of the Ten- 
Nation Disarmament Committee and to which it still adheres. No 
one can deny that this is a constructive stand which is prompted 
by the desire to reach agreement more rapidly on general and com
plete disarmament.

Yet, all the efforts of the Soviet Union and other sociaUst States 
to have the Ten-Nation Committee act in conformity with the 
General Assembly resolution and set about reaching a practical 
solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament ran 
up, as it were, against a stone wall, against the negative stand of the 
United States and other Western Powers. Our partners in the 
negotiations stubbornly refused to start working out a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament and in every way avoided dis
cussion of the substance of the Soviet programme of general and 
complete disarmament. For the benefit of the outside world they 
say on disarmament questions, but when it comes to specific
consideration of the disarmament question, they make every effort 
to prevent agreement on disarmament.

The United States, for its part, made proposals which provided 
for neither general nor complete disarmament, nor any disarmament 
at all, but only for measures of control over armaments, which, 
however, means control without disarmament. This fully appHes 
as well to the so-called ‘̂Western plan^' of 16 March 1960^ and the 
so-called ‘‘new'' proposals put forward by the United States after 
the Ten-Nation Conmiittee had already suspended its work.^

What did the Western Powers actually propose? They proposed 
the establishment of control over rockets, control over satelUtes, 
control over atomic industry, control over the deployment of armed 
forces, financial control, ground control, control by means of aerial 
photography^—and all this with States retaining all their armed 
forces and armaments, including nuclear weapons and all means of 
delivering them to the target. The question, when presented in 
this way, may be of interest to those who, while preparing for military 
adventures, are concerned with collecting secret information on the 
armed forces and armaments of other States, but it has nothing to 
do with disarmament. One cannot but see that the estabUshment 
of control without disarmament not only would not contribute to 
the consolidation of peace but, on the contrary, would make it easier 
for a potential aggressor to realize his plans which pose a threat to 
the peoples.

1 AntCj pp. 68-71.
2 See antCj pp. 126-131.
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But the Western Powers in the Ten-Nation Committee did not 
wish to discuss anything except control without disarmament. As 
the only specific measure for the first stage, beyond control, they 
proposed that the strength of the armed forces of the United States 
and the USSR should be limited to 2.5 million men, even though it 
is known that this is precisely the present strength of the United 
States armed forces whereas the Soviet armed forces will number
2,423,000 men on completion of a unilateral reduction of one-third, 
i.e. even less than proposed by the Western Powers. Why, then, 
was the proposal to set the level at 2.5 million men made at all?

I t  is difficult to evaluate this attitude otherwise than as indicating 
the unwillingness of the Western Powers to agree to disarmament.

Not only did the Western Powers refuse to discuss the Soviet 
programme for general and complete disarmament in a business-Hke 
manner in the Ten-Nation Committee, not only did they piit forward 
no proposals of their own which would meet the requirements of the 
General Assembly resolution on general and complete disarmament, 
but they even went back on their own proposals as soon as they 
were accepted by the Soviet Union.

I t  should be noted, for example, that, although France advanced a 
proposal to begin disarmament with the elimination of the means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons to the target, its representative in 
the Ten-Nation Committee in effect abandoned this proposal as 
soon as it was accepted by the Soviet Union and began advocating 
not the elimination of the means of delivery but only control over 
them. One need not be a specialist to understand the fundamental 
difference between the elimination, the destruction of rockets, military 
aircraft, warships and other means of delivering nuclear weapons to 
the target and the establishment of control over them.

The fact that the French Government abandoned its position as 
regards giving priority to the elimination of the means of delivering 
nuclear weapons to the target is all the more incomprehensible since 
it is well known that in rocketry, i.e. in the most advanced means 
of delivery, France is far from being the first. She may soon be 
outstripped even by West Germany, which the Pentagon intends to 
supply with strategic rockets. Consequently, if agreement were 
reached on the elimination of the means of delivering nuclear weapons 
to the target, France, far from standing to lose, would on the contrary 
gain, inasmuch as she would be on a par with Powers which are 
ahead of her now as far as the means of delivery are concerned. 
There arises a legitimate question: are not France’s NATO commit
ments more important to her than solving the disarmament problem?

I t is obvious that, with the United States and its allies taking a 
negative stand as regards general and complete disarmament, the
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Ten-Nation Committee was unable to do any useful work towards 
implementation of the General Assembly resolution. Moreover, 
from a body for negotiation on disarmament it began to turn into* 
the very opposite: an instrument for covering up the continuation 
of the arms race.

Suffice it to say that, while the Ten-Nation Committee was hold
ing talks on disarmament, military appropriations continued to grow 
in the United States, the construction of United States nuclear-rocket 
bases was stepped up in Britain, Italy and a number of other States^ 
a new military treaty with the United States  ̂was imposed on Japan 
against the will of the Japanese people, preparations began for sup
plying the West German revenge-seekers and militarists with ‘S o 
laris” strategic nuclear rockets, and steps were taken to expand the 
production of chemical and bacteriological weapons of mass destruc
tion. In other Western countries belonging to NATO, the arms race 
was given ever greater impetus as well.

All this was being done with the Ten-Nation Committee serving as. 
a screen. On the one hand, the arms race was being stepped up and 
war preparations on an ever-growing scale were going on at a fever
ish pace, and, on the other hand, unsupported protestations of a 
desire for disarmament and for continued negotiations were being: 
made in the Ten-Nation Committee. I t  was becoming more and 
more apparent that the United States and its NATO allies were seek
ing, as before, to drown the disarmament problem in futile disputes.

Under the circumstances, the Soviet Union and the other socialist 
States found themselves faced with the problem whether there was- 
any sense at all in continuing the work of the Committee. After 
considering the situation that had arisen through the fault of the 
United States and its allies, the Soviet Government could not but 
draw the conclusion that it was necessary to suspend its participation 
in the work of the Ten-Nation Committee and to raise the question 
of the necessity of considering the disarmament problem in the Gen-  ̂
eral Assembly. The same conclusion was reached by the other so-̂  
cialist States represented in the Committee.

I t  was not easy for the Soviet Government to take this decision,, 
for it was precisely the Soviet Government that had put forward a  
programme for general and complete disarmament, had sought to- 
show the greatest possible flexibility during the negotiations on put
ting the programme into effect and had fought steadfastly for the 
negotiations to be effective and make progress. Nevertheless, it had 
to take this step. To do otherwise would have meant merely help-

1 For the texts of the treaty of mutual cooperation and security between the 
United States and Japan and related agreements, see TIAS 4509, 4510, and 4511;
11 UST 1632, 1652, 1758.



238 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

ing those who do not want disarmament, who are continuing to push 
the world towards war.

Now that the United States and its aUies have brought the disarma
ment negotiations in the Ten-Nation Conmiittee to an impasse, the 
General Assembly should examine most earnestly the situation that 
has arisen and take the necessary steps to remove the obstacles barring 
the way to a solution of the disarmament problem. To achieve this, 
it is necessary to declare bluntly and plainly, on behalf of all the 
States of the world, to those who prevent the success of disarmament 
negotiations:

It is time to put an end at last to manoeuvring and delays; a solution 
of the disarmament problem cannot he postponed any longer; the draft
ing oj a treaty on general and complete disarmament cannot he put ojff 
any more!

To expedite solution of the disarmament problem, the Soviet Gov
ernment is submitting to the General Assembly a proposal entitled 
“Basic provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament^', 
which is appended  ̂ to this statement. The Soviet Government be
lieves that this proposal provides a sound basis for drafting and con
cluding a treaty on general and complete disarmament. In this 
proposal, the Soviet Government goes even further to meet the posi
tion of the Western Powers and takes into account their attitude on 
a number of major points, including their assertions that it would he 
advisahlcj beginning with the first stage, to couple measures for nuclear 
disarmament with measures to reduce armed forces and conventional 
armaments. To this end, the Soviet Government proposes that a 
substantial reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments 
should be provided for in the very first stage.

W hat is the essence of the Soviet proposal?
The Soviet Government proposes that within four years or some 

other agreed period all States should carry out in three consecutive stages 
the complete and final elimination of all their armed forces and arma
ments, At the same time all measures for disarmament must be 
strictly controlled so that not a single State can shirk its obligations 
under the treaty on general and complete disarmament and conse
quently, so that no State can take advantage of the elimination 
of the armed forces and armaments of other States for aggressive 
purposes.

In the first stagej  which is to last for about a year or a year and a 
half, manufacture of the means of delivering nuclear weapons to their 
targets must be stopped and the existing stockpiles destroyed. In 
the first stage, too, all foreign military bases in the territories of other 
States must be dismantled and all foreign troops withdrawn from such

1 Infra,
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territories. The strength of the arnaed forces of States must be sub
stantially reduced, with the maximum strength of the armed forces of 
the USSR and the United States being set at the level of 1,700,000 
men. Conventional armaments must be reduced accordingly.

The implementation of all these measures would mean that a year 
or a year and a half after the disarmament treaty becomes effective 
not a single State would have at its disposal military rockets or mil
itary aircraft capable of carrjdng atomic and hydrogen bombs, or 
warships equipped for this purpose, or any other means which could 
be used for delivering nuclear warheads to the target.

Not a single foreign military base—^rocket, air, naval or any other— 
would remain in the territories of States. All foreign troops would 
be withdrawn from the territories of other States whether or not they 
are occupation troops or are now stationed in foreign territory in ac
cordance with some agreement. The armed forces and conventional 
armaments of States would be considerably reduced.

I t  would be no exaggeration to say that if all these disarmament 
measures were carried out, the world would heave a sigh of relief, 
since the arms race would be stopped, the danger of a surprise nuclear 
attack by one State on another would be eliminated and, in general, 
the threat of a sudden outbreak of war would be considerably reduced. 
All this would, of course, have a benefilcial effect on the international 
situation as a whole.

However, the implementation of the disarmament measures pro
posed by the Soviet Government for the first stage would not in itself 
entirely remove the threat of war. Even then States would still 
retain nuclear and other weapons of mass extermination. But with
out the means of dehvery, nuclear weapons cannot be used to harm 
other States. Therefore the means of dehvery must be destroyed 
and control must be established to prevent their manufacture. States 
would stUl have large armed forces and conventional armaments. In 
other words, they would still have the means of unleashing war.

Therefore, the Soviet Government proposes that, inmiediately 
following the completion of the measures of the first stage, which are 
to be carried out from beginning to end under strict international 
control, and after the international control organ and the Security 
Council have satisfied themselves that aU the States have fulfilled 
their obligations for the first stage. States should proceed to the re- 
ahzation of other large-scale disarmament measures comprising the 
second stage.

In  the second stage the Soviet Government proposes, among other 
measures, the complete prohibition of nuclear, chemical, biological 
and other weapons of mass extermination as well as the discontin
uance of the manufacture and destruction of the existing stock-



240 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

piles of such weapons, and further reduction of the armed forces of 
States, together with a corresponding reduction of armaments and 
war mat&iel.

The implementation of these large-scale measures would mean that 
there would be no more weapons of mass extermination left in the 
world, while armed forces and conventional armaments would have 
been substantially reduced. Obviously, this would reduce to a min
imum the possibility of armed conflicts flaring up between States.

Yet, even this is not a complete and final solution of the problem 
now facing humanity. If States retain armed forces—even though 
on a reduced scale—the danger of war will not yet have been ruled 
Qut. But if so, how can we be sure that the arms race will not start 
again and the world will not, in the end, return to the present state 
of affairs?

The Soviet Government believes that in the third stage it will be 
necessary to go still further and complete the ehmination of the armed 
forces and armaments of all States, stop war production, abolish war 
ministries, general staffs, and military and para-military institutions 
and organizations of every kind, and also stop appropriating funds 
for military purposes.

Upon the completion of the third stage of general and complete dis
armament States would have neither soldiers nor weapons any longer, 
and the danger of war would be consequently eliminated once and 
for all. Then the age-old dream of humanity—a world without 
weapons, a world without wars—^would have come true.

The internal security of States would be ensured by strictly lim
ited and agreed contingents of police or militia. In case of need, 
States would place such contingents at the disposal of the United 
Nations Security Council for the maintenance of international 
security.

These are the main points of the Soviet proposal^ Basic provisions of 
a treaty on general and complete disarmament^^

The Soviet Government expects that the Members of the United 
Nations will consider the proposal, Basic provisions of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament^’ with all due seriousness and 
responsibility. The Soviet Government expresses the hope that the 
discussion of this proposal in the General Assembly will make it pos
sible to proceed without delay to the practical solution of the disar
mament problem and will provide specific guidance for the solution 
of this problem during negotiations in an appropriate working body. 
As for the composition of such a working body, it would seem neces
sary that, in addition to States belonging to the existing miHtary 
blocs, wider opportunities in considering the disarmament question
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should also be given to States adhering to neutral positions. I t  would 
also be desirable that the main areas of the world should be repre
sented in such a disarmament body.

The Soviet Government reahzes that the working out of a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament will require patience, m utual 
regard for the interests of all parties, and flexibility on the part of all 
the participants in the negotiations. The Soviet Government, as 
before, is ready for such negotiations. I t is aware that the peoples 
of the world, anxious for a radical solution of the disarmament prob
lem, are eagerly waiting for practical measures for general and com
plete disarmament to be initiated as soon as possible.

Naturally, an important step ensuring the success of the negotia
tions on disarmament would be the re-establishment of the legitimate 
rights of the People^s Repubhc of China in the United Nations. 
Thereby great China would become a party to the negotiations on 
disarmament.

The peoples of the world insistently demand a prompt solution of 
the disarmament problem. They expect the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly to speak out with authority on this vital problem.

Good will and determination are required for the solution of the 
disarmament problem. I t  is in this spirit that the Soviet Govern
ment urges all Members of the United Nations to approach the con
sideration of the disarmament problem, the most burning and press
ing problem of our times.

Soviet Proposals Submitted to the General Assembly: 
Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament, September 23 ^

The Governments of the States participating in negotiations on 
disarmament, being guided by the resolution on ‘̂General and complete 
disarmament^^ adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations 
at its fourteenth session on 20 November 1959,  ̂ in the interests of 
saving mankind from the threat of a new war, and in the interests of 
securing lasting and inviolable peace on earth, recognize the need to 
proceed forthwith to the practical accomplishment of the task of 
general and complete disarmament, and have to this end resolved to

» A/4505, Sept. 23, 1960.
 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969, vol. II, p. 1545.
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draw up a treaty on general and complete disarmament, which will 
include the following basic provisions:

I. General and complete disarmament entails:

—the disbanding of all armed forces of States and the prohibition 
of their re-establishment in any form whatsoever;

—the prohibition and destruction of all stockpiles, and the cessation 
of the manufacture, of all kinds of armaments, including atomic, 
hydrogen, chemical, biological and other types of weapons of mass 
destruction;

—the destruction of all means of delivering weapons of mass destruc
tion to their targets;

—the liquidation of all kinds of military bases, and the withdrawal 
and disbanding of all foreign troops stationed in the territory of any 
S tate;

—the abolition of any kind of military conscription for citizens;
—the termination of universal military training and the closure of 

all military education institutions;
—the abolition of war ministries, of general staffs and their local 

agencies, and of all other military and paramilitary establishments 
and organizations;

—the discontinuance of the appropriation of funds for military 
purposes whether from State budgets or from public organizations 
or private individuals.

When general and complete disarmament has been achieved. States 
will have at their disposal only strictly limited contingents of police 
(militia), the size of which will be agreed upon for each country and 
which will be equipped with light firearms, for maintaining internal 
order and ensuring the personal securit}^ of citizens.

II. General and complete disarmament shall be carried out by the 
Contracting States over one and the same strictly defined period of 
time to be agreed upon, the process of disarmament being carried 
out gradually, in three consecutive stages, bearing in mind that at 
no stage shall any State gain military advantages over other States 
as a result of the course of disarmament.

To consider the question of the adherence of other States to the 
agreement on general and complete disarmament a conference will 
be convened with all countries participating.

III. All disarmament measures, from beginning to end, will be 
carried out under strict and effective international control as follows:

(a) Immediately after the signing of the treaty a preparatory com
mission will be set up, with the task of taking practical steps to 
establish an international organization for the control of general and 
complete disarmament.



DOCUMENT OF SEPTEMBER 23, 1960 243

(b) The control organizatiW will be set up within the framework 
of the United Nations the ^pioment the treaty comes into force. 
I t  will comprise all States Parties to the treaty whose representatives 
will meet periodically at a conference to consider matters arising out 
of the implementation of effective control over disarmament. The 
conference will elect a Control Council, consisting of permanent and 
non-permanent members, which will have its own local organs. 
The Control Council will consist of representatives of socialist coun
tries, of representatives of States now members of Western military 
and political alliances, and of representatives of neutral States. 
Except where otherwise especially agreed upon, decisions in the 
Control Council will be taken by ^  two-thirds majority of votes on 
substantive matters and by a simple majority of votes on procedural 
matters.

(c) The Control Council will be responsible for the practical admin
istration of the control system; will draw up instructions, and will 
in good time analyse and process the reports rendered to it. States 
will submit to the Control Council information about their armed 
forces and armaments.

(d) In all countries parties to the agreement the control organiza
tion will have its own staff, recruited internationally with due regard 
for the principle of equitable geographical distribution, and in ac
cordance with the provisions of the treaty. The control organization 
will distribute its inspectors over the territory of States in such a way 
as to enable them to start discharging their functions the moment 
States initiate the implementation of disarmament measures. Each 
Party to the treaty will undertake to give the inspectors and inspection 
teams timely and unrestricted access within its territory to any place 
where disarmament measures subject to verification are being carried 
out or to any area in which on-the-spot inspection of such measures 
is to be made. To these ends, each Party to the treaty wiU, for the 
account of the control organization, make available to the staff of 
the control organization all means of transport needed for travel 
within its territory.

(e) The staff of the control organization will enjoy in the territory 
of each Party to the treaty such privileges and immunities as may be 
necessary fdr exercising independent and unrestricted control over the 
implementation of the disarmament treaty.

(f) International inspection teams will include experts in the type 
of units to be disbanded and the types of weapons to be destroyed.

(g) The inspectors will communicate with the Control Council 
through existing channels of communication, being given such 
privileges as will ensure the prompt delivery of reports and 
instructions.
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(h) All the expenses of the international control organization will 
be met by the States Parties to the treaty. The scale of contributions 
of States will be laid down in the text of the treaty on general and 
complete disarmament.

The control organization shall at each stage have powers in con
formity with the scope and nature of disarmament measures involved.

The basic disarmament measures will be spread over the three 
stages of the programme of general and complete disarmament in the 
following way:

First stage

1. All means of delivering nuclear weapons will be eliminated from 
the armed forces of States; their manufacture will be discontinued 
and they will be destroyed. Such means include:

%

—strategic and tactical rockets, pilotless aircraft of all types, and 
All military aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons;

—surface warships that can be used as vehicles for nuclear weapons;
—submarines of all classes and types;
—all artillery systems, as well as other means, that can be used as 

vehicles for atomic and hydrogen weapons.

2. The armed forces of all States will be reduced to fixed levels, 
those of the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Social
is t Republics being reduced to a maximum level of 1.7 million men. 
Conventional weapons and munitions thus released are to be de
stroyed, and military equipment either destroyed or used for peaceful 
purposes. MiUtary expenditures of States will be i educed correspond
ingly.

3. All troops will be withdrawn from foreign territories to within 
their own national frontiers. Foreign military bases and depots of 
all kinds, both those released after the withdrawal of troops and those 
kept in reserve, will be eliminated.

4. From the very beginning of the first stage and until the final 
destruction of all means of delivering nuclear weapons, the placing into 
orbit or stationing in outer space of any special devices, the leaving of 
their territorial waters by warships and the flying beyond the limits 
of their national territory by military aircraft capable of carrying 
weapons of mass destruction, will be prohibited.

5. The launching of rockets will be cairied out exclusively for 
peaceful scientific purposes and in accordance with predetermined 
and mutually agreed criteria, and will be accompanied by agreed 
measures of verification, including inspection at the rocket launching 
sites.

6. States having nuclear weapons at their disposal will undertake
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not to transfer such weapons, or to transmit information necessary for 
their manufacture, to States which do not possess them. At the same 
time, States not possessing nuclear weapons will xmdertake to refrain 
from manufacturing them.

7. States will reduce their military expenditures correspondingly.
8. The following control measures will be carried out during the 

first stage:
On-site international control will be established over the destruction 

of rocket weapons, military aircraft, surface warships, submarines 
and other means which can be used as vehicles for atomic and hydrogen 
weapons.

International inspection teams will be dispatched to places where 
military bases are situated and troops stationed on foreign territories, 
in order to supervise the elimination of the said bases and the with
drawal of military personnel and troops to within theii* own national 
territories; control will also be established at airfields and ports, to 
ensure that they are not used for military purposes. At the same time, 
rocket launching sites, with the exception of those maintained for 
peaceful scientific purposes, will be destroyed under the supervision of 
the international control organization.

The control organization will have the right to inspect without 
hindrance all enterprises, plants, factories and shipyards, previously 
engaged wholly or in part in the production of rockets, aircraft, surface 
warships, submarines and any other means of delivering nuclear 
weapons, in order to prevent the organization of clandestine produc
tion of armaments which can be used as vehicles for atomic and hydro
gen weapons. By agreement, permanent control teams may be 
established a t some plants and installations.

There will be on-site international control over the disbanding of 
troops and the destruction of armaments.

The duties of inspectors will include:

supervision of precise and pimctual compliance with decisions on 
the disbanding of military formations and units, elimination and 
destruction of the material of conventional armaments, military 
equipment and munitions;

reporting to the Control Council and to the Government of the 
host country.

The control organization will have unhindered access to docmnents 
pertaining to the budgetary allocations of States for military purposes, 
including all relevant decisions of legislative and executive bodies, of 
States.

International inspection teams dispatched by the control organiza
tion will have the right to carry out a thorough examination of rocket
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devices to be launched for peaceful scientific purposes, and to be 
present at their launching.

9. In the first stage joint studies will be undertaken of the measures 
to be implemented in the second stage relating to the discontinuance of 
the manufacture of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and to 
the destruction of stockpiles of such weapons.

10. The first stage is to be completed within approximately 1-1.5 
years. The international control organization will review the results 
of the carrying out of the first-stage measures with a view to reporting 
on them to the States Parties to the treaty, as well as to the Security 
Council and the General Assembly of the United Nations.

Second stage
1. There will be a complete prohibition of nuclear, chemical, 

biological and other weapons of mass destruction, with the cessation 
of manufacture and the destruction of all stockpiles of such weapons.

2. Armed forces and armaments will be further reduced to levels to 
be agreed upon. M ilitary expenditures of States will be reduced 
correspondingly.

3. The following control measures will be carried out dining the 
second stage:

Representatives of -the control organization will conduct the on-site 
inspection of the destruction of all existing stockpiles of nuclear, 
chemical and biological weapons. The control organization will have 
the right to inspect all enterprises which extract raw materials for 
atomic production or which produce or use fissionable materials or 
atomic energy. By agreement, permianent control teams may be 
established at some plants and installations.

On-site international control over the disbanding of troops and the 
destruction of armaments will be continued.

4. In the second stage joint studies will be undertaken of the 
following measures to be implemented in the third stage:

(a) measures to ensure observance of the treaty on general and 
complete disarmament after the implementation of all the measures 
provided for by that treaty;

(b) measures to maintain peace and security in accordance with the 
United Nations Charter imder conditions of general and complete 
disarmament.

5. As in the cti;se of the transition from the first to the second stage, 
the international control organization will review the results of the 
carrying out of the secondfstage measures with a view to reporting 
them to the States Parties to the treaty, as well as to the Security 
Council and the General Assembly of the United Nfiftionil.
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Third stage
1. The abolition of the armed forces of all States will be completed. 

States will have at their disposal only strictly limited contingents of 
police (militia), the size of which will be agreed upon for each country, 
and which will be equipped with light firearms, for maintaining inter
nal order and ensuring the personal security of citizens.

2. All remaining types of conventional armaments and ammuni
tion, whether held by the armed forces or in depots, will be destroyed,, 
and military equipment will either be destroyed or be put to peaceful 
uses.

3. Military production at all factories will be terminated, including 
the manufacture of conventional armaments, with the exception of 
strictly limited production of light firearms intended for the use of the 
contingents of police (militia) retained by States after the end of the 
programme of general and complete disarmament.

4. War ministries, general staffs and all military and paramilitary 
establishments and organizations will be abolished. All military 
courses for reservists will be terminated. In accordance with their 
respective constitutional procedures. States will enact legislation 
prohibiting the military training of young persons and abolishing 
military service in all its forms.

5. The appropriation of funds for military purposes in any form, 
whether from State bodies, from private individuals or from public 
organizations, will be discontinued. The funds released as a result 
of the achievement of general and complete disarmament will be used 
to reduce or to do away entirely with taxes on the public, to subsidize 
the national economy and to furnish economic and technical assistance 
to the under-developed countries.

6. At the third stage, the following additional control measures will 
be introduced:

The international control organization will send inspectors to 
verify on the spot the abolition of war ministries, general staffs and 
all military and paramilitary establishments and organizations, and 
the termination of military training and all other forms of military 
activity.

Control will be established over the discontinuance of the appro
priation of funds for militaiy purposes.

The control organization may, where necessary, institute a system 
of aerial inspection and aerial photography over the territory of States.

7. After the programme of general and complete disarmament has 
been carried out, the control organization will be kept in being to 
maintain constant supervision over the implementation by States of 
the obligations they have assumed. The Control Council will have
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the right to send mobile inspection teams to any point or to any 
establishment in the territory of States.

States will provide the control organization with information about 
the points a t which the contingents of police (mihtia) are stationed, 
about their strength at every such point (area) and about any move
ments of substantial contingents of police (militia) near State fron
tiers. International inspection teams will carry out comprehensive 
control to ensure that the strength of the poUce (militia) and their 
armament are in conformity with the quota agreed upon lor each 
country.

8. Other measures designed to ensure compliance with the treaty 
on complete disarmament will come into force.

9. Measures for preserving peace and security in accordance with 
the Charter of the United Nations will be put into effect. States 
will undertake, where necessary, to place at the disposal of the Se
curity Council units from the contingents of the police (militia) 
remaining at their disposal.

As the implementation of the disarmament programme and the 
reduction of military expenditure of States proceeds, part of the funds 
thus released will be used to give economic assistance to under
developed countries.

Address by the Canadian Prime Minister (Diefenbaker) 
to the General Assembly [Extract}, September 26 ^

• • •  • • • •

The Canadian Government takes its stand on behalf of full dis
armament, to be assured by effective control and inspection. The 
major Powers today possess the nuclear capacity for mutual destruc
tion and to annihilate all. We, the middle Powers and the smaller 
Powers, cannot remain silent. We would be the hopeless victims of 
any nuclear catastrophe that takes place. Quite apart from our 
instinct for self preservation, mankind knows of the futility of wanton 
waste. Without a return to negotiations, we cannot hope to arrest 
the arms race, we cannot hope to still the process of armaments and 
continuing armaments.

The tragedy of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament nego
tiations was that the break-down occurred at a time when there was 
an appreciable narrowing of the gap between the Soviet and West-

i General As^fably Official R&eords: Fifteenth SeWon, 871st Plenary Meeting.
pp. 110-111.
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ern positions. I wrote to Mr. Kirushchev on 30 June.^ I  suggested 
then a return to the negotiating table. The unanimous voice of the 
Disarmament Commission in that regard has been disregarded, for 
in August it called for the earliest possible continuance of disarmament 
negotiations.^ I believe that it is imperative for this Assembly to 
reafl&rm the appeal of the Disarmament Commission.

I t is not plans and principles which we need. We have four differ
ent disarmament plans and two sets of principles. There may be 
working methods that should be brought about, to be adjusted by 
agreement. Canada suggested the appointment of a neutral chairman, 
and is prepared to examine every constructive suggestion, We do 
not lack appropriate machinery, but we do lack mutual confidence 
and a general will on the part of the Soviet Government to negotiate;

That confidence can be increased by dispelling the kind of secrecy 
which clouds preparation for war and fills the heart of men with fear 
of surprise attack. Canada is the nearest neighbour of the United 
States and the Soviet Union. Our people fear, and the people of the 
United States fear, a surprise attack across the polar regions. No 
doubt the people of the Soviet Union fear an attack from our side. 
Canada is prepared to make available for international inspection and 
control any part of Canadian arctic territory in exchange for a com
parable concession on the part of the Soviet Union. They say that 
we prepare, in co-operation with the United States in our arctic areas, 
to attack. I give them the opportunity now to have an answer to 
their fears. You open your areas, and we will open ours, and that 
source of fear will be removed.

I  find it difficult to understand, if it was reported correctly, why 
Mr. Khrushchev should have taken the view that a resumption of 
disarmament talks should be conditional, among other things, upon the 
acceptance of demands by the Soviet Union for fundamental changes 
in the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament and in the office of 
the Chief Executive of the United Nations.®

What other kind of measures might be undertaken? I have fre
quently had occasion to urge publicly the end of nuclear weapons, the 
systematic control of missiles designed to deliver nuclear weapons 
of mass destruction, the designation and inspection of launching sites 
for missiles, the abolition of biological and chemical weapons, the 
outlawing of outer space for military purposes and, especially, a ban 
on the mounting of armaments on orbital satellites, an end to the 
production of fissionable materials for weapons and the conversion of

* A/4403, July 11, 1960.
 ̂ AniCj p. 224.

* Greneral Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, 869th Plenary Meeting, 
pp. 68, 78-80, 82-83.
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existing stocks for peaceful purposes. Canada over and over again 
has advocA^ted an end to nuclear testing.

I  need hardly stress the significance of early agreement on measures 
like these, carried out under appropriate verifications and inspection, 
for there can be no dissipation of fear unless there is control and 
inspection. Tremendous advances have been made in outer space. 
I t  will be too late a year from now. I kope that at this time con
sideration will be given to jurisdiction in outer space being assured 
for scientific and peaceful purposes only, so that all nations, great 
and small, will have equal rights.

I  believe, and Canada takes the stand, that no celestial body shall 
be considered as capable of appropriation by any State; that space 
vehicles shall be identified by a system of registration of launchings, 
call signs and other characteristics; that frequencies for communica
tions with and among space vehicles shall be allocated on a rational 
and agreed basis.

These tremendous problems require the consideration of the United 
Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space—and that 
body to commence its work at once.

Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to the General As
sembly: Enlargement of the Ten Nation Committee 
on Disarmament, September 26 ^

The General Assembly
Decides to broaden the membership of the Ten-Nation Disarma

ment Committee to include, in addition to the representatives of 
Bulgaria, Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, Italy, Poland, Romania, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist RepubUcs, the United Kingdom of

 ̂A/4509, Sept. 26, 1960. Francis A. Carpenter, speaking for the U.S. delega
tion, made the followmg comment to the press on the same date:

*̂The disarmament question is not primarily a problem of the structure of the 
negotiating body. It is a question of the willingness of the Soviet Union to 
negotiate an equitable and realistic agreement.

‘‘There have been numerous United Nations bodies for disarmament, none 
of which so far has been able to overcome Soviet refusal to accept balanced 
and controlled disarmament proposals.

*‘We have had Commissions for Conventional and Atomic Disarmament, 
the Disarmament Commission, the Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Com
mission (which the USSR boycotted in 1957), an enlarged 25-membei Pis^

{Footnote continued on opposite page,)
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Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of Amer
ica, representatives of the following countries: India, Indonesia, the 
United Arab Republic, Ghana and Mexico.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Steile) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinu
ance of Nuclear Weapon Tests {Extract}, September
2 7 ^

Before concluding today, I wish to turn to one other topic which 
has been mentioned at this table many times in the last half year. 
I am referring to the problem of the duration of the moratorium to 
be adopted once we have settled all other issues now pending, have 
launched the research programme and have signed a treaty. The 
verbatim ̂ records contain quite convincing arguments in support of 
Mr. Wadsworth’s frequent reminders that there are no grounds for 
the view that progress in negotiating the whole range of outstanding 
issues need in any logical way be dependent on an early agreement 
on the duration of the moratorium. Nevertheless, the Soviet Gov
ernment has persisted in calling for a definitive United States state
ment on this problem.

Although my Government still feels that it may in logic be pre
mature to deal with this subject, it wishes to do everything it reason
ably can to convince the Soviet Government of my Government’s

armament Commission (in which the USSR refused to participate), an 82- 
member Disarmament Commission (which the USSR threatened to boycott this 
summer), and the ten-member Committee (which the USSR walked out of in 
June and to which we have unsuccessfully urged them to return).

''The problem is not one of making another forum—the USSR itself proposed 
the ten-nation committee—it is one of willingness to negotiate with integrity.
I would remind you of what Ambassador Wadsworth pointed out in the General 
Assembly the other day. Twice in recent years the USSR has refused to re
turn to disarmament negotiations at a time when new Western proposals were 
introduced.” (U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3505, 
Sept. 27, 1960.)
 ̂GEN/DNT/PV.247, pp. 8-10. Sir Michael Wright, deputy leader of the 

British delegation, immediately supported the American proposal (ibid., pp. 
12-14). For the Soviet reaction, see Ambassador Tsarapkin^s statement of Oct. 
6 (pos ,̂ pp. 277-287).
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desire to reach an early and successful conclusion of these negotia
tions. The United States delegation, for its part, wants to be certain 
that the Soviet delegation, on its side, is given every incentive to 
come forward with constructive proposals on all outstanding issues. 
Accordingly, my delegation has been authorized to make a proposal 
on the duration of the moratorium to its two partners in this 
Conference.

I  should like first to recall the proposal contained in the Eisenhower- 
Macmillan communique of 29 March 1960 for early agreement on a 
co-ordinated seismic research programme.^ As the White House 
announced on 7 May 1960,  ̂ the United States is going ahead with 
preparations for a seismic research programme, including nuclear 
detonations, and expects to be ready to initiate such a programme 
in the near future. As we have declared, the United States will not 
begin the programme without prior announcement. The general 
idea of a seismic research programme, including nuclear detonations, 
was accepted in principle on 3 May 1960 by the'Soviet Government.^ 
We continue most earnestly to hope that it will prove possible to 
reach agreement on a co-ordinated research programme before we 
annoimce the beginning of our programme. This is the basis on 
which my Government would much prefer to operate. But if it is 
not possible for us to reach early agreement on a tripartite co-ordi- 
nated research programme, the United States, in accordance with 
the President's statement of 7 May 1960, will, of course, remain free 
to go ahead with its own seismic research programme.

This leads me to the proposal which I wish to introduce at this 
time. This proposal is that the moratorium referred to in the Eisen- 
hower-Macmillan communique of 29 March 1960 should become 
eflFective, upon the signature of our treaty, for such period as then 
still remains of the two-year seismic research programme, plus a 
period of three months to review the results of that programme. 
Since that sentence is the essence of what I have to say today, I shall 
repeat it for clarity. The United States proposal is that the mora- 
toriima referred to in the Eisenhower-Macmillan communique of 29 
March 1960 should become effective, upon the signature of our treaty,

 ̂AnUy pp. 77-78.
* Ante, pp. 86-87.
• Artie  ̂ pp. 83-86.
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for such period as then still remains of the two-year seismic research 
programme, plus a period of three months to review the results of 
that programme. I wish to emphasize again our hope that the actual 
starting date would coincide with a tripartite announcement of a 
co-ordinated research programme. Indeed, we hope the announce
ment of the start of the programme might coincide with the signature 
of a treaty if we can speed up our negotiations to that end.

I t  should be readily apparent that the period which we are proposing 
for the moratorium will terminate at the same time as the research 
programme, as it is now scheduled. This approach is eminently 
sound because the purpose of the moratorium is to avoid the im- 
desirable aspects of a resumption of nuclear testing below the 4.75 
threshold during the very period when research is being carried on, 
in the hope of making possible an extension of effective controls to 
seismic events of a magnitude of less than 4.75. A moratorium by 
its very nature, however, runs contrary to the principle we all claim 
to accept—^namely, that there be no disarmament obUgations without 
controls. Hence, it must be kept as short as possible, consistent 
with the time needed for the research purposes during which it will 
be in effect. At the same time, the United States proposal recognizes 
that an additional brief period will be necessary during which the 
results of the research programme can be evaluated and its implica
tions for a possible broadening of the scope of the treaty reviewed. 
We believe that three months will be adequate for all three of our 
coimtries to make decisions on the provisions which should then be 
embodied in the treaty.

The Soviet delegation will, I  am sure, recognize that the move 
just made by the United States constitutes a major effort to satisfy 
the demands of the Soviet Union on an important imsettled issue. 
The Soviet delegation has thus been given further evidence of United 
States goodwill in these talks. What this Conference needs now is 
some sign tha t the Soviet Union will demonstrate similar seriousness 
of purpose. For example, it would be helpful to have Soviet agree
ment on an adequate annual quota of on-site inspections or acceptance 
of either one of the outstanding United States proposals on safeguards. 
The United States has taken the initiative to get the phase of our 
talks now beginning off to a good start. If the Soviet Union will 
be equally forthcoming, the next weeks may indeed turn out to be 
fruitful for our work.
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Address by the Polish Representative (Gomulka) to the 
General Assembly (Extracts), September 27 ^

• •  • •  • • •

. . .  In  this situation, in view of the breakdown of the Ten-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, the Soviet Union, with the support of 
other socialist countries, has again placed the problem of complete 
and general disarmament before the General Assembly.^

We represent here our nations and their deeply rooted desire for 
peace* We should do our utmost to resume disarmament negotiations 
in a better atmosphere and move towards the implementation of 
complete and general disarmament. I  should like to express my 
sincere satisfaction that President Eisenhower, like the leaders of 
sociahst countries, acknowledges that:

Men everywhere want to disarm. They want their wealth and labour spent 
not on war but for food, for clothing, for shelter, for medicines, for schools.^

I could also subscribe to the following words expressed by Presi
dent Eisenhower after the cold-war elements had caused the failure 
of the Paris Summit Conference:

All of us know that, whether started deliberately or accidentally, global 
war would leave civilization in a shambles . . .  In a nuclear war there can 
be no victors, only losers.^

From these statements one could draw but one and only one logical 
conclusion: all nuclear arms and all weapons of mass destruction 
should be eliminated as speedily as possible and we all should join in 
serious efforts and show maximimi goodwill in order to implement 
the Soviet proposal on complete and general disarmament. Why 
then did the Western Powers, contrary to the peaceful intentions 
of their nations and aware of the dangers of nuclear war, cause the 
breakdown of the work of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament?

The very reason for the failure of disarmament negotiations which 
have been conducted hitherto lays in the dangerous and fallacious 
theory that peace can be only an outcome of the so-called balance of 
terror between the East and the West, that is, between socialism and 
capitahsm. This theory determines the pohcy of the Western Powers.

Recognition of tljiis mutual destructive capability is the basic reality of our 
present relations.®

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, 874th Plenary Meeting, 
pp. 159-165.

2 Ante, pp. 136-139.
8 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 10, 1960, p. 556.
* Ante, p. 92,
« Ibid.
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That is how President Eisenhower defined some months ago the 
essence of the United States poHcy towards the Soviet Union.

The theory of peace based on strength is by no means a contem
porary invention. I t  is a repetition of the old Roman principle, si 
vis pacem para helium. The whole history of mankind up to om* times 
has shown that the policy based on the principle, ‘ îf you desire peace 
prepare for war’’, has never secured nations a peaceful Kfe, but has 
always led to war.

The United Nations, the supreme goal of which is to preserve na
tions from the horrors of a new war which would result in an un
precedented catastrophe, is bound to be aware that the policy of the 
so-called balance of terror as preached and practised by the Western 
Powers leads inevitably to a new conflict. This is no commimist 
propaganda; it is the truth in all its dangerous implications, clearly 
seen by communists. All Heads of all States and leaders of all nations 
should also be aware of it.

The disarmament negotiations conducted hitherto could not pro
duce any results because the representatives of the Western Powers 
were guided by the concept of the balance of terror, so detrimental to 
the cause of peace. From it derives, logically and consistently, the 
attitude of the West. I t  amounts in reality not to controlled disarma
ment but only to the control of the existing armaments on both sides^

The Western Powers have rejected all specific disarmament pro
posals put forward by the Soviet Union and supported by other 
socialist States, proposals which envisaged the gradual reduction and 
later complete elimination of armaments under effective international 
control. Instead of controlled disarmament, the Western Powers 
have put forward the plan of control over armaments, or, in other 
words, of control without disarmament. This attitude cannot be 
accepted. I t  is not only that control of armaments fails to create con
ditions for disarmament; it encourages at the same time the arma
ments race and, therefore, increases the danger of war.

We have heard the statements by the United States on its readiness 
to subject itseH to aU forms of international inspection on the condi
tion that it will be effective and reciprocal. I t  is my deepest convic
tion that should such an inspection really be capable of safeguarding 
peace, all socialist countries would open wide to it their entire territory. 
But military experts of both sides are fuUy aware of the fact that even 
if inspectors were stationed at every existing laxmching site of weapons 
of mass destruction, this would not only fail to reduce the danger of 
a surprise attack but would even increase such danger, for at any 
moment launching-pads could be set into motion, time could be gained, 
and the adversary caught unawares. Control without disarmament 
therefore cannot eliminate mutual distrust among States; it can only 
increase it.
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Against this background I  would like to say a few words on the 
proposal for a universal plebiscite which was put forward from this 
rostrum a few days ago, a plebiscite in which every individual in the 
world could freely express himself on whether he wants to avail 
himself of the right to govern his own country.^

There are various concepts of government by the people, that is, 
of democracy. I t  finds its fullest expression under conditions when 
work establishments become national property, that is, under condi
tions of socialism. This rostrum is not the place for arguing with those 
who think that the system based upon private ownership of means 
and tools of production is superior. Leaving aside, therefore, the ques
tion of the form of government, I  favour the idea of asking the opin
ion of all peoples on problems most closely linked with their right to 
govern their own coimtries and to decide their own destinies. In 
accordance with this right, I would like the United Nations to support 
the idea of a universal plebiscite in which nations would answer the 
following questions: Do you want your coimtry to possess nuclear 
weapons? Do you want launching sites for missiles to be situated on 
the territory of your country? Are you in favour of eliminating all 
weapons of mass destruction? Are you in favour of general and 
complete disarmament?

If all Governments would agree to the holding of such a plebiscite 
and would comply with the desires of peoples expressed in it, then, in 
conformity with the will of nations, the basic problem of our times— 
the elimination of the threat of war—^would have been solved. For 
there can be no doubt as to what would be the answer of the peoples 
of the world to the questions put before them. The Government of 
the Polish People^s Republic, and I  am sure of all socialist States, is 
ready to agree immediately to the holding of such a plebiscite if the 
Western Governments would do likewise.

Nuclear arms in their latest development infrmge upon the very 
principles of democracy. Solemn declarations by the United States 
that these weapons will be appUed only in case of retaliation, that is, 
in case of an enemy attack, do not diminish the threat of war. Even 
if we were to assume that those pledges would not be broken—and 

'there is no guarantee that this could not happen—nuclear war could 
be brought about by miscalculation, by false data and wrong assess
ment or by a desire to prevent an attack which in reality was not 
being prepared for. The decision on retahation has to be taken at a 
moment^s notice, and then it can turn out that a supposed retaliation 
became in reality an attack. Wiar can break out in spite of the will

* Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 10, 1960, p. 657.
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of both sides, and there can be no return. Against such errors, con
trol and inspectioli constitute no safeguards. Exact knowledge as to 
the location of forces on both sides can only incite the potential 
aggressor to embark upon an attack in the hope that surprise action 
woTild give him an advantage over his adversary.

• •  • • • • 4

In turn I  wish to deal with specific proposals which the Polish 
delegation intends to submit for the consideration of the General 
Assembly at the present session.

I t  is of the utmost importance that mankind be fully aware of the 
dangers inherent in modem warfare. We have no right to conceal 
from the nations the truth about the real effects of nuclear arms and of 
weapons of mass destruction. On the contrary, we are in duty boimd 
to spread this truth in order to make it easier for all nations to join 
their efforts in the struggle against the threat of war and for general 
and complete disarmament.

I t  is the view of the Polish delegation that, imder the auspices of the 
United Nations, a special committee should be set up to study and to 
report, on the basis of available scientific data, on the effects of the 
use of nuclear weapons on human life and health, on the world economy 
and on the cultural heritage of mankind. The committee should be 
composed of eminent scientists from various countries. Its report 
should be widely circulated by all Governments among citizens of 
their respective countries.

• • • • • •  •

In order to solve those great problems we should begin with issues 
which are less difficult and more ripe for solution. First of all, we 
should settle finally the already advanced and all too ripe problem of 
the cessation of nuclear tests. The United Nations should ask the 
States concerned to overcome the remaining differences and to con
clude the relevant agreement within a given period of time. If the 
prescribed time-limit were not kept, the problem should be brought 
before a special session of the General Assembly. I t  should be under
stood that until such a decision is taken by the General Assembly no 
nuclear tests wiU be conducted. That is the first step.

The Government of the Polish People’s Republic considers as urgent 
and indispensable the necessity to put an end simultaneously to the 
spreading of the arms race and, especially, of nuclear and missile 
w;eapons, to new countries and to prevent new ‘‘faits accomplish’ in 
this field. May I recall that the Polish delegation raised this problem
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at the last session of the General Assembly. Our voice has not re
mained without response.

First, we should call upon the States possessing nuclear weapons 
not to transfer them to other States or to help them in starting their 
own production of those weapons. All States which do not as yet 
possess nuclear weapons should be asked not to accept them from 
other States and not to manufacture or prepare for the manufacture 
of those weapons either on their own territory or on the territory of 
other States.

Second, we should call upon States on whose territories there are no 
installations for missile laimching to refrain from establishing them. 
They should also abstain in the future from building their own launch
ing installations and not allow the building of such installations on 
their own territories by other States. A particular threat to world 
peace and especially to the security of the countries most directly 
concerned are foreign military bases. This has been clearly demon
strated by the events of the year that has passed. Without the 
agreement of nations and even without the knowledge of their Govern
ments, ostensibly defensive foreign bases can be transformed into 
l)ases for aggression. Thus sovereign States can be drawn into ag
gressive acts against other countries and, therefore, be Exposed to all 
the resulting consequences.

Third, the United Nations should therefore call upon all States not 
to establish any new military bases on the territories of other States or 
permit the establishment of new foreign mili< ary bases on their own 
territories.

8 S •  •  •  • •

As you will no doubt recall, the Polish Government already pro
posed from this rostrum, in 1957, and later directly to the States 
concerned, the establishment in Central Europe of an atom-free zone.^ 
Within it, States would undertake to refrain from the manufacture, 
maintenance, storage and introduction for their own purposes of all 
types of nuclear weapons and no installations or equipment for servic
ing those weapons, including launching-pads, should be located in 
their territories. The proposed area was to comprise Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Kepublic and the Federal 
Republic of Germany. Our proposals envisaged also an obligation 
on the part of the Powers concerned not to use nuclear and missile 
weapons against the zone.

In our desire to meet the views of some Governments and of a part 
of Western pubUc opinion, we expressed our readiness to divide the

i DocumerUa on Disarmament, 1946-1969  ̂ vol. II, pp. 889-892, 944-948, 1217- 
1219.
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implementation of om* plan into two stages. The first stage envisaged 
prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear weapons in the above- 
mentioned countries and an obligation to discontinue nuclear arma
ment. The second stage provided for the reduction of conventional 
forces simultaneously with the complete denuclearization of Central 
Europe. Both in the first and in the second version of our plan we 
envisaged the establishment of an effective and broad system of 
ground and aerial control and inspection.

Had the proposal of the Polish Government been adopted and im
plemented at that time, the situation in Central Europe would by now 
have been radically changed. Instead of an increase in armaments 
and threats, instead of an aggfavation of the German problem, we 
would have had, no doubt, an atmosphere of relaxation and a well- 
founded feeling of security. Besides, we would have gained precious 
experience in the implementation of disarmament plans and the 
functioning of a control system. However, in spite of broad support 
from public opinion and from various political quarters in Europe— 
and not only in Europe—the Pohsh initiative met, first of all, with 
resistance on the part of the Governments of the Federal Republic of 
Germany and the United States.

I wish to draw your attention to the fact that ideas for creating 
an atom-free zone in the Balkan area have been put forward by the 
Government of the Romanian People’s Republic, and quite recently 
by the Government of the People’s Republic of China with relation 
to the Far East atid the region of the Pacific. We have also heard 
the President of Ghana make an analogous proposal with regard to 
Africa.^

The denuclearization of Central Europe would be of great practical 
importance. First of all, it would reduce the risk of the outbreak 
of nuclear-missile war in this sensitive area and consequently, also, 
the danger of the use of weapons of mass destruction on a global 
scale. I t  would contribute to a ‘̂ detente’’ and to the creation of an 
atmosphere conducive to the implementation of complete and general 
disarmament. The Polish Government maintains its proposal for the 
creation of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe.

The initiative taken some time ago by the British Prime Minister 
concerning a non-aggression pact between the opposing military groups

1 For the text of the statement by the Rumanian representative, see General 
AssembTy Ojfficial Records: Fifteenth Session^ 873rd Plenary Meetingj  pp. 137-145.

For the text of the statement by President Nkrumah of Ghana, see General 
Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, 869th Plenary Meeting, pp. 61-68.
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existing in Europe  ̂ has been met with interest on our part. Should 
such a pact include Central Europe, this would contribute effectively 
towards increasing security especially if it coincided with the establish
ment of a denuclearized zone.

The specific proposals which I have had the honour to submit to 
you aim a t the relaxation of international tension, at the elimination 
of danger spots and the creation of an atmosphere conducive to the 
solution of basic problems of peace. I t  is not our purpose to sub
stitute them for general and complete disarmament. On the con
trary, they aim at paving the way toward the implementation of this 
noble idea. ^

Poland ^ves its full support to the Soviet disarmament pi*oposals 
submitted at' this session. We favour their discussion at the plenary 
meetings of our Assembly.

Address by the Danish Foreign Minister (Krag) to the 
General Assembly {Extract}, September 28 ^

Disarmament is today th^ question that stands out as the all- 
important problem in international politics. While fears of new 
weapons and new methods of warfare also loomed large during the 
period between the First and Second World Wars, the risk involved 
by leaving the armaments problem unsolved has never been greater 
than it is today. Stocks of nuclear arms are growing day by day; 
technological discoveries are forever increasing the potentialities of 
atomic weapons. The human imagination simply cannot visualize 
the total destruction that a nuclear war might cause: The physical
consequences of such a war would be visited upon the human race for 
generations to come.

The long series of negotiations since the Second World War covering 
general disarmament, the ban on nuclear arms tests, the prevention of 
surprise attack, and the utilization of outer space have all had one 
thing in common—they failed to produce results.

M ilitary balance of power is considered a strong peace-preserving 
factor, but this balance is always a precarious one, jeopardized by a 
continued armamenW race. Each group is trying to meet the threat 
by staking enormous, scientific and technical resources on staying in

1 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959y vol. I, pp. 478-480.
* General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, 875th Plenary Meeting,

pp. 181-186.
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the lead in the production of new weapons and in inventing new 
methods of getting them to the target. The process of disarmament, 
too, involves a risk of upsetting the balance of power. Fears that 
an agreement on disarmament might shift the balance of power have 
imtil now outweighed the fears felt about continued rearmament. 
That is no doubt the main reason why it has not been possible so far 
to conclude an agreement.

I t  should be possible for military and s< îentific experts to work out 
proposals for a series of gradual, adequately controlled disarmament 
measures in such a way that the balance of power would at no point 
be shifted. Before an expert study of this nature could be initiated, 
a negotiated political agreement on the terms of reference of the 
experts must be reached. These negotiations could be the responsi- 
bihty of a body which this General Assembly could set up in order 
to resume discussions where they were broken off in the Ten-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament.

Whether this latter new disarmament committee should be slightly 
smaller or slightly larger than the Ten-Nation Committee is not, in 
the opinion of the Danish Government, of great importance. What 
really matters is that the committee should be able to work 
ei05ciently; therefore its composition must be restricted. I t  must be 
able to make a realistic approach to the problems before it; therefore 
it must comprise the major military Powers of the world. And 
thirdly, it might well be useful if some mediating element could be 
introduced through the participation of countries outside the major 
groupings of Powers. The introduction of such an element might 
well bring new impetus to the negotiations.

The proposals for general and complete disarmament presented a 
few days ago by the Chairman of the Ministers of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics  ̂ should, of course, together with other 
previous proposals on the same pattern, be included in the working 
material of this Committee.

At the same time work on more limited disarmament projects 
should be energetically continued. One of the projects that would 
seem to be within the most inamediate reach is an agreement on a 
ban on nuclear tests. The negotiating Powers in Geneva appear to 
have a common interest in putting an end to nuclear tests—an 
interest of such importance to them that a unanimously adopted 
text of an agreement may not be a long way off. We must urge 
the negotiating parties to arrive at such an agreement. While it is 
true that agreement on stopping nuclear tests would certainly not 
solve all the problems, it would mark a considerable step forward. 
The successful implementation of such an agreement would give us

1 Antê  pp. 241-248.



262 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

practical experiences of value for negotiations in other sectors of the 
disarmament problem. The fact that neither the Soviet Union nor 
the United States or the United Kingdom have made nuclear tests 
for almost two years gives us reason to believe that our hopes in this 
respect are based on reality. Agreement among some powers should, 
of course, be extended to cover all Powers.

Another possibility of limited disarmament measures is the idea of 
a controlled termination of the production of fissionable material for 
military purposes as it was presented by the President of the United 
States.

There is one more field in which discussions on partial disarmament 
may be both realistic and useful. I am thinking of the possibility of 
establishing an international inspection and armaments control. 
M utual agreements of this kind need not be accompanied at once by 
agreements on disarmament measures. The inspection would have a 
value of its own in giving us an idea of the operation and 
effectiveness of an inspection and control machinery. I t  would 
contribute to the development of means of control and thus pave the 
way for more extensive arrangements in the future. In a historical 
perspective, such inspection arrangements may be seen as gradual 
steps toward that open world which the Danish scientist, Mr. Niels 
Bohr, advocated in 1950 in his open letter to the United Nations.^ 
Mr. Bohr made the point that complete and mutual openness about 
all scientific and technological discoveries bearing upon the military 
strength of nations is a prerequisite for peace. This openness 
must also be a necessary condition for the implementation of total 
disarmament. I t  is essential, therefore that this assumption should 
be put to a realistic test.

We heard last week the proposal of the President of the United 
States for an international armaments inspection machinery, imder 
the auspices of the United Nations, to be called in by a country that 
wishes to make known to the world the non-aggressive nature of its 
defence measures.^ This proposal is an extremely interesting one and 
should, in our view, be given high priority in any disarmament 
discussions. Its importance lies not only in bringing the United 
Nations into the focus of inspection but also in the fact that it 
attempts to forestall the danger of wars caused by miscalculation.

The whole problem of international inspection has been given 
careful consideration by the Danish Government. In line with the 
ideas expressed a few days ago by the Prime Minister of Canada® 
we feel that as a fruitful supplement to the facultative inspection

 ̂ Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, vol. 6, pp. 213-217, 219*
2 Ante, pp. 225-229.
* Ante, pp. 248-250.
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^arrangement just mentioned both East and West could at once make 
available for free and reciprocal inspection definite sectors of their 
national territories of considerable and approximately equal geo
graphic extent and strategic importance. Within the limited 
resources at oiu* disposal we would like to oflfer a practical contribution 
in this field in order to set an example and at the same time to 
illustrate the direction in which our ideas are moving. As such a 
contribution my Government would be prepared to consider opening 
up for inspection purposes the vast territory of Greenland as part of 
a mutually balanced inspection arrangement. .We hope that this 
offer could be the first step towards the development of an 
international inspection arrangement and that other countries will 
.approach this problem in the same spirit.

s :  :  ;  ;  s :

Statement by the Deputy Leader (Wright) of the British 
Delegation at the Geneva Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, September 29 ^

At OUT last meeting,^ the representative of the Soviet Union 
expressed the hope that the United States or United Kingdom del
egations would have further proposals to make in reply to Soviet 
proposals submitted to the Conference in the weeks immediately pre
ceding our recent recess. Although, as I  said at the time, I  think it 
is just as much, or even more, up to the Soviet delegation to make 
moves to meet the West ia these negotiations, I  did say that much 
effort had been expended in the United Kingdom during the recess in 
examining the possibility of bridging the gaps between our respective 
positions, and I  have indicated informally that I  should have a specific 
proposal to make today.

The subject with which I should like to deal is that of the installa
tion schedule of the control system, or what we usually call the question 
•of phasing. The most recent Western draft on this question is con
tained in articles 14 to 20 of the revised draft annex I  ̂ submitted by

1 GEN/DNT/PV.248, pp. 3-11. The acting United States representative, 
Oharles C. Stelle, supported the British proposal on Oct. 3 (GEN/DNT/PV.249, 
p. 3). For the Soviet reaction, see Ambassador Tsarapkin^s statement of Oct. 19

pp. 302-309).
2 GEN/DNT/PV.247.
* Antet PP- 163-165.
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the United States delegation at the two hundred and thirty-first 
meeting of the Conference.^

I must say at once that my delegation finds the United States 
approach to the phasing of the system a reasoned and eminently 
reasonable one. I t aims, in the first phase to cover the metropolitan^ 
territories of the three original parties, plus those territories of the 
United States and the United Kingdom in the Pacific which have in. 
the past been used as testing grounds. The second phase in the 
United States proposal aims at completing the installation of posts, 
in the Northern Hemisphere. The third phase would complete the 
coverage of the Southern Hemisphere.

There are perfectly good reasons why we support the United States 
idea of covering the Northern Hemisphere completely as soon as. 
possible. Firstly, the facts of gepgraphy ^re quite simply that the 
Northern Hemisphere contains the metropolitan territories of the 
three original parties, and contains also the known major testing 
sites in the territories of the three original parties which were in use 
immediately prior to the beginning of these negotiations. The 
Northern Hemisphere is relatively well populated and civilized and 
has a good network of communications already existing. I t  seems to 
us, therefore, that we would cover the vital areas which need to be 
covered and that we would make the task of the infant organization 
easier if, in our phasing of the system, we concentrated first on the 
Northern Hemisphere. There was certainly no thought in our minds, 
as the Soviet representative has hinted, that we were deliberately 
avoiding covering the Southern Hemisphere so as to be able to reserve 
to ourselves large ocean areas for possible testing purposes. That 
would be an entirely unworthy and completely untrue suggestion. 
We simply thought, on- the facts of geography and in order to give, 
the infant organization the best possible start, that the logical way 
of tackling the phasing would be to concentrate on the Northern 
Hemisphere first.

However, at the two hundred and forty-first meeting on 11 August. 
1960,  ̂Mr. Tsarapkin developed a number of criticisms of the United 
States draft and submitted on behalf of the Soviet delegation an 
amended version  ̂ which is before the Conference. The main burden 
of Mr. Tsarapkin^s argument at the two hundred and forty-first, 
meeting was that the control system should be installed in such a way 
that each of the two principal sides should be subject to control in. 
equal measure.

1 AntCy pp. 153-165.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.241. 
» GEN/DNT/104.
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He proceeded then to maintain that it was inequitable that, imder 
the United States proposal, the Northern Hemisphere, in which the 
whole territory of the Soviet Union lay, should be under the control 
'organization's observation from the very start of the organization’s 
work, while the Southern Hemisphere, in which both the United 
States and the United Kingdom had in the,past carried out tests, 
would be immune from control for some time.

Now, although we by no means fully agree with the reasoning 
behind the Soviet representative's objection to the United States 
proposal, we can appreciate that he has put forward objections which 
seem to him to be serious ones. We have been giving some thought, 
as I  have already said, to the problems facing this Conference and 
this is one on which we think we can go some way to meet the Soviet 
Union. In fact, I think I  may fairly say that it is a question on which 
we are prepared to make a major concession provided that the Soviet 
representative can accept our suggestions on other aspects of the 
question.

At this meeting I  propose to deal only with article 16 of the two 
drafts we have before us. If the proposal which I shall make finds 
favour with the other two delegations, then it will be necessary at 
later meetings to discuss the other articles dealing with the installa
tion schedule. But for today, I  think I  may leave them on one side.

The Soviet proposal for article 16 increases the total number of 
posts IQ phase I and likewise increases the tinae for completion of 
phase I  to four years. At the same time, if we look at article 19 of 
the Soviet proposal, we find provision that ‘‘Inspection groups may 
be formed as required on completion of the construction and entry 
into operation of the control posts of phase V \  As I pointed out at 
•our two hundred and forty-first meeting when the Soviet proposal 
was submitted, this provision in the Soviet article 19, which links the 
beginning of inspection with the installation of the control posts of 
phase I, is on the face of it ambiguous and perhaps open to different 
interpretations. From what the Soviet representative said in answer 
to my questions at the two hundred and forty-first meeting, I hope 
th a t this provision was not intended to mean that no inspections can 
take place anywhere until aU the control posts of phase I are installed, 
which would mean no inspection until four years after the entry into 
force of the treaty. That would be the extreme interpretation. But
I  hope I am right in thinking that Soviet article 19 is to be read in 
conjunction with the sentence that appears in both the Soviet and 
the Western drafts of article 14, as follows:

The components of the system shall be put into operation, in whole or in part, 
as they are installed and the system shall be fully operational within six years 
after the treaty enters into force.
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If we read that sentence in conjunction with Soviet article 19, then 
the latter ought to mean that as soon as enough control posts are 
installed in any given area to enable the criteria to be fulfilled, then, 
since those posts will be operational and capable of providing the 
data to fulfil the simplified criteria, inspection can accordingly begin 
in that area.

But my Soviet coUeague^s comments at,the two hundred and forty- 
first meeting were by no means clear to us, and I confess that this 
point is still in doubt in our minds. I must say straight away that 
we could not possibly accept the extreme interpretation, which would 
mean that no on-site inspections whatever during the first four years 
of the control system^s operation could take place. In our view 
inspection is an integral part of the control system. Without inspec
tion the system is simply not effective. We cannot under any cir
cumstances agree to forgo all prospect of effective control in the 
territories of the original parties for the first four years of the treaty.

We hope, therefore, that the more reasonable interpretation is 
intended. But obviously we must have clear provisions on this pointy 
and an important object of the proposal which I  am introducing 
today as regards the installation of control posts is to enable entirely 
clear provision to be made. I  shall come to explain this provision 
in a moment.

As I say, the extension of the period of phase I  from three to four 
years in the Soviet proposal follows upon the increased commitments 
which the organization is required to undertake during that phase. 
The increased commitments arise because of the Soviet desire to in
stitute controls in the first phase in the Southern as well as the North
ern Hemisphere. In our thinking on this subject our problem has, 
therefore, been to try to meet the Soviet desire for an increased num
ber of posts in phase I without, a t the same time, delaying the insti
tution of effective control on the territories of the three original 
parties. We have some ideas as to how this naight be done and I  
think it best if, at this stage, I  circulate a revised draft of article 16 
as a tentative proposal from my delegation.^

From this draft I  hope it will become apparent how far we have 
gone to meet the Soviet delegation. I should say that we accept that 
phase I should be completed in four years instead of in three. We 
accept that control posts on twenty oceanic islands should be installed 
in phase I instead of on only twelve, as first proposed in the United 
States draft. And we accept ten control posts on ships in the first 
phase. Moreover, our figures in the second and third phases now 
correspond more closely with the Russian proposals. Altogether I 
think that this constitutes a major effort on our nart.

1GEN/DNT/105.
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At the same time, we do adhere strongly to two cardmal principles. 
Our first principle is that phase I—and we must remember that, ac
cording to the drafts at present on the table, phase I I  will begin ap
proximately nine months after the beginning of phase I—should only 
cover the territories of the original parties. I  remember saying a t 
our two hundred and fifth meeting on 12 May 1960  ̂ that this was a 
most important point, and the Soviet representative made statements 
at our thirty-fourth meeting, as long ago as 12 January 1959,  ̂which 
showed beyond doubt that he considered this principle correct and 
that it was a part of the Soviet Government’s poHcy. If we accept 
it there can be no absolute requirement for the adherence of other 
parties to the treaty for the purposes of the first phase. We shall 
have a valuable amount of time—up to one year—in which to begin 
getting the treaty into operation among the three of us without hav
ing to rely on the adherence of other parties to the treaty. At that 
time I also said that I believed that this point of view coincided in 
principle with the views held by the Soviet delegation; and I  hope 
that this is so.

The second principle to which we adhere is that inspection should 
start as soon as possible. This, for us, is a vital principle. To meet 
the point, my colleagues will see that our draft divides the first phase 
into two parts: part A of phase I is to be completed in two years 
after the entry into force of the treaty, and the posts in part B are 
due to be completed after four years. The whole of phase I would^ 
therefore, be completed after four years as proposed in the Soviet 
draft. I should add that we are stiU also considering phase I  as 
a significant whole and we are not suggesting any alteration of the 
starting date as regards either part. The whole of phase I  can be 
regarded as starting within three months after entry into force of the 
treaty, and the division into parts is only a m atter of laying down 
priorities within this phase.

Our aim in section A is to institute a sufficient number of posts, 
in the metropolitan and oceanic territories of all three original parties 
so that seismic events may be capable of being located in any of 
these territories. Our aim would be, under section A, to institute 
a net of about 3,400 kilometres spacing on the metropoUtan territories, 
of the original parties and in ocean areas containing their overseas 
territories. A net of this type would enable seismic events to be 
located on these territories and would, in fact, enable the simplified 
criteria to be applied. We would, therefore, expect that inspection 
would begin in these territories as soon as a capability for location 
exists in them. Therefore, our scheme would mean that inspections

1 GEN/DNT/PV.205.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.34.
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would be capable of being initiated throughout the territories of the 
original parties at the very latest two years after the treaty comes 
into force.

To do this you will see that we require nine posts to be installed 
in section A in the Soviet Union, six in the United States and one 
in the United Kingdom. We have also put all the twenty oceanic 
islands in section A and all the ten ships. We are, therefore, con
templating that the organization would complete a total of thirty- 
six land control posts in section A in two years as against the forty- 
five land control posts and two ships in three years envisaged in 
phase I of the original United States phasing proposals.

We do not think that the completion of these posts in the first 
two years need necessarily prove too arduous for the control organi
zation, although we admit that the control commission will have 
to take quick decisions on the standard of instriunentation and other 
matters in order for this schedule to be fulfilled. We hope that this 
will be possible and, in any case, we put our proposal for section A 
forward on the assimaption that our colleagues will agree with us 
that it will not place an impossible strain on the capabilities of the 
organization given the full co-operation of all the parties concerned.

In section B of phase I you will see that we complete phase I  by 
installing eleven posts in the Soviet Union and five posts in the United 
States. This may seem a less arduous schedule for the second part 
of phase I  than for the first part. We must, however, remember 
that in the first two years of the organization’s life it will inevitably 
concentrate on the territories of the original parties—that is to say, 
for a large part of the first two years the major task of the organization 
will be to complete the installation of the posts in section A. By 
the time the posts in section B of phase I  are being completed, phase
II  and phase I I I  will have begun. The organization will, therefore, 
be doing much more in the third and fourth years of its existence than 
merely completing the posts in section B.

I turn now to the oceanic islands. The Soviet Union proposed the 
establishment of twenty posts on these islands during the first phase, 
and it is here that we have made our major effort to meet them. 
For the reasons put forward by Mr. Wadsworth at the two hundred 
and forty-first meeting,^ we do not really think it is necessary to 
establish these posts at the very outset; but agreement must somehow 
be found, and this is a concession which we are prepared to make to 
that end. So we have included the figure of twenty posts on the 
oceanic islands in part A of phase I—that is tO'Say, for establishment 
by the end of two years. I t  is obviously not very easy at this point to

1 GEN/DNT/PV.241.
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decide precisely where these posts should be established; this will be a 
question for later discussion. But there are, of course, large ocean 
areas in which there are very few islands and in which such islands 
as there are, are under the control of the United Kingdom.

All in all, taking this and other factors into consideration, I think 
it might prove a pretty fair guess to say that we may expect to find 
one of the island posts on Soviet territory, about six on United States 
territory and the remainder, namely about thirteen, on United King
dom territory. I  should interpolate here that the original United 
States phasing proposal listed twenty-one posts in the Soviet Union. 
However, the intended location of one of these posts is on an island off 
the Kamchatka Peninsula. We have, therefore, included this post 
in the oceanic islands and listed only twenty posts in the Soviet Union. 
The total number, however, still remains twenty-one. I repeat, 
we may expect to find that one of the island posts is on Soviet territory, 
about six on United States territory and thirteen oh United Kingdom 
territory. In other words, it is the United Kingdom which is here 
making the major move.

And now'let me say a word about Africa. The Soviet draft of the 
table in article 16 proposed installiug two posts in Africa during phase 
I. My colleagues will no doubt have noticed already that my table 
circulated today does not mention any posts in Africa under either part 
of phase I. I want to explain, however, that this is a point on which 
we are open to discussion and that the omission is for practical rather 
than policy reasons. I  should like the Soviet representative to under
stand quite clearly that the United Kingdom delegation has no ob
jection on poHtical groimds to the Soviet idea of including two posts on 
the mainland of Africa in phase I, and indeed in phase I  A, provided 
we maintain the essential principle that the posts on phase I should 
be confined to territories imder the jurisdiction or control of the 
original parties. The United Kingdom is the only original party with 
territories in Africa, and we should have no political objection ta  
making a concession to the Soviet Union here as in other areas. But 
we have omitted these posts from our table for purely practical reasons, 
which derive primarily from the fact that only a very limited number of 
territories in Africa remain now or are hkely to remain in the near 
future under the fuU jurisdiction or control of the United Kingdom. 
If the Soviet delegation wishes to carry this m atter further, it will be 
necessary for us to have a clearer view of what the Soviet Union had 
in mind when proposing these two posts and to consider what the 
posts would be able to achieve in relation to other posts which we are 
willing to see installed on islands and territories more or less adjacent 
to Africa. I  shall not, therefore, attem pt to carry this subject further 
in my intervention today and would merely repeat that the omission
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of the two posts in Africa in my table has been made on practical 
rather than on political gromids.

To sum up, if we take the figures proposed in my table for part A 
of phase I, we are contemplating ten control posts on Soviet territory, 
twelve on United States territory, and fourteen on British territory. 
These figures give a clear measure of the very substantial concession 
which the United Kingdom is prepared to make both to the views of 
the Soviet Union and to the interests of getting the control operation 
eflFectively started a t the earliest possible moment.

I come finally to the question of ship posts. The kind of effort 
required of the control organization in setting up ship posts is not, of 
course, entirely comparable with that required for the establishment 
of land posts. The expense will certainly be considerable; but the 
insertion of ten ship posts in part A of phase I need not necessarily 
have an adverse effect on the completion of the programme of land 
posts. However, I  should be glad to have my colleagues’ views on 
this point, particularly those of Mr. Tsarapkin who proposed the 
establishment of ten ship posts in phase I.

This is the essence of my proposal as far as phase I  is concerned.
I would like now to say a few words about the phasing table in 

general. As I  have already said, we agree with the United States in 
thinking that twenty posts in the Soviet Union, plus one post on an 
oceanic island belonging to the Soviet Union—in other words a total 
of twenty-one posts on Soviet territory—is the right number of posts 
to obtain the capabilities of the 1958 experts’ system. Mr. Tsarapkin 
has claimed that a more reasonable number of posts in the Soviet 
Union would be fifteen—thirteen in Asia and two in Europe. We 
agree that there should be two posts in the European part of the 
Soviet Union, so that our controversy centres round the number of 
posts in the Asian part. Here, quite simply, we think that if we are 
to try  to fit the experts’ suggested spacings into Soviet territory—and I 
assume there is no dispute about that—then we must agree with the 
United States that twenty-one posts in the Soviet Union would be the 
right number.

Phase II  would begin within one year after signature, and be com
pleted within five. Phase I I I  would begin within two years and be 
completed within six. Our suggested distribution of posts between 
phase II  and phase I I I  now mostly approximates to the Soviet sug
gestions. We agree with the division of oceanic islands and we sub
stantially accept the Soviet division of posts in North America, 
Europe, Africa, South America and Antarctica.

That then is our proposal. To sum up, it involves the acceptance of 
a  large part—I might even say the major part—of the proposal sub
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m itted by our Soviet colleague in document GEN/DNT/104 on 11 
August 1960. We accept the number of island posts he asked for; 
we accept the number of ship posts; we have moved to meet him on the 
schedules for phases I I  and III. On the other hand, we ask that he, 
for his part, accept that inspection should be begun as soon as possible 
and that he should therefore accept a division of phase I  into two 
sections, in order that we may be sure of inspections on the territories 
of the original parties at the very latest two years after the treaty 
comes into force. The concessions involved in our proposal are not 
minor ones. On the contrary, we still think that the draft submitted 
by the United States and contained in articles 15 to 20 of their revised 
draft of annex I, remains the most practicable and most reasonable of 
the proposals we have before us. But, if we can all agree that what the 
United Kingdom proposes today is feasible, then I  sincerely hope that 
it may offer the prospect of final agreement on a thorny and important 
aspect of our negotiations and I hope that it will also soon be matched 
by similar concessions and equivalent acceptance of our point of view 
on other matters by the Soviet delegation.

That concludes my present intervention on behaK of the United 
Kingdom. I  would ask my colleagues whether either of them wishes 
to speak.

Address by Prime Minister Macmillan to the 
General Assembly {Extract}, September 29 ^

Some of the older ones here will remember that disarmament projects 
go back a very long way. The debates of the old League of Nations 
are filled with them. Plan after plan has been put forward in the last 
fifteen years in the United Nations. Only last year a comprehensive 
proposal was launched by Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, then Foreign Minister 
of the United Kingdom.^ The next day Mr. Khrushchev set out anoth
er full plan.^ We have had committees and sub-committees, meet
ings, debates, year after year, in every variety of forum and by every 
variation of discussion. Mr. Khrushchev has spoken once more at 
this session, and made it the main reason for his coming, of the vital need 
for world disarmament. Well, why have we not already reached some

 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session^ 877th Plenary Meeting^ 
pp. 223-229.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 194S--1959, vol. II, pp. 1447-1451.
3 Ibid,, pp. 1452-1460.
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agreement? Why have none of the plans reached fruition? The 
reasons which I have given we all know— f̂ear and suspicion. These 
are the causes, not the effects, of world armaments. So the problem 
remains. How can this fear and suspicion be removed? How can 
we make some real progress this time?

One thing is clear: words are not enough. The nations require 
some assurance of safety before they will act. If this is given, the 
rest will follow. I t  is very easy to say: ‘̂We will get rid of all our 
armaments whether nuclear or non-nuclear, whether conventional or 
non-conventional, if others do the same.^' But the key of it all is faith, 
and in the present state of the world faith cannot grow on its own. 
I t  must be strengthened, fortified, buttressed by practise. I ask any 
member of this Assembly honestly to face the problem with himself 
and in relation to his neighbours. In the vital m atter of national 
survival it is not enough just to sign agreements. I t  is absolutely 
essential to have the assurance that these agreements will be rigor
ously adhered to. That leads us straight into the problem, the ques
tion of international inspection and control.

The Assembly has heard the dramatic declarations, first by the 
President of the United States, then by the Prime Minister of Canada. 
President Eisenhower said: . we are prepared to submit to
any international inspection, provided only that it is effective and 
truly reciprocaF\^ Mr. Diefenbaker said: ‘‘Canada is prepared to 
make available for international inspection and control any part of 
Canadian Arctic territory in exchange for a comparable concession on 
the part of the Soviet Union’ Yesterday the representative of 
Denmark said that his coimtry would be ready to consider making 
the same offer in respect to the vast area of Greenland.® I will add 
this: the United Kingdom will gladly allow any form of inspection 
and control that is accepted by the Soviet Union.

So, if these offers could be taken up—and no doubt they will be 
taken up—this session of the Assembly could not fail. But can they 
be taken up? Is there some obstacle, and if there is, can we help 
to remove it?

We have, I  think, to recognize that some governments believe—and 
this is the objection that the Soviet representatives have often ex
pressed in the past—that inspection and control might be just a kind 
of cover for espionage. Of course, let us be frank—none of us would

1 Antey p. 227. 
 ̂Ante, p. 249.

* Ante, p. 263.
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particularly welcome into our countries the large number of ofl&cials 
from abroad who . . .

[At this point Premier Khrushchev made a remark in Russian from the floor.] i

I  should like that to be translated if he wants to say anything.
I say, that none of us would particularly welcome into our countries 

the large number of oflBcials from abroad who might be necessary to 
inspect and control all the variations of armament production in its 
widest form, the atomic plants as well as the factories for making 
aeroplanes, guns, warships and the rest. And I realize also—and 
I want to be fair in this—that some countries, partly because of 
their historical traditions, partly because of the very state of world 
divisions, regard with suspicion, natural suspicion, and would wish 
to reduce to a minimum, any international inspectorate. Yet, if 
we are to succeed, we may as well be realistic. We have somehow 
got to overcome these doubts, however reasonable they may be. Fear 
of espionage, fear of strangers, resentment of the fact that words are 
not enough, that each nation needs to be reassured and reinsured by 
eflFective inspection and control—all these misgivings are very human. 
3 u t  they must not stand in the way. And if we succeed, if disarma
ment can progress step by step, keeping time with the setting up of 
the controls, then these fears and suspicions will begin to fade. They 
will wither away.

How then can we get over this difficulty? I  would venture to make 
what I  hope is a practical proposal. Let us recall what has been our 
experience regarding the m atter of nuclear test explosions. Happily, 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons 
'Tests, in spite of the somewhat worsening atmosphere of recent 
months, is still going on and still making progress. Of course it has 
taken a long time. But when it started the views of the different 
parties were very wide apart. Now they are very much closer, and 
it is essential that we should bring this matter to a successful con
clusion. I t  is essential, not only to prevent a resumption of nuclear 
tests with all that that involves, but to show that settlements can be 
.reached, in spite of their technical complexity.

But let me recall how the Geneva Conference started. I t  started 
by reaching agreement between the three Powers concerned that, 
in the initial stage, our representatives who were meeting together 
w^re not to play a political role. They were to study the problem 
from the scientific and objective point of view. They were scientists, 
not diplomats or politicians, and they were to report whether, in

 ̂Khrushchev’s remarks in Russian were translated by the New York TimeSy 
:Sept. 30, 1960, as follows: ^̂ You accept our proposals on disarmament and we 
will accept any form of controls’\
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their view, effective measures could technically be devised by which^ 
if an agreement were made to stop nuclear tests, the agreement could 
be enforced. I t  was the agreement of the scientists that was the first 
step.^ I would venture to submit that there is a lesson to be learned 
here.

We should apply this principle to the wider field of disarmament. 
I t  is the best, and perhaps the only way to make practical progress.

Of course, it may be easier to do this in some sectors than in others. 
Nevertheless, there is, first, the problem of preventing what I might 
call the expansion of armaments—trying to prevent the present situa- 
tion from getting worse. We need to prevent the use of outer space 
for military purposes, and President Eisenhower has made some wise 
proposals in this respect.^ We need to call a halt to the manufacture 
of fissile material for military purposes. Proposals have also been 
made in this respect, and I  am very happy to see that the Soviet 
Union has now accepted the need for joint studies in this connexion. 
We want technical experts to tell us what measures could in fact 
prevent the extension of armaments and the clandestine storage of 
fissile material, without giving rise to the problem or the fear of 
espionage. This examination should, therefore, be largely scientific 
and technical.

That is the first set of problems. Then there is the problem of 
ensuring against surprise attack by one side or the otiier. That is 
what all are afraid of, or feel they ought to protect themselves against. 
I t  would be an immense rehef to people all over the world, including^ 
the admirals and the generals, if this could be done. We could all 
sleep more soundly in our beds. And here, perhaps the experts, 
both technical and administrative, could work out a scheme against 
surprise attack, either upon a limited or upon a wider scale, and tell 
us how it would work.

And then, thirdly, there is the task of reducing to a minimum all 
forms of armaments—obviously a very complicated problem. But 
here again, if we could give administrative experts some guiding princi
ples, they should be able to tell us what measures of inspection and con
trol would be effective and fair to all countries. We should tell them 
that their measures must not give at any stage a significant advantage 
to either side, and must at all stages provide effective verification.

1 For the text of the experts' report, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945^1959 
vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.

 ̂Ante, pp. 225-226.
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I  therefore want to develop and to give my support to the suggestion 
made by the Foreign Minister of Denmark yesterday/ and to make 
the specific proposal that there should be appointed a group of tech
nical experts, scientific, military and administrative, to prepare a 
report, an agreed report, as to how we are to do this. That is the 
first step. That period need not be very long, for a great deal of work 
has been done on this subject by the various committees that have 
sat over all these years. Some of it has been largely lost and buried 
in those discussions, but valuable material exists on which a new 
inquiry could draw.

This practical procedure is not in any sense a proposal to institute 
control without disarmament. No country could be committed 
at this stage to implementing any of the measures which the tech
nical experts might suggest lintil there was a subsequent agree
ment about the disarmament measures related to the system of control. 
Of course, if confidence is to be maintained it is obvious that contiol 
must be concurrent with disarmament and that it must be effective.

The great advantage of this report, I  would suggest, is that it 
would not, at any rate in the first stage, be political or controversial. 
I t  should say, from a purely technical and objective basis, what 
measures would be appropriate, in the fair interests of all nations, 
and in the various aspects of disarmament which I  have mentioned. 
The experts would make a report which would provide a basis for 
pohtical action, just as it was the scientists^ report which provided 
a basis for the Geneva Conference—certainly I  hope to be effectively 
concluded, but at any rate far the most hopeful conference which 
we have had in all this field. This report would therefore be of the 
greatest value in the work of the negotiating body, whatever that body 
might be. I t  would enable the statesmen or their representatives 
to translate into action what the technicians tell us is technically 
possible.

I venture, therefore, to make this proposal. I  trust that it may 
receive favourable consideration and approval, and if we can agree 
to it in principle I  cannot believe that the appointment of the experts 
and the terms of reference under which they are to work can present 
any grave difficulty.

 ̂ArUCf pp. 260-263.
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Address by Premier KJirushchev to the General Assembly 
[Extract}, October 3 ^

I t  has been said that^ after agreement, on disarmament has been 
reached, international armed forces should be formed. We are, in 
principle, in agreement with this. But the question arises, who will 
command these forces? The United Nations Secretary-General? 
But in that case the taking of one-man decisions with regard to one 
operation or another wilK depend on the moral convictions, on the 
conscience of the Secretary-General. Is it really permissible for the 
fate of millions to be dependent on the actions of the one man occu
pying that post? We cannot rely on the conscience of the Secretary- 
General, for each of us lias his own idea of conscience, his own under
standing of ethics. The capitalist world has its own code of ethics, 
the commimist world another, and the neutral countries a third.

In view of the circumstances, therefore, it is necessary to construct 
the United Nations apparatus in a way that reflects the true situation 
in the world and meets the interests of the peoples of the diflFerent 
groups of States. There can be no disarmament, there can be no 
international armed forces, in the absence of guarantees for all three 
groups against the misuse of these armed forces.

How can this be effected? We want no privileges for ourselves, but 
neither do we want others to have privileges at our expense. We want 
equal conditions for all. Accordingly, if the General Assembly really 
desires disarmament, if it wants the international bodies really to work 
in this direction for peaceful ends, then the United Nations apparatus 
must be so transformed that the United Nations Secretariat and the 
Security Council in all their work ̂ *eflect the interests of the three basic 
groups of States, defend the interests of each and every State Member 
of the United Nations.

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, 882d Plenary Meeting, 
p. 320.' On Sept. 23 Khrushchev charged before the“ General Assembly that the 
Secretary-General had sided with the *‘colonialists*’ in the Congo crisis, and he 
advocated the creation of a tripartite group to replace the office of Secretary- 
General. Such a group, he said, should reflect the division of the world into 
‘‘the military blocs of the Western Powers, socialist Statep and neutralist States.** 
(Ibid., 869th Plenary Meeting, pp. 82-83.)
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, October 5 ^

. . .  I  have some comments to make in connexion with the 
proposal which was submitted by the representative of the United 
States at the two himdred and forty-seventh meeting^ and in con
nexion with certain considerations put forward by him at the same 
meeting- Today, I intend to state the views of the Soviet delega
tion regarding the duration of the moratorium for underground 
nuclear explosions and regarding a number of other matters.

We have carefully studied the statement which the representative 
of the United States made on this subject a t the two himdred and 
forty-seventh meeting on 27 September 1960.  ̂ The representative 
of the United States stated that on the instructions of his Govern
ment he was submitting for consideration by the Conference a pro
posal concerning the duration of the moratorium, the gist of which 
was, according to his statement, that the moratorium referred to 
in the Eisenhower-Macmillan communique of 29 March 1960  ̂should 
become effective, upon the signature of our treaty, for such period 
of the two-year seismic research programme as then still remains, 
plus a period of three months to review the results of that programme.

First of all, one is struck by the deliberate ambiguity and vagueness 
of the wording. Such an approach to the solution of the question 
of the duration of the moratorium leaves us puzzled, about the United 
States position in regard to the moratorium. We get the impr^sion 
tha t the main preoccupation of the United States is not a desire to 
improve and increase the effectiveness of control over underground 
low-yield nuclear explosions but a desire to be rid altogether of the 
moratoriima or at least to be freed as quickly as possible from any 
obligations in connexion with the moratoriima. That is why it is 
seeking a "pretext for shortening the time limit of the moratorium. 
T hat is the- origin of the meticulous arithmetical calculations of 
imaginary mdnths to be spent on a research programme before the 
signature a treaty.

1 GEN/DNT/PV.250, pp. 3-14. See also the statement of the acting United 
States representative (Stelle) of Oct. 27 {post, pp. 335-343).

 ̂Ante, pp* 251-253.
8 Ihid.
 ̂ AntCf pp. 77-78.
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I t  is essential to introduce clarity into this question. We believe 
that the obligations of the Powers in regard to a moratorium, 
agreement on a research programme and the signature of a treaty 
should be inter-related, since all this in fact forms part of the general 
agreement. Indeed a treaty with a threshold is inconceivable 
without a moratorium. But the duration of the moratorimn, in any 
case, cannot be less than the period required for carrying out the 
agreed joint research programme.

A treaty which, in regard to underground explosions, would leave 
an opportunity for their resumption would have no value, since any 
resumption of nuclear weapon testing by one of the sides would force 
the other side in the interests of its security likewise to resume the 
testing of nuclear weapons and thus a new spurt, a new impetus 
would be given to the nuclear armaments race, events would take a 
dangerous turn and then clearly the hopes for the conclusion of 
a treaty to ban nuclear weapon tests would be buried.

We all agree that the period of the moratorium should correspond 
approximately to the duration of the scientific research programme, 
that , there should be a definite link between the one and the other. 
In proposing a period of four to five }^ears for the moratorium the 
Soviet Union took into account the views expressed by the United 
States side regarding the duration of the scientific research programme.

The United States scientists themselves pointed out that the initial 
period of the research programme would require about three years 
for its fulfilment and that to establish an effective system of detection 
would require a few more years.

A moratorium period of four to five years was specified after we 
had weighed up all the factors of the case from every aspect, taking 
into account also the point of view of the United States side. I 
therefore say once again that we specified a moratoriimi period of 
four to five years with due regard to both the point of view of the 
United States sid^ and all the technical and research factors which 
had emerged in connexion with this question.

I would now like to deal with the statements of the United States 
representative on the question of the research programme. As we 
gather from the statements of the United States representative, the 
United States intends to carry out a programme of seismic research, 
and to use the results of this for increasing the effectiveness of control 
over underground low-jdeld nuclear explosions. From the statement 
of the United States representative it also follows that the programme 
of seismic research proposed by the United States will be of direct,, 
practical significance for very important aspects of a treaty to ban 
nuclear weapon tests. In view of these circumstances the research 
programme in question nmst be agreed between ourselves. In other
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words, both the programme itself and its implementation must be 
measures which are agreed, not separate or unilateral.

This means that Soviet scientists must take part in the implemen
tation of the programme agreed upon with us at every stage thereof.

We have a lread y informed you of this more than once and we 
consider it our duty to remind you of it in view of the fact that at 
the two hundred and forty-seventh meeting on 27 September the 
United States representative stated that, as an alternative, he admitted 
the possibility of unilateral action by the United States without 
co-ordination with us.

There is another question which I  should like to touch upon in 
connexion with a statement made by the representative of the United 
States at the two hundred and forty-seventh meeting. He said that, 
irrespective of whether or not we succeed in reaching agreement on a 
tripartite co-ordinated research programme, the United States intends, 
in accordance with the statement made by the President of the 
United States on 7 May last,^ to conduct on a imilateral basis a series 
of underground nuclear detonations.

In this connexion the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to state 
again today that any attem pt by the United States to carry out such 
detonations without agreement with the Soviet Union, without the 
participation of our specialists, would in fact mean the resumption 
by the United States of nuclear weapon tests with all the consequences 
deriving therefrom.

I should like to draw attention to the statement which I made a t 
the two hundred and thirty-second meeting,^ as well as to statements 
made by me on a number of other occasions, in which we described 
clearly and in detail the position of the Soviet Union with regard to 
this matter. We stated then, and we state again today, that if th^ 
Government of the United States were to decide to carry out a series 
of underground nuclear explosions, whether under cover of a research 
programme, or under any other pretext, then, in that case, other 
States would consider themselves free in their turn to carry out 
nuclear weapon tests. In that event, the responsibility for the 
consequences arising out of such imilateral action by the United 
States will fall upon the United States Government.

As to when the implementation of the scientific research programme 
should begin, I should like to remind you that the United States 
delegation had some time ago requested the Soviet Union to review 
its position and to agree to begin the research prograname not upon 
the ratification of the treaty, but upon its sig^nature. Thus, Mr.

1 Ante  ̂ pp. 86-87.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.232.
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Wadsworth in his statement at the one hundred and seventy-third 
meeting said:

It would seem to me that it would be to our mutual interest at this table 
to agree that the joint research programme should start without any delay 
whatever—should start in fact almost immediately upon the signing of the 
treaty.^

This is also stated unequivocally in the joint declaration made by 
the President of the United States and the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom on 29 March 1960. A similar interpretation of 
tha t declaration was given by the United States representative when 
he said at our two hundred and eighth meeting:

If you will refer to the joint declaration  ̂ made by Prime Minister Macmillan 
and President Eisenhower, you will find that the signing of the treaty comes 
first and that the research programme follows *

I  have already had occasion to expound the Soviet point of view 
on the question under discussion. In particular, we informed you 
of the Soviet Union's agreement to meet the point of view of the 
Western Powers regarding the time for the start of the implementation 
of the joint study and research progranmie and agreed that the joint 
studies should begin immediately upon the signing of the treaty, with
out waiting for its ratification or entry into force.

Thus, as regards the start of the implementation of the scientific 
research programme, we had already reached agreement that it would 
take place upon the signing of the treaty. Now however, as we gather 
from the wording submitted by Mr. Stelle on the duration of the 
moratorium, the United States is departing from the agreement 
reached between us regarding the start of the implementation of the 
scientific research programme and is assuming that the start will take 
place before the signing of the treaty.

This is a new departure by the United States from the agreement 
which had already been reached between us. The Soviet Union 
cannot agree to such a way of treating the matter since it forces us to 
revert to questions which have already been settled and will lead to 
prolonged disputes and to new disagreements. This will undoubtedly 
suit the opponents of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, who 
are striving for endless delay in drafting the treaty and consequently 
for the postponement of its signature and entry into force.

With regard to the duration of the moratorium it is quite obvious 
that the United States delegation contiEues to avoid giving a direct 
answer to this question. Yet this question is of exceptionally great 
importance in view of the fact that the United States took a backward

i  GEN/DNT/PV.173.
Ante, pp. 77-78.

« GEN/DNT/PV.208, p. 25.
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step and, having rejected a comprehensive treaty, began insisting on 
a treaty piohibiting only such underground nuclear weapon tests as 
were above- a certain threshold magnitude.

As a result of such a change in the position of the tJnited States the 
Soviet Union naturally began to insist that such conditions should 
be ensured as would not permit the resumption of nuclear weapon 
tests below the threshold named by the United States, and that this 
situation should continue until the United States deemed it possible 
for itself to agree to a comprehensive treaty prohibiting all nuclear 
weapon tests without exception. Thus the idea of a moratorium arose.

We now seem to have an identical imderstanding of the purpose of 
a moratoriiun and to what its duration should correspond. We per
ceived this identity of views in the statement made at the two hundred 
and forty-seventh meeting by Mr. Stelle who said, firstly, that the 
purpose of the moratorium was to avoid a resumption of nuclear 
weapon tests below the threshold of 4.75 while research was being 
carried on.

Secondly, that the purpose of the research was to make it possible 
to extend effective controls to seismic events of a magnitude of less 
than 4.75.

Thirdly, that the duration of the moratorium should be consistent 
with the time needed for the achievement of the research purposes.

These three arguments put forward by Mr. Stelle on this extremely 
important question seem to us to be reasonable and fully in keeping 
with our approach to the question of the purpose of a moratoriimi 
and of its duration. If you are prepared to implement your arguments 
in practice, to give them a real meaning, if the United States is really 
concerned not to allow any resimiption of nuclear weapon tests, and 
if it recognizes that for the achievement of that aim a moratorium on 
underground nuclear detonations below the threshold magnitude of 
4.75 is necessary, then, in that case, you should have no objection to 
the period of four to five years proposed by the Soviet Union for the 
duration of the moratorium.

Having carefully analysed the statements and arguments of the 
representative of the United States, we consider that our Western 
colleagues have no reason or grounds for objecting to the period of 
four to five years proposed by the Soviet Union for the duration of the 
moratorium. Such a duration is all the more just and well-founded 
since you yourselves recognize that the purpose of a moratorium is 
to create a period of calm without any nuclear weapon tests and that 
this moratorium should last until the United States agrees to extend 
the treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests to all nuclear 
explosions, including imderground nuclear explosions below the 
threshold magnitude of 4.75.
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While considering the substance of this matter I should like to draw 
the attention of the representatives of the United States and of the 
United Kihgdom to the following. When submi,tting his proposal 
on the duration of the moratorium the United States representative 
stated that the proposal concerned the moratorium mentioned in the 
joint Eisenhower-Macmillan communique of 29 March 1960. Let 
us see what that communique says on this subject. I t  says:

The Prime Minister and the President have agreed that as soon as this 
treaty has been signed and arrangements made for a co-ordinated research pro
gramme for the purpose of progressively improving control methods for events 
below a seismic magnitude of 4.75, they will be ready to institute a voluntary 
moratorium of agreed duration on nuclear weapons tests below that threshold 
to be accomplished by unilateral declaration of each of the three Powers.^

The Soviet delegation would now like to point out two facts. 
Firstly, that the United States proposal on this question was sub
mitted to the Conference at Geneva six months after this joint state
ment of the President of the United States, and the Prime Minister 
of the United Kingdom, although the joint communique stated that:

The President and tlie Prime Minister have agreed to give instructions to 
their delegates at Greneva in accordance with the spirit of this declaration.

This fact alone is a very clear indication as to where the real reasons 
for the excessive delays in our negotiations are to be found.

Secondly, the communique states that the scientific research 
programme shall be arranged for the purpose of progressively—and 
I  draw your attention to this word ^^progressively’ —̂improving 
control methods for events below a seismic magnitude of 4.75.

How was this directive of the Heads of Government of the United 
States and the United Kingdom reflected in the proposals of the 
United States of 27 September? Unfortunately it must be recorded 
that this idea was not reflected in the United States proposal referred 
to. The proposal envisages a two-year period for the seismic research 
programme. I t  is clear to everybody, even to those who are not 
experts in this matter, that by putting the programme of seismic 
research within such rigid time limits, the United States delegation 
is departing from that progressive approach to this question which 
was proposed in the joint communique of Mr. Macmillan and Presi
dent Eisenhower on 29 March 1960. Undoubtedly the research 
programme referred to in this communique, and the objectives which 
it was planned to achieve in this programme, cannot be fulfilled in 
the course of two years.

The proposal of the Soviet Union for a four to five year moratorium 
does in fact provide the possibility of organizing a progranune of 
seismic research in such a way that as a result of its implementation it

 ̂Ante, p. 78.
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would be possible to achieve progressive improvements in the methods 
of control over events below a seismic magnitude of 4.75, to which 
reference is made in the joint communique of the President of the 
United States and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, and 
which—I stress this again—it would be impossible to achieve in a 
two-year period of seismic research as proposed by the United States 
delegation.

This argument of ours is all the more convincing since it is impossible 
to expect decisive, final results from a research programme which 
will be divorced from the actual conditions in which the control 
system, as provided for in the treaty, would be operating. But 
such a control system will be established, even if we take only the 
first stage or phase, as you call it, only three to four years after the 
entry into force of the treaty. Until we have accumulated definite 
experience in exactly those conditions under which the day by day 
operational activity of the control system will be carried out according 
to the treaty, it will be impossible to reach a final verdict concerning 
the real effectiveness of the control system provided for in this treaty.

Any other approach to the matter would be unsound from a scien
tific point of view. I t  would therefore be inadmissible for any of 
the parties to an agreement to demand, on the pretext of data ob
tained from different, dissimilar—and I would say, inadequate— 
conditions the cancellation of the agreement on the moratorium and 
thereby assume the responsibility for destroying the treaty as a 
whole.

In  concluding my explanation of the position of the Soviet Union 
on the question of the duration of the moratorium, I cannot leave 
unanswered the remark made by the representative of the United 
States in his statement at the two hundred and forty-seventh meeting 
on 27 September. I  refer to his remark that the duration of the 
moratorium should be as short as possible. Where, on what basis, 
did Mr. Stelle get the idea of such a rigid, limiting condition as that 
the duration of the moratorium should be as short as possible? How 
can this condition, how can such an approach to the solution of the 
question of the duration of the moratorium be reconciled with the 
purpose of the moratorimn? After all, it was you yourself, Mr. 
Stelle, who stressed in your statement at the same two hundred 
and forty-seventh meeting that the purpose of the moratorium was 
to avoid a resumption of nuclear weapon testing during the period 
when research is being carried on. Consequently, the duration of 
the moratorium cannot be shorter than the time needed for the 
completion of the co-ordinated joint research programme.

We agree with your argiunent that the nuclear Powers must 
assume the obligation concerning the moratorium in order to avoid a
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resumption of nuclear tests during the period when research is being 
carried on. Here, we should like to note with satisfaction the fact 
that the United States proposal expounded by Mr. Stelle at the 
meeting on 27 September provides that on the termination of the 
agreed period for the moratorium the States concerned will not auto
matically be freed from the undertaking they have assumed not to 
carry out underground nuclear weapon tests. This approach, in our 
view, has been reflected in the fact that the United States proposal 
provides that, on the completion of the research programme, the 
moratorium shall be extended for a review of the results of the re
search. We consider such an approach to the m atter correct. I t  
is obvious to everyone that on the expiration of the agreed period for 
the research programme it may be found necessary to continue the 
research in one or other of its aspects. Consequently, after the ex
piration of the moratorimn period the parties to the agreement must 
not be automatically freed from the obligations imposed by the mora
torium and the question of the situation thus created must become 
the subject of examination between the States concerned.

While realizing that a situation must not be allowed to arise where
by the moratorium would be discontinued and nuclear weapon 
testing fesumed, and while agreeing to include in the agreement on 
the duration of the moratorium an additional period for reviewing 
the results of the research programme, the United States, nevertheless, 
in this instance, just as in the case of the duration of the research 
programme, is endeavouring to limit this extremely important period 
of negotiations between the Powers concerned, by squeezing it into 
the rigid framework of a three months' term. In this case, too, we 
get the impression that the United States proposal for a moratorimn 
is directed not towards creating favourable conditions which would 
ensure the reaching of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests but, on the contrary, towards ridding itself of the mora
torium as soon as possible, without taking any account of the serious 
negative consequences in regard to an agreement for the prohibition 
of nuclear weapon tests to which such an abrupt cessation of the 
moratorium might lead.

The Soviet Union proposals, specifying a period of four to five 
years for the duration of the moratorium place the agreement on a 
more solid foundation. Our task is not a negative one. I t  does not 
consist in getting back as quickly as possible to the unstable indefinite 
situation existing at the present time, in which the United States can 
at any time proceed to resimie nuclear weapon tests and thus plimge 
the world into an even more dangerous and desperate nuclear arms 
race. Our task is a positive one: it is to create the most favourable 
conditions, the most favourable situation which would not hold over
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the world a Sword of Damocles threatening it with a resumption of 
nuclear weapon tests. A moratorium lasting four to five years car
ries no threat of disaster to anyone. On the contrary, such an agree
ment between us will give rise throughout the world to a sigh of 
relief, general rejoicing and unanimous approval.

I t  goes without saying that if the implementation of the agreed 
seismic research programme in less than four to five years were to 
lead to the results desired by the United States and, possessing which, 
the United States might consent to delete from the agreement the 
provision for a threshold and to accept a comprehensive agreement, 
that is an agreement prohibiting all nuclear weapon tests without ex
ception, then the question of the moratorium would become redundant 
before the expiration of the four to five years. Nobody will object 
to that. Thus from this standpoint, too, agreement between us to 
fix the duration of the moratorium a t four to five years will do no 
harm. If you wish, a special reservation to that effect can be made 
in the moratorium agreement, thus disposing of Sir Michael Wright’s 
objection that our approach is a pessimistic one.

I  now have a few comments to make on other matters. In their 
statements at the two himdred and forty-seventh meeting the rep
resentative of the United States and the representative of the United 
Kingdom made an attem pt to shift the responsibihty for the delay 
in working out the agreement on to the Soviet Union. Having enu
merated a series of questions on which agreement still remained to be 
reached, the United States representative urged us to make an effort 
in order to solve these questions. However, in doing so he added 
that:

In all of them, however, it is clear that movement must of necessity first come 
from the Soviet delegation.^

Such an approach to the question cannot but astound us. Before 
the recess the Soviet delegation submitted a number of proposals for 
consideration by the Conference. I  wiU recall these proposals.

On 15 June at the two hundred and fourteenth meeting we sub
mitted a proposal on control over undergroimd nuclear detonations 
which would be carried out in the course of the implementation of 
the scientific research programme.^

On 2 August a t the two hundred and thirty-seventh meeting we 
submitted a further proposal on this question, which contained an 
answer to the proposal of the United States on the setting up of a 
pool of nuclear devices, and explained our own attitude to this 
question.®

1 GEN/DNT/PV.247, p. 7. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 123-126.
 ̂AntCy pp. 185-187.
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On 20 June at the two hundred and fifteenth meeting we submitted 
the text of a proposal for inclusion in the treaty regarding the pro
cedure for recruiting the staff of the control organization.^

On 1 July the Soviet delegation submitted to the Conference for its 
consideration the text of a provision of the treaty on the composition 
of the control commission.^

On 26 July we tabled a proposal on the quota of annual on-site 
inspections for the Soviet Union, the United States and the United 
Kingdom and submitted appropriate arguments in support of this 
proposal.®

On 4 August at the two hundred and thirty-eighth meeting we sub
mitted a draft article on the accession of other States to the treaty.^ 

On 11 August at the two hundred and forty-first meeting we sub
mitted a draft article on the time limit for establishing a system of 
control over compliance with a treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests.

Before the recess in the work of this Conference the Western del
egations had not answered a single one of these proposals of ours. 
As I have already pointed out, one of the main arguments in favour of 
a recess in the work of our Conference which the Western delegations 
put forward was that it was necessary for them to have time so that 
they could carefully consider and study the proposals which had been 
submitted to the Conference. We expected that, when the Conference 
resimied its work, the Western delegations would come to the Con
ference with new proposals which would assist progress in^our work. 
However, what the United States delegation proposed on the question 
of the moratorium at our two hundred and forty-seventh meeting ® 
does not indicate any desire on the part of the United States to 
facilitate the solution of this question which is so important to the 
treaty.

Even more disturbing is the statement made by the United States 
representative at the same meeting to the effect that the present 
position of the Western Powers remains unchanged on a nimaber of 
important questions including the composition of the control com
mission, the inspection quota, the accession of other States to the 
treaty, the carrying out of a scientific research programme, including 
the question of safeguards, and also such questions as the procedure

1 GEN/DNT/PV.215.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.223.
* Antej pp. 172-180.
* GEN/DNT/PV.238,
* Ante, pp. 251-253.



DOCUMENT OF OCTOBER 10, 1960 287

for staffing inspection teams and observer groups for special aircraft 
flights and so forth. Moreover, we are told that the Western Powers 
wiQ stick to these positions until the Soviet Union changes its position 
on them. But the Soviet Union has already submitted its proposals 
on these questions and the next move is for the Western Powers.

Mr. Stelle’s statement to the effect that the Western Powers do not 
intend for their part to make any effort directed towards the solution 
of these questions can only be construed as a desire to hold up the 
negotiations. Such an attitude contradicts the statement made at the 
same meeting by the United Kingdom representative regarding the 
desire of his Government to achieve as quickly as possible such prog
ress in our work as would lead to the conclusion of a treaty this year.

We hope that the United States representative has also not yet 
spoken his last word and that shortly we shall have an opportunity of 
hearing answers to the proposals which the Soviet Union submitted to 
the consideration of the Conference just before its recess.

Those are the views which I have been instructed to put forward 
today in connexion with the latest United States proposal on the 
duration of the moratorium and on the other questions which I have 
touched upon today.

Letter From Senator John F. Kennedy to Thomas E. 
Murray: Question of Nuclear Weapon Tests, October 10 ^

D e a r  M r . M u r r a y : Your thoughtful letter of September 6 is 
greatly appreciated.^

I wholeheartedly concur in your opinion that the issue of nuclear 
weapon tests should not be exploited for partisan advantage. This 
subject like all other public issues, is properly a matter for critical 
discussion and debate. But on this question—as on all other impor
tant issues—differences of opinion should be explored with responsible 
debate and with a full appreciation of the gravity of the question.

Your letter urges both presidential candidates to espouse the prop
osition that although the present ban on atmospheric tests should be 
retained, underground tests and tests in outer-space should now be

1 Department of State files. Murray is a former member of the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission.

 ̂ ‘̂An Open Letter to the Presidential Candidates From Thomas E. Murray/* 
dated Aug. 30, 1960, released to the press Sept. 6, 1960.
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resumed, for the explicit purpose of developing nuclear weapons suit
able for rational military purposes.

I  do not agree that underground nuclear weapons tests should be 
Tesumed at this time. Should the American people choose me as their 
president, I  would want to exhaust all reasonable opportunities to 
conclude an effective international agreement banning all tests—with 
effective international inspection and controls—^before ordering a re
sumption of tests.

The Geneva Conference on Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons 
Tests has been prolonged and generally discouraging. Even so, sub
stantial progress has been made toward reaching agreement on some 
important phases of the problem.

The people of the United States, like millions of people all over the 
world, are anxiously hoping for an effective and realistic agreement 
outlawing nuclear tests—which means an agreement that is not de
pendent upon faith alone, but one enforceable through an effective 
system of international inspection and control.

I  have always considered the conclusion of such an agreement of 
extreme importance not only to the people of the present nuclear 
powers, but for all mankind. This is true because new advances in 
technology have brought atomic weapons within reach of several 
additional nations.

For the United States to resimie tests at this time might well result 
in a precipitate breakdown of the Geneva negotiations and a propa
ganda victory for the Soviets.

Under these circumstances, I do not now recommend a resumption 
of testing. The question is not one of political courage. A man 
might courageously follow either course of action. The question is, 
which course of action is right.

I t  is possible that our negotiators, who have earnestly tried to ne
gotiate a realistic and effective test ban, have exhausted every avenue 
of agreement, but since I  have fieither taken part in the negotiations 
nor had personal reports from the negotiators, who are not represent
atives chosen by me, I  lack personal assurance of the futility of fur
ther discussion which alone would persuade me to urge the abandon
ment of so high an objective.

The Geneva Conference has been in progress, off and on, for almost 
two years. Despite the complexity of the subject, it should be pos
sible within a reasonable period of time to find out whether the repre
sentatives of the Soviet Union are really prepared to enter into an
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effective test ban. If the Soviet Union still refused, after our earnest 
efforts, the world would then know where the responsibility lay.

Accordingly, it is my intention, if I am elected President, to pursue 
the following course of action:

1. During my Administration the United States will not be the 
first to begin nuclear tests in the world's atmosphere to contaminate 
the air that all must breathe and thus endanger the lives of future 
generations.

2. If the present nuclear weapons test conference is still in progress 
when I am elected I will direct vigorous negotiation, in accordance 
with my personal instructions on policy, in the hope of concluding a 
realistic and effective agreement.

3. Should the current Geneva conference have been terminated 
before January 20, 1961, I wiU immediately thereafter invite Great 
Britain, France and the Soviet Union to participate in a new, and I 
would hope far more successful, conference on nuclear weapons tests.

4. In either event, I  intend to prescribe a reasonable but definite 
time limit within which to determine whether significant progress is 
being made.

At the beginning of the period, I would direct the Atomic Energy 
Commission to proceed with preliminary preparations for underground 
tests of the type in which radioactive substances would be forever 
sealed within the explosive cavity. If, within the period, the Kussians 
remain unwilling to accept a realistic and effective agreement, then 
the world will know who is to blame. The prompt resumption of 
underground tests to develop peaceful uses of atomic energy, research 
in the field of seismic technology and improvement of nuclear weapons 
should then be considered, as may appear appropriate in the situa
tion then existing.

5. I would also invite leading nations having industrial capacity 
for production of nuclear weapons to a conference to seek and, if pos
sible, to agree upon means of international control of both the produc
tion and use of weapons-grade fissionable material and also the 
production of nuclear weapons.

6. I will earnestly seek an over-all disarmament agreement, of 
which limitations upon nuclear weapons tests, weapons-grade fission
able material, biological and chemical warfare agents wiU be an essen
tial and integral part.

J o h n  F. K e n n e d y
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Statement by Premier Khrushchev to the 
General Assembly, October 11 ^

I have listened carefully to those who have spoken here. The 
representatives of the Western countries have objected primarily to 
our proposal that the question of disarmament should be discussed 
by the General Assembly in plenary session. These gentlemen are 
well versed in debate. They say that the Soviet Union wants the 
question of disarmament to be discussed by the Assembly in plenary 
session for propaganda purposes. But they themselves are the propa
gandists, and they have become past masters in propagandizing their 
views.

They are now ‘̂ throwing out'^ for discussion by delegations the 
question of which United Nations organ—the Assembly, meeting in 
plenary session, or the First Committee— îs the better suited for dis
cussing disarmament. That is an idle argument. As far as we are 
concerned, there is no argument about this question; we wish to dis
cuss it in the place where a real solution of this burning question can 
most quickly be found in the interests of the people.

That being the case, you might ask me why we insist on having this 
problem discussed by the General Assembly in plenary session rather 
than agreeing to deal with it at the committee level. The explana
tion is very simple. We have already been in the Committee. We 
are already familiar with that stable, if you will pardon the crude com
parison; we know how it smells, and we have been unable to obtain 
any result there.

You know that we were in the Committee of Five, comprising the 
United Kingdom, the United States, Canada, France and the Soviet 
Union. We were in that Committee for many years, and at first we 
even agreed that its discussions should not be made known to the 
Press, should not be publicized outside the Committee itself. We 
thought and honestly believed that the persons taking part in the work 
of that Committee, the representatives of the countries which I men
tioned, were genuinely concerned that the disarmament discussions 
should not aggravate m atters; we beheved that they wanted to create 
better conditions in which agreement could be reached as quickly as 
possible.

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session^ 900th Plenary Meeting, 
pp. 645-647. See also Ambassador Wadsworth’s statement of Oct. 11 (infra).

The first report of the General Committee (A/4520) recommended that the 
items dealing with disarmament be discussed in the First Committee. The 
Soviet delegation, -however, submitted a draft resolution (A/L.311) proposing 
that the item entitled “Disarmament and the situation with regard to the fulfil
ment of General Assembly resolution 1378 (XV) of 20 November 1959 on the 
question of disarmament” be allocated to the plenary meeting. The General 
Assembly rejected the Soviet proposal by a vote of 54-13-31. See General 
Assembly Official Records: 900th Plenary Meeting^ pp. 650-651.
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Yet what was the result? The United States had its best repre
sentative on the Committee of Five, namely, Mr. Stassen. But in 
the end he left that Committee, or rather he was induced to leave it, 
because he would not accept the position imposed upon him of up
holding the views of the late Mr. Dulles, the erstwhile United States 
Secretary of State.

We saw that the only thing that was taken seriously in that Com
mittee was the tea-break, or the coffee-break for those who preferred 
it. They sat there and sat there, and one would speak and another 
would listen, and a third would call for an adjournment until another 
day. And that went on endlejgsly. I do not know exactly how many 
years they went on holding those meetings, but we could not stand 
it any longer. To speak without mincing words, we said “ Let the 
Committee go to the devil, and let us get out of i t” . That was what 
we did, for the Conmiittee’was not a body in which the disarmament 
question could be settled, but rather a smoke-screen with which to 
deceive pubhc opinion, to deceive the people, the working class, the 
toiling peasants, the intelligentsia and those who reaUy want dis
armament. We did not wish to be a party to that deception. I  see 
Mr. Moch sitting here. He is regarded as a Socialist; he has had 
plenty of experience in the Committee of Ten, and what good has it 
done? None at all.

After my meeting with President de Gaulle of the French Republic, 
it was apparent that we had a similar understanding of certain prob
lems. If there was to be agreement on disarmament, the first step 
in giving effect to that agreement must be to destroy the means of 
delivering nuclear weapons. I still support these views expressed by 
President de Gaulle.

Subsequently Mr. Moch spoke at a press conference or on some 
other occasion—I do not remember exactly, he himself knows better— 
and repeated what President de Gaulle had said. We were dehghted 
that France, through its President and later through its representa
tive on the Ten-Nation Committee, should have made such statements 
for all to hear. We thought it meant that there was one among the 
members of the Atlantic military bloc whose views coincided with 
ours, but we were mistaken in that hope. When Moch appeared in 
the Comimittee he began taking an entirely different line. He was 
a different Jules Moch, not the one who had spoken out for the public 
to hear, but the one who had sat for years in the Committee and done 
everything he could to frustrate the disarmament negotiations.^

* Immediately after Premier Khrushchev’s statement, Ambassador Moch denied 
that France had changed its position. Referring to his statement of Oct. 22, 
1959 {Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-59, vol. II, pp. 1497-1506), and to other 
French statements, he declared that ‘̂France has consistently called for the 
progressive elimination of such vehicles [for the delivery of nuclear weapons],
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We still have a bit of patience left, and our last hope is that the 
General Assembly in its plenary meetings will perhaps be able to reach 
an agreement on disarmament and save mankind from war after all. 
I  repeat, if war breaks out, it will break out all over the globe. There 
are many who do not realize what war in the future will be like. 
I  myself have a very clear idea of what it will be like. The Soviet 
Union is not afraid of war. If war is imposed on us, we shall fight for 
our country and we shall be victorious, no m atter what sacrifices it 
may cost us.

I t  must not, however, be forgotten that in such a war the casualties 
will be innumerable, and you who are sitting here will also have to 
answer for them. True, not ^u ch  can be expected of some of those 
sitting here, but history will not forgive them. Let me emphasize 
that we consider it imperative for the question of disarmament to be 
discussed by the General Assembly in plenary session.

Statements have been made here by Mr. Green, the representative 
of Canada, and by the representative of the United States— ĥis name 
is very diflSicult to pronounce, so I shall not twist my tongue trying 
to say it. I do not think anyone will be mistaken; I think it is clear 
whom I have in mind. In any case, they said that Khrushchev i& 
also getting ready to leave. Yes, I am getting ready to leave for 
Moscow on Thursday, 13 October, at midnight, but if you really 
want disarmament I  shall not only postpone my departure for Moscow 
but shall sit here until an agreement on disarmament is reached. 
The situation in our country is fine. I, the Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers, have already been gone for a month. Yet things are 
going along splendidly at home, and I can therefore stay on here 
as long as may be necessary to reach an agreement on disarmament* 
Things in our country are improving year by year, day by day.

You consider that the struggle for disarmament is propaganda. 
But are you, as Comrade Rapacki, the Polish Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, so aptly asked, sowing the seeds of peace and mutual under
standing by raising the questions of Hungary and Tibet? No, you 
are seizing upon questions with which you hope to set one country 
against another. WeU, go ahead— ŵe are not afraid of such questions. 
We are not bulls that can be teased with red rags and made to charge 
the person who teases them. We are Communists; we have strong^ 
nerves; we are schooled in fighting. We fought against the White 
Guards for four years; we overthrew and crushed the enemies of the 
working class. Yet you want to frighten us with arguments. The fact
beginning with their neutralization, in the first stage, with a view to precluding- 
the risk of war by accident. The next step would be the destruction of such 
vehicles, with the exception of vehicles needed for scientific research and aircraft 
or vessels for the use of those forces which would provisionally be maintained; 
finally, in the third stage, the production would be prohibited and places of manu
facture would be controlled”. General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth. 
Session, 900th Plenary Meeting, p. 647.
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is— îf I may be pardoned the expression—that you do not have the 
stomach for it.

Why do you bring up the question of Tibet? Yet I repeat, bring 
it up if you must. I  go about in New York, and I see Americans 
rhythmically chewing gum, as is their custom. Now you want to 
give the representatives in the Assembly a piece of cotton wool instead 
of gum so that they can sit and chew on it. If anyone is interested 
and wants to take his exercise in that way, let him, but we have no 
intention of doing so.

Those who are sitting here dozing must be awakened; those who 
are absent must be awakened. The people have sent them to the 
meetings of the General Assembly and think that they are discussing 
the question of disarmament, but they are wandering around New 
York or wherever it may be—God knows where, but they are spending 
the people’s money.

I  say that the time will come when you will understand the need 
for disarmament. The people will throw out those who are putting 
obstacles in the way of peace and mutual understanding instead of 
creating conditions in which agreement on disarmament can be 
reached.

We, the peoples of the Socialist world, will not be frightened by 
you. Our economy is flourishing, our technology is developing, our 
people are imited. Do you want to force us to compete with you in 
an armaments race? We do not want to, but we are not afraid to. 
We shall defeat you. In our country rockets are now being mass- 
produced. Recently I  was in a factory, and .1 saw rockets coming 
out like sausages from a sausage-machine. Rocket after rocket is 
coming off our assembly lines.

Is there anybody that wants to put us to the test, to see how we 
stand? You tested us once and we beat you. I am thinking of the 
time we beat those who waged war on us in the first years after the 
October Revolution: the imperialists of the United States, France, 
the United Kingdom, Germany and Japan. We defeated their forces 
and swept them like trash from our sacred soil. And if the imperial
ists now repeat that aggression, we shall repeat our victory over the 
aggressors but on a much broader scale.

There are people who will now begin to say that KJirushchev is 
threatening someone. No, Khrushchev is not threatening anyone; 
he is offering a realistic prediction of the future. If you do not 
realize what the true situation is, if you do not create conditions 
for an agreement on disarmament, things will get even worse, for if 
there is no disarmament, there will be an armaments race, and any 
armaments race will eventually end in war. If war breaks out, many 
of us who are sittiag here will no longer be around to tell the tale. 
Wake up; pinch yourselves where it hurts if you are having a hard 
time staying awake. Many people here are accustomed to hearing
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unctuous words. I do not want to indulge and soothe them when 
the world is on the brink of a catastrophe. If anyone finds my words 
unpleasant, it will mean that I have attained my object—that is what 
I wanted.

What is there to add? As yet not all the peoples of Asia and Africa, 
who have only recently freed themselves from the colonialist yoke, 
have realized their strength; they are still following the lead of the 
hangmen who were yesterday their colonial masters. While that may 
be true today, it will not be true tomorrow. I t  will not be true be
cause the people will rise; they will straighten their backs and want 
to be the real masters of the situation. You will see; that will happen 
in the not distant future.

You have the right to vote in favour of discussing this question in 
the First Committee. We have nothing against the First Committee, 
nothing at all. In fact, I  do not know which is better and which is 
worse, the First Committee or the Assembly. We are simply saying 
that the First Committee has already been tried. Nothing came out 
of it. That is why, for the sake of the happiness of the people, we 
should like to have the question discussed again, tiiis time in plenary 
meeting. If you drive us once again into the First Committee, we 
shall insist on the right to decide whether we shall participate in the 
work of that Committee or not. If we see that the Committee is 
being used as a smoke-screen for the purpose of deceiving people, that 
the talk about disarmament is nothing but talk and that in reality 
nothing is being accomplished, just as nothing has been accomplished 
so far, then we shall leave the Committee. We shall not serve as a 
smoke-screen; we shall not deceive the working people of the whole 
world.

The Canadian, United States and United Kingdom representatives 
have spoken here. They made a great show of righteousness. These 
are the colonizers who are rich because the colonies are poor, because 
the colonizers plundered those colonies. And here they represent 
themselves as so many zealots. But honest people can see the true 
faces of those representatives.

Yes, we left the Committee of Five. Why did we leave? Because 
you, gentlemen, turned that Committee into a stable. You created 
such a stench there that an honest man could not even breathe, and 
so we got out. We had to get out into the open air, Hke honest men 
and true sons of our toiling people. We left, and we are not going 
back.

If the discussion of the question of disarmament takes place in the 
First Committee, we shall participate in it at the beginning. We 
shall see how the discussion there is conducted. Perhaps it will be 
necessary to decide to expand the Ten-Nation Committee. We have 
proposed, incidentally, that the membership of that Committee should 
be expanded to include the representatives of fifteen States. We are



DOCUMENT OF OCTOBER 11, 1960 295

willing to participate in the work of that Committee on the condition 
that the representatives of neutral countries are included, as we have 
proposed. That Committee will be able to work successfully if the 
General Assembly resolves that all countries should assume the 
obligation to disarm, to destroy their weapons, the jprocess to be 
carried out under international control.

What kind of international control is required? 1 repeat, if a 
resolution on general and complete disarmament, on the destruction 
of weapons, is adopted, we will then agree to any kind of control. 
Take the most rabid haters of communism and socialism, we shall 
even believe them— l̂et them work out proposals for control. The 
wider and more thorough international control over disarmament is, 
the better it will protect thfe hopes of the peoples that no country 
can secretly manufacture weapons and threaten to launch a new war 
against any of its neighbours. We are not afraid of controls, but 
they must be controls over disarmament, controls put into effect 
when a resolution on disarmament has been adopted. Accordingly, 
disarmament must be carried out under controls.

Yet what was it that Mr. Macmillan proposed from this rostrum?  ̂
Also, in a conversation with me, he said: “ Mr. Khrushchev, you are 
in too much of a hiu-ry; such matters cannot be decided quickly. 
This is the way we should do it: Let us get together, let us set up a 
political committee, let us set up a scientific committee.’’ And that 
scientific committee will determine how best to kill a flea—^whether 
to tear off its legs or cut off its head. That, of course, is a “ scientific 
problem’’ but one which is of interest only to those who do not want 
disarmament. Therefore I said to Mr. Macmillan, “ You want to 
drag us into a labyrinth without light or air, inhabited only by bats 
who are afraid of the light. There you would have us participate 
in working out scientific problems, such as the problem of achieving 
disarmament.” And that, they say, will take five or ten years.

If we wait five or ten years, then we shall assuredly be able to say 
that we are not going to reach agreement on disarmament. While 
a t present, when only three States actually have atomic weapons, 
although a fourth has already begun atomic tests, I am certain that 
in five or ten years there will be several dozen such States. And 
then reaching agreement will be even more difl&cult.

Rockets and missiles can already be delivered to any point on 
earth, and, what is more, we can land our space ships wherever we 
please. What then, will it be hke in five or ten years? You should 
really try to picture it to yourselves. Therefore, if you truly want 
peace— n̂ot everybody here wants it, but the majority presumably 
does, and I am addressing myself to that majority—then raise your 
voices on behalf of disarmament, and mankind will thank you for it. 
If you follow the lead of imperialistic, monopolistic capital, whose

 ̂ See antef pp. 271-275.
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representatives have spoken here, if you follow the lead of the N orth 
Atlantic war bloc, then people will curse you. They will curse you 
because they will have entrusted to you that which is most sacred 
to them, peace, and you will have betrayed the hopes of the people^ 
You will have failed to reach agreement on disarmament, and you 
will have plunged mankind into war.

This is the dilemma which confronts us. You must solve it.

Statement by the United States Representative 
(Wadsworth) to the General Assembly, October 11 ^

I know that the hour grows late and I  do not wish to keep the mem
bers overlong, but I would say this: That if the intervention which we 
have just heard from the representative of the Soviet Union^ is typical 
of what he would say in the disarmament debate, that is all the more 
reason why it should not be held in this chamber.

Disarmament is a complex subject. I t  needs quiet, sober and a 
workmanlike approach. This has not been displayed so far by the 
representative of the Soviet Union.

Now, let me repeat what I said earlier today, that we are ready ta  
negotiate soberly and sincerely in any forum which seems appropriate. 
Let me also repeat that it was not the United States that walked out 
of the various forums that have been held on the subject of disarma
ment. Let me repeat again particularly that it was not Mr. Stassen 
who walked out in 1957—it was Mr. Zorin.

I  think, Mr. President, that what we have to think about here is 
the much larger picture. We are ready and have been ready. Ap
parently the Soviet Union has not.

Mr. Khirushchev—^whose name I hope I can pronounce—stood here 
before you just a few moments ago and said, ‘̂ Agree with us on dis
armament and we will take any kind of control you want.^^

Now, Mr. President, I happen to claim a little bit of experience in 
this sort of business because on October 31, of 1958 I sat in a confer
ence room in Geneva, Switzerland, and there I  heard the Soviet 
representative say, ‘̂ Agree to banning tests and we will have no trouble 
whatever with c o n t r o l . S i x  or seven weeks later we decided we 
couldn^t get an agenda, so we decided to talk business and we talked 
business. And the first four articles of a treaty which we hoped 
would have been completed long since went right down the line with 
what both of the sides wanted: A complete ban on nuclear tests 
everywhere, an obligation that all the parties would not only refrain

1 U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3529, Oct. 11, 1960.
2 Supra,
* GEN/DNT/PV. 1, p. 5. Cy. Soviet statement of Nov. 3,1958 (postj p. 334, n, l ) .
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from holding nuclear tests but would refrain from participating in, 
engaging in, or in stimulating, or encouraging tests anywhere in the 
world. Then we were supposed to find out that control was going to 
be easy. All I have to do is remind my friends in this room that for 
over 22 months the three delegations have sat ther6 worrying about 
controls.

I  say, “be warned by experienced^ when the representative of the 
Soviet Union tells you that if you will accept his principles of disarma
ment, he in turn will give you any kind of control that you want. 
I can teU you that it is not true.

But, Mr. President, as I  am sure everybody here has realized for 
some time this particular discussion seems to have gotten away from 
the point which is are we going to discuss disarmament in this hall 
in  plenary, or are we going to discuss it in the First Committee? 
And I hope that before too long we can take a vote on this.

And I  feel quite sure that all of you who have been here before will 
realize that if anybody wants publicity, they can get it in the First 
Committee too. They can get their speeches repeated and reported. 
They can get their pictures taken for the television and for the news
reels. They won^t hav€ any trouble about that. So if that's what 
he wants, he can be perfectly happy to go to the First Committee also.

One final point and my apologies to all of you for taking up your 
time. This is not the kind of a subject that really lends itself to levity. 
I t  is not the kind of a subject that really lends itself to the waving 
•of arms. This is not the kind of a subject that lends itself to shouting.

Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, October 13 ^

The General Assembly,
Recognizing that, in conditions in which modern weapons are of 

iufinite destructive power and range, the continuing arms race is 
fraught with tremendous danger for the peoples of all countries;

Convinced that in the face of the danger of nuclear-rocket war the 
problem of general and complete disarmament is the most important 
question of our time and requires immediate solution;

Reaffirming General Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 Novem
ber 1959 on general and complete disarmament

Noting with regret that the said resolution has not been carried out and 
th a t appropriate measures to put it into effect have not yet been taken;

Again calls upon Governments to make every effort to achieve a
 ̂ A/C.1/L.249, Oct. 13, 1960. The resolution was not voted on; see post, 

p. 366, n. 1.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 19/^5-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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constructive solution of the problem of general and complete disarma
ment and recommends that a treaty on such disarmament should be 
drawn up and concluded as quickly as possible on the basis of the 
following principles:

General and complete disarmament shall include the disbanding of 
all armed forces, the destruction of all armaments, the cessation of 
war production, the liquidation of all foreign bases in the territory 
of other States, the prohibition of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological 
and rocket weapons, the cessation of the manufacture of such weapons, 
the destruction of stockpiles of such weapons and of all means of 
delivering them, the abolition of agencies and institutions intended 
for the organization of military affairs in States, the prohibition of 
military training and the discontinuance of the expenditure of funds 
for military purposes;

General and complete disarmament shall be carried out in an agreed 
sequence, by stages and within a specified period;

The disarmament measures relating to nuclear weapons and con
ventional armaments shall be so balanced that no one State or group 
of States can obtain a military advantage and that security is enstired 
for all in equal measure;

The measures provided for in the programme of general and com
plete disarmament shall be carried out from beginning to end under 
international control, the scope of which shall correspond to the scope 
and nature of the disarmament measures implemented at each stage. 
To carry out control over and inspection of disarmament an interna
tional control organization shall be established under the United Na
tions with all States participating;

Under conditions of general and complete disarmament the neces
sary measures shall be adopted, in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations, for the purpose of maintaining international peace* 
and security, including an undertaking by States to make available 
to the Security Council, where necessary, units from the contingents 
of police (militia) retained by States for maintaining internal order 
and ensuring the personal security of citizens;

In order to create confidence in the correct use of international 
armed forces of police (militia) and to preclude the possibility of their 
use in the interests of a particular State or group of States,

Recognizes that it is necessary to change the structure of the United 
Nations Secretariat and of the Security Council so that all three 
groups of States—the socialist countries, the countries members of 
the Western Powers’ blocs, and the neutralist countries—may be 
represented in those organs on a basis of equality;

Transmits to the Disarmament Committee for examination the 
proposal of the Soviet Government concerning “Basic provisions of a 
treaty on general and complete d isa rm am en t'an d  other proposals

* Ante, pp. 241-248.
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on this question with a view to the drafting of a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament, including a system of international con
trol and inspection which shall ensure strict compliance with the 
treaty.

Tripartite Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, October 14 ^

2%e Oeneral Assembly^
Recalling that under the Charter the United Nations is responsible 

for considering the principles governing disarmament and the regula
tion of armaments and for making recommendations with regard to 
such principles;

Reaffirming General Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV)
Noting with regret that negotiations on disarmament have not 

yielded the expected positive results;
Recognizing that general and complete disarmament requires the 

maintenance of international law and order in a disarmed world by 
strengthened international peace keeping machinery within the United 
Nations; ^

1. Reaffirms its hope that measures leading toward the goal of gen
eral and complete disarmament under effective international control 
will be worked out in detail and agreed upon in the shortest possible 
time;

2. Concludes that the final goal of a programme of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control must 
be to achieve:

(a) Reduction of all national armed forces and armaments to 
levels required for internal security and for the provision of agreed 
contingents to an international peace force within the United Nations;

(b) Elimination of delivery systems of all weapons of mass de
struction ;

(c) Elimination of all weapons of mass destruction, nuclear, chemi
cal and bacteriological;

(d) The use of outer space for peaceful purposes only;
(e) The establishment of effective means for verification of the 

observance of disarmament obligations and for the maintenance of 
peace;

(f) The achievement of a secure, free and open world, in which all 
peoples are protected from the dangers of surprise attack or the out
break of war by miscalculation.

1 A/C.1/L.250, Oct. 14, 1960. The resolution was introduced by Italy, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States. It was not voted on; see posty p. 366, n. 1.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959j vol. II, p. 1545.
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3. Recommends that the following principles should guide disarma
ment negotiations:

(a) Disarmament should be carried out progressively with measures 
to be completed as rapidly as possible within specified periods of time;

(b) Transition from one stage to the next shall be initiated when 
the measures in the preceding stage have been satisfactorily imple
mented, provided that effective verification is continuing and that 
any additional verification arrangements required for measures in the 
next stage have been agreed and are ready to operate effectively;

(c) Nuclear and conventional measures of disarmament must be 
so balanced that no country or group of countries will obtain, at any 
stage, a significant military advantage and that equal security for all 
will be maintained and thus international confidence progressively 
increased;

(d) Compliance with all disarmament obligations must be effec
tively verified throughout by an international disarmament organi
zation within the framework of the United Nations to ensure that 
compliance with these obligations is verified from their entry into 
force; such verification should include the capability to ascertain 
not only that reductions of armed forces and armaments in agreed 
amounts take place, but also that retained armed forces and arma
ments do not exceed agreed levels at any stage;

(e) Provisions in respect of international control and verification 
shall form an integral part of any agreement on disarmament;

(f) General and complete disarmament must start with those meas
ures which are capable of early implementation under effective in
ternational control and are compatible with paragraph 3 (c) above;

4. Urges that negotiations be resumed as soon as possible on the 
basis of this resolution.

British Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, October 14 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling the terms of its resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 

1959,  ̂ which expressed the hope that measures leading towards the 
goal of general and complete disarmament under effective interna

1 A/C.1/L.251, Oct. 14,1960. The resolution was not voted on; see p. 366, n. 1.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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tional control would be worked out in detail and agreed upon in the 
shortest possible time,

Reaffirming that its goal remains general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control,

Anxious to start the process of disarmament at the earliest moment, 
Believing that undertakings in any disarmament agreement must 

be faithfully performed and that the peoples and Governments of the 
world are entitled to full assurance of performance through effective 
international control,

Recognizing that the fimctions of control must be carried out con
currently with putting any disarmament measures into force, 

Recognizing therejore that the implementation of any measure of 
disarmament can only begin when agreement has been reached on what 
means of verijfication are appropriate in the fair interest of all nations, 

Recognizing that further examination is required in order to solve 
the complexities of these problems,

Recognizing also that the resumption of negotiations on measures of 
disarmament need not await the outcome of an examination of the 
problems of verification,

1. Recommends that technical experts, scientific, military and ad
ministrative, be appointed with the minimum of delay with instruc
tions to submit a progress report to the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission within six months on the systems of inspection and con
trol—their capabilities and limitations—^which would be effective and 
fair to all concerned in relation to the following measures of disarma
ment:

(a) The cessation of the production of fissile material for use in 
weapons and the transfer of existing material to peaceful purposes;

(b) The preventing of the clandestine storage of nuclear weapons 
and of fissile material intended for use in weapons;

(c) Measures to reduce the dangers of surprise attack and war by 
miscalculation;

(d) The reduction to agreed levels of armed forces and armaments;
(e) The progressive reduction and elimination of weapons of mass 

destruction and their means of delivery;
(f) The prevention of the manufacture of chemical and biological 

weapons;
(g) Measures leading to the use of outer space for peaceful purposes 

only;

2. Recommends that the experts should confine their examination 
to the scientific, technical and administrative aspects of control.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu
clear Weapon Tests, October 19 ^

Today I wish to deal with that part of annex I which lays down the 
time schedule for establishing the various elements of the control 
system and for putting them into operation. The proposal on this 
question submitted by the United States delegation at the two hundred 
and fifth meeting on 12 May and circulated by the Secretariat as 
Working Document GEN/DNT/22/Add.l was carefully studied by 
the Soviet side and we put forward our comments on it at the two 
hundred and forty-first meeting on 11 August. In doing so the 
Soviet delegation submitted its own proposal regarding the number of 
posts and the time schedule for the establishment of the system. 
That proposal of ours was issued by the Secretariat as Working 
Document GEN/DNT/104.

At the two himdred and forty-eighth meeting on 29 September 
the United Eongdom representative put forward a new proposal on 
this question in the form of a revised draft article 16 of annex I.^ 
At the next meeting, the two hundred and forty-ninth, on 3 October, 
the United States representative, Mr. Stelle, likewise made a state
ment. In his statement he dealt with the phasing of the installation 
and putting into operation of the various elements of the control 
system and introduced a document containing certain amendments to 
articles 14, 15, 17 and 19 of the United States draft annex I.

In the new proposals by the United Kingdom with which, so we xmder- 
stand, the United States delegation also concurred, account was taken 
of some of our comments and proposals regarding the time schedule 
for the installation and putting into operation of the elements of the 
system.

Now I  intend to deal in greater detail with the United Kingdom 
draft article 16 submitted at the two hundred and forty-eighth meeting on 
29 September. First of all, I should like to note the positive fact that, 
as a result of the exchange of views we have had, we may now, ap
parently, regard the following questions as agreed between us: the 
length of the three phases of the installation schedule for control 
posts, the length of each particular phase, as well as the total length 
of all three phases; the installation schedule for posts on oceanic 
islands; the schedule for putting ship posts into operation; the in
stallation schedule for posts in South America, Europe and on the 
metropolitan territory of the United Kingdom.

1 GEN/DNT/PV.256, pp. 3-10,
2 AntCf pp. 263-271.



DOCUMENT OF OCTOBER 19, 1960 303

What then have we still to reach agreement on in connexion with 
the question of the installation schedule for control posts in order 
that we may definitively adopt the plan for the establishment of a 
network of control posts?

First of all, it is a question of the number of posts to be estabhshed 
on the territory of the Soviet Union. I have already pointed out 
at previous meetings that the number of posts which it is proposed 
to estabhsh on the territory of the Soviet Union is unacceptable to 
the Soviet Union.

In his statement, the representative of the United Elingdom at
tempted to defend the original proposal of the United States to estab
lish twenty-one control posts on the territory of the Soviet Union. 
This part of his statement, I  must say quite frankly, sounded im- 
convincing and unsubstantiated. The United Kingdom repre
sentative asserted, without any grounds, that:

. . . twenty-one posts on Soviet territory—is the right number of posts to 
obtain the capabilities of the 1958 experts* system.^

He went on to say:
Here, quite simply, we think that if we are to try to fit the experts* suggested 
spacings into Soviet territory—and I assume there is no dispute about that—  
then we must agree with the United States that twenty-one posts in the Soviet 
Union would be the right number.*

From the words of the United Kingdom representative which 
I  have quoted it is clear that he disregarded the arguments which 
we had put forward against the number of control posts proposed 
by the United States for the territory of the Soviet Union. The 
United Kingdom representative does not argue on the basis of facts 
but of general considerations and conclusions. Nevertheless when 
considering this matter we cannot disregard the following three 
circumstances which are of decisive importance for the settlement 
of this question.

Circumstance No. 1. In  1958 the experts recommended thirty-seven 
control posts for the whole of Asia. I t  must be said that although 
the United States and the United Kingdom representatives in their 
proposals take into account this recommendation of the 1958 Con
ference of Experts, they nevertheless make the distribution of these 
posts on the territory of Asia in a highly tendentious manner without 
taking due account of the area of the territories of the Asian States. 
Such an approach by the Western Powers to this question reveals 
their desire to impose as many control posts as possible on the Soviet 
Union.

1 Ante, p. 270.
2 Ibid,
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Of course, all these thirty-seven posts could be distributed in 
various ways on the territory of Asia—as Mr. Stelle correctly stated 
at our two hundred and forty-ninth meeting; and it should be pointed 
out he actually admitted that thirteen control posts—^which is pre
cisely what we are proposing—could be distributed on the Asian 
territory of the Soviet Union in such a way that the distances between 
the control posts recommended by the 1958 Conference of Experts 
would be compUed with. But in doing so, Mr. Stelle also said the 
following:

This would, however, mean an undue reduction of the capabilities of the con
trol system with regard to events in the Soviet Union until the end of the 
second phase. i

This assertion by Mr. Stelle is without any foundation and, as a 
m atter of fact, is not in keeping with what the experts agreed upon ia 
1958. If we distribute the control posts in accordance with the dis
tances recommended by the experts in 1958, namely that posts 
should be located at a distance of 1,700 kilometres from one another 
in aseismic areas and at a distance of 1,000 kilometres in seismic 
areas, then there will be no diminution of eJ0fective control. You 
will be unable to refute this fact in any way. How then did you 
think there would be a diminution of the effectiveness of the control 
system?

The main point, however, is that the United States and the United 
Kingdom representatives should not lose sight of one of the basic 
principles of the recommendations of the experts, namely that the 
control system should be devised and put iato operation as a world
wide or imiversal system. In laying down the plan for the distri
bution of control posts, we must of course take into account straight
away this indisputable principle, take it as our starting point right 
from the outset and consequently, distribute the control posts in 
such a way as to form part of a future world-wide control system.

Now let us see how you approach this matter. You propose to 
establish at the outset in the Soviet Union a dense network of control 
posts, but this will have the inevitable result that for the remaining 
part of the territory of Asia it will be necessary in the future to have 
a rarefied network. But this is aU the more inadmissible owing to 
the fact that the territories of Asia outside the Soviet Union are char
acterized by very great seismicity. Any attempt to install in this 
part of Asia beyond the borders of the Soviet Union a rarefied net
work of control posts will result in poor localization and identification 
of seismic events in this part of Asia. With such an approach to the 
matter, the question may even arise of a redistribution of posts among 
the Asian countries.

1 GEN/DNT/PV.249, p. 6.
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I t  should also be taken into account that a control post is a very 
•expensive installation. Therefore, we should be reasonably econom
ical on our expenditure, and should not indulge in excessive spending 
of national monies.

We propose to distribute these thirty-seven posts in Asia in accord
ance with the recommendations of the 1958 Conference of Experts in 
such a way that there would be no diminution of the effectiveness of 
control and that this distribution of posts would not lead in the future 
to the undesirable effects to which I have just referred. Therefore, 
we propose that the Soviet Union proposal on this question be adopt
ed without any further superfluous discussion, and that we record 
having reached this agreement between us on this important question.

There is a second important circumstance which has not at all been 
taken into account by the Western Powers. This is that the area of 
the territory of the Asian part of the Soviet Union comprises about 
40 per cent of the whole of the territory of Asia.

If the territory of the Asian States—and I have in mind all the 
Asian States—^were to be uniformly covered by control posts, in that 
case about 15, or to be exact 14.8, control posts would be allocated 
to the Soviet Union for the whole of its Asian part. Even such a 
simple, piu*ely arithmetical approach to the distribution of posts in 
Asia results in a considerably smaller number of posts for the Asian 
part of the Soviet Union than is proposed by the delegations of the 
United States and the United Kingdom.

One other circumstance^ the third hut not the least important, should 
be taken into consideration.

This is the fact that the seismic areas, where a reduced distance 
between posts is to apply, form a very small percentage of the whole 
territory in the Soviet Union, whereas the territories of the remaining 
Asian States relate almost entirely to seismic areas.

We know very well that United States and United Kingdom sci
entists have taken part in many conferences connected with this 
Conference and are well aware of this fact. To prove this I would 
like to adduce a short extract from the report of a United States sci
entist, who is well known to you, Dr. Richard Latter—a report which 
he prepared for the United States Congressional Committee.

The report is entitled: ‘The capabilities and limitations of a con
trol system of the Geneva type” and is dated 15 April 1960.^

This is what Dr. Richard Latter says on page 5 of his report—and
1 Dr. Richard Latter, '^Capabilities and Limitations of a Geneva Type Con

trol System,’  ̂ Apr. 15, 1960. The paper is printed in Technical Aspects of 
Detection and Inspection Controls of a Nuclear Weapons Test Ban: Hearings 
Before the Special Subcommittee on Radiation and the Subcommittee on Research 
and Development of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy^ Congress of the 
United States, Eighty-sixth Congress, second session, pt. I, pp. 99-101.
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in order to avoid being accused of giving an inaccurate translation, I  
shall attem pt to quote this excerpt from the report in English—

{coTntinued in English)
. . .  in the Soviet Union about 90 per cent of all earthquakes occur in a 
small fraction of the total area of the Soviet Union, namely about 5 per cent.®

(continued in Russian)
Thus, 90 per cent of all the earthquakes in the Soviet Union occur 

in this small area equivalent to 5 per cent of the total area.
At the two hundred and forty-ninth meeting the United States- 

representative recognized in effect that the United States proposals, 
for the establishment of nineteen posts in the Asian part of the Soviet 
Union were put forward without taking into account the seismicity of 
the territory. The vague phrases which he uttered here indubitably 
confirm this conclusion of ours. Stating that the thirty-seven posts 
in Asia could be distributed in alternative ways, he said:

These considerations, which are quite separate from the question of seismic or 
aseismic areas, have been very much in our mind.^

Having made this admission, namely, that they were putting for
ward their considerations in regard to the number of posts for the 
Soviet Union without connecting this with the question of seismic or 
aseismic areas, the Uiiited States representative hastened to add tha t 
the United States plan for these posts “is fully based on the grid 
spacing recommended by the experts, and therefore is correctly ad
justed to ta:ke account of which regions are or are not seismic^\^

Here you see in what a vague form the United States representa
tive tries to put before us the United States approach to the question 
of determining the number of posts on Soviet territory. But how 
can the plan for the distribution of the posts so as to take into account 
the seismic activity in a territory be nevertheless “adjusted’ ,̂ as the 
United States representative puts it, unless the area of the seismic 
regions is taken into consideration? How can the plan recommended 
by the experts be realized if we cannot tell in what regions a distance 
of 1,700 kilometres between the posts is to apply, and in what regions 
this distance should be 1,000 kilometres?

To us it is absolutely clear that the United States, in distributing 
the posts in Asia, has not taken into account the area of the seismic 
regions in the Asian part of the Soviet Union and other Asian States. 
I t  is clear that the United States has been guided by the sole desire 
to establish as many posts as possible in the Soviet Union. The 
groundlessness of such an approach is obvious to everyone.

If the Western delegations had approached this question without 
any tendentiousness and if they had objectively taken into account

1 Ihid., p. 101.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.249, p. 5.
3 Ibid,
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the three cu’cumstances to which I have referred and which have a 
direct and extremely important bearing on the question under con
sideration, they would have had to admit that thirteen control posts 
for the Asian part of the Soviet Union, including the islands belonging 
to it in the neighbourhood of Kamchatka, are entirely adequate for 
control requirements and that this number fully corresponds to the 
recommendations contained in the report of the 1958 Geneva Con
ference of Experts.

The Western delegations should realize that the Soviet Union, in 
determining the number of control posts on the territory of the United 
States has made a considerable concession and has shown its goodwill. 
For the territory of the United States itself we have named a number— 
eleven control posts, the numbej named by the United States itself 
in its original draft proposal on this question. You see, the repre
sentatives of the United States are well aware—I referred to this at 
the two hundred and forty-first meeting—that the United States 
scientists themselves spoke about a different figure for control posts 
to be established on the territory of the United States; on their own 
initiative they named the figure of fourteen control posts.

I will give you an example. The same Dr. Richard Latter, in the 
important report which he submitted to the United States Congres
sional Committee writes—I shall read this paragraph in Dr. Latter’s 
report in English direct from the document:

\continued in  English)
The capability of the Geneva system to identify earthquakes has been evalu

ated using the criterion of Technical Working Group 2. The result is that 
there are about fifty earthquakes per year of magnitude 4.76 or greater in the 
Soviet Union which are not identified as earthquakes by the system, and 170 
per year in the United States.^

{continued in  Russian)

1 Technical Aspects . . . j op. cit., p. 100. Latter^s report states: “Specifically, 
we have taken the criteria given in the U.S. Report of Technic£^l Working Group 
II, which identifies a seismic event as an earthquake provided the peak seismic 
signal is 20 to 40 times the noise background, and provided first motion rarefac
tions are observed at four stations. . . . When it came to other uncertainties, 
such as the frequency of earthquakes in the Soviet Union, all we could do was to 
make a good guess.

. I would like to remind you that the current U.S. proposal to the Con
ference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests is for a threshold at 
magnitude 4.75 which corresponds roughly to the 19-kiloton Blanca explosion. 
Therefore, our analysis is aimed primarily at the question: how many earth
quakes per year of magnitude greater than 4.75 fail to be identified as earthquakes 
by the control system, and could therefore be suspected of being nuclear explo
sions. . . The results are: there will be 173 earthquakes above the threshold 
per year in the United States which are unidentified and 53 per year in the Soviet 
Union. If the Geneva system of control stations is installed throughout the 
whole world, the number of such unidentified earthquakes in the United States 
is reduced to about 143 per year and in the Soviet Union to 28.^’
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That is three times more than in the Soviet Union.

{continued in  English)
The system was assumed to consist of fourteen control stations in the United 
States, one in the United Kingdom and twenty-one in the Soviet Union.^

{continued in  Russian)
We suppose that Dr. Latter would not, without any necessity, 

arbitrarily increase the number of control posts for his country. On 
the contrary, we are sure that the United States scientists have 
investigated every possibility, have weighed up all possible alterna
tives in order to justify the locating of as few as possible control posts 
on the territory of the United States and to strive for the establish
ment of as many as possible control posts on the territory of the 
Soviet Union.

As can be seen from the paragraph of Dr. Latter^s report which I 
have quoted, this was precisely the approach he used in determining 
the number of posts for the United States on the one hand and for the 
Soviet Union on the other. I t  was precisely for this reason that he 
proposed fourteen posts for the United States and proposed the estab
lishment of twenty-one posts on Soviet territory. In  this instance, 
we can understand the lack of objectivity on Dr. Latter^s part. As a 
person connected with military circles and with the production of 
nuclear armaments, he has, naturally, drawn up his report in such a 
way as to have as many control posts as possible established in the 
Soviet Union. But as regards the United States, Dr. Latter can 
hardly be accused of exaggerating the number of control posts to be 
established on the territory of the United States.

Why then does not the United States representative speak of a 
diminution of the effectiveness of the control system when he proposes 
a smaller number of control posts for the United States metropolitan 
territory? Why does not the United States in this case take into 
account the official conclusions of its own scientists and reduce the 
number of control posts which its own scientists recommended for the 
territory of the United States?

The Soviet Union has gone so far as to accept the figure proposed 
by the United States of eleven control posts only for the territory 
of the United States. By so doing we have manifested our goodwill 
and have demonstrated our desire to avoid unnecessary discussion 
and to expedite an agreement on this very important question. Un-

1 Ibid. Latter^s statement reads: ^̂ In our first study we assumed that control 
stations of the Geneva system were located in three countries only, 14 in the 
United States, 1 in the United Kingdom, and 21 in the Soviet Union. All the 
stations were assumed to be equipped with the improved seismic instrumentation 
recommended by Technical Working Group II.”
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fortunately the Western Powers continue to maintain an extreme 
and unjustifiable position in regard to the number of control posts 
far the Asian part of the Soviet Union.

We declare that the Soviet Union agrees to the establishment of 
fifteen control posts on its territory, including the off-shore islands. 
This number corresponds to the area of our territory, compared with 
the remaining territory of Europe and Asia, and takes into account 
such a factor as the percentage of the area of seismic regions. The 
Soviet side appeals to the representatives of the United States and 
United Kingdom to accept the soundly based number of control 
posts proposed by the Soviet Union and to register agreement on 
this important question.

We also have some other comments to make in connexion with 
the control post phasing table proposed by the United Kingdom 
representative, but we shall state our views on this m atter next time.

Statement by the United States Representative (Wads
worth) to the First Committee of the General Assem
bly, October 19 ^

For nearly fifteen years the United States, in negotiation with 
other major mihtary powers of the world, has sought agreed and 
reliable disarmament. We have pursued that goal in the face of 
obstacles and setbacks which often seemed insurmountable. The 
greatest difficulties have stemmed not from scientific or technical 
reasons, or from military or economic reasons, but from a very deep- 
lying difference in purposes between the Soviet Union and the other 
nations, including the United States; and, arising from that gulf 
in purpose, an equally deep distrust.

We have known that the distrust could not be dissipated quickly 
or by magic. We have known that as long as the mistrust continued, 
an agreement to disarm would be correspondingly difficult to achieve.

Yet we have persisted, and we will continue to persist, because 
we know what is at stake for mankind. Indeed, just last month 
President Eisenhower presented specific disarmament proposals to 
the General Assembly.^

When the First Committee began its debate on disarmament last 
year, the United States noted certain positive developments in this 
field. These gave us hope that the year ahead would bring some

1 U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3543, Oct. 19, 1960.
2 See antCf pp. 225-229.
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progress toward fulfillment of the universal desire for a world without 
armaments.

But if ever there has been a discouraging and frustrating year 
in the disarmament field, it has been the year since the General 
Assembly last considered this subject.

On March 15, 1960, the new ten-nation disarmament committee, 
which had been agreed to by the Soviet Union and the allied powers, 
met in Geneva. The hopes which had been voiced in the General As
sembly last year were largely centered on those ten-nation talks, for 
they were the first talks in two and a half years—since the Soviet 
Union began its boycott of the Disarmament Commission Subcom
mittee in November 1957. We had as our objective, as the new 
talks began, the fulfillment of the General Assembly resolution of 
November 1959 calling for ‘‘measures leading toward the goal of 
general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control to be worked out in detail and agreed upon in the shortest 
possible time.’̂ ^

At the very outset of the talks the five allied nations submitted 
proposals directed toward that goal. However, the Soviet Union 
insisted that only their own declaration was consistent with the goal 
of general and complete disarmament.

On June 2, the Soviet Union submitted a further proposal.^ At 
the very next meeting, we made clear our interest in discussing this 
new Soviet paper. The United States representative, Mr. Eaton, 
sought clarification of several points. He then flew back to Wash
ington for important consultations. And before going he stressed 
to Mr. Zorin that he was making the trip in order to speed the 
negotiations.

On the very morning of his return, June 27, Mr. Eaton told Mr. 
Zorin that he had come back from Washington with new United States 
proposals, which would be submitted shortly.

The ten-nation meeting which followed that day, Jime 27, 1960, 
will certainly be regarded by historians as one of the most extraor
dinary meetings in the history of disarmament and as one of the 
most regrettable in the history of international negotiations. Under 
the rule of. rotating chairmanship, the Polish representative was in 
the chair. He recognized each of his Soviet bloc colleagues in turn, 
beginning with the Soviet Union. And from these five Soviet bloc 
representatives there came a series of speeches all bitterly attacking 
the allied nations. But when the allied delegates, who had previously 
asked to speak sought the floor, the Polish presiding ofiicer arbitrarily 
refused even to allow them to speak—a flagrant breach of parlia-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ .1946-1969j vol. II, p. 1645.
* Ante, pp. 100-111.
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mentary procedure to say nothing of common courtesy. He then 
announced, like a bolt from the blue, that the talks were at an end,-

At that point the five Soviet bloc delegates—almost in unison—• 
snapped shut their portfolios, rose from the table, and marched out. 
I t  was as precise as a military drill maneuver.

If the purpose of the Soviet Union was to prevent the submission of 
the new Western proposals, that purpose failed. The representative of 
the United Kingdom, my distinguished colleague here to my right, took 
the chair under the rule of rotation. The United States representative 
then submitted our proposal—which included a number of change 
specifically designed to narrow the area of disagreement.^ By then, 
of course, the Soviet representative was safely out of the committee 
room and had avoided the necessity of negotiating on our proposals 
which were then on the table.

Now on July 2 the United States made an appeal to the Soviet 
Union to resume negotiations. The Soviet response was negative.^

We then requested a meeting of the Disarmament Commission, 
which embraces the entire membership of the United Nations. At 
first the Soviet Union threatened to stay away from such a ineeting 
but finally came when it became clear that all other members would 
be there. There, on August 16, we laid the record before the Com
mission so that all could see why the ten-nation committee, so recently 
formed, had met such an early and sudden failure.^

But we were not content with reviewing the past. We called for 
the resumption of negotiations, and we made new and important 
proposals to remove large quantities of fissionable material from 
weapons stockpiles and convert them to peaceful uses. The Soviet 
Union immediately rebuffed these proposals—but they indeed, all 
the proposals we have made since the ten-nation committee first met— 
are still on the table, waiting for constructive attention from the 
Soviet Union.

Now that is the situation in which we find ourselves today, as this 
debate on disarmament has opened. We hope that this debate, in 
which all members of the United Nations can express their views, will 
lead to an early resumption of disarmament negotiations among the 
powers principally concerned, and will help to give the necessary 
guidance to the negotiators. And above all, Mr. Chairman, we pro
foundly hope that the day of threats and of table-pounding is over 
and* that the day of negotiations will soon arrive.

I  can assm’e the committee that the United States was ready to 
continue negotiations on June 27, when the Soviet Union and their

1 The U.S. proposal is printed an<e, pp. 126-131.
2 Antej pp. 167-172.
8 Ante  ̂ pp. 21^223.
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allies walked out of the Ten-Member Committee; we weie ready to con
tinue on August 16, when the Disarmajment Commission met; we are 
ready to continue today. The only way we can make real progress 
on disarmament is to return to the negotiating table.

With this hope in mind, the United States wishes to set forth once 
again the basic principles and considerations which will continue 
to guide it in further discussion of disarmament. And we hope thereby 
to correct some of the misapprehension that might have been caused 
by the statement we heard from the distinguished representative of 
the Soviet Union this morning.

The United States recognizes that it has a large measure of 
responsibility, as one of the major military powers, for working 
constructively and creatively toward disarmament. The United 
States maintains its armaments and armed forces for one purpose— 
one purpose alone: to avoid war by deterring aggression. We do not 
maintain our anns because we have designs on the territory or the 
wealth or the political independence of others; we do not maintain 
our arms to keep mxmitions makers happy or to keep unemployment 
low. We keep them only in order to convince potential aggressors 
that resort to force would be an unprofitable venture. Our record 
on this score speaks for itself.

Nevertheless, the United States is convinced as I  feel all others in 
this committee are that strong national arsenals cannot provide the 
final answer to keeping the world peace. The present high level of 
armaments absorbs resources, material and human aHke, which should 
be devoted to hospitals and schools and roads and other civilizing 
purposes. Ever more compact, higher powered, higher speed and 
more destructive weapons contribute to rising instability and rising 
tension. The expanding pace of technological developments can 
result in unpredictable and erratic breakthroughs, and shifts in the 
precarious military balance could induce an aggressor to wage war 
when possessed of a temporary advantage.

Unless checked, the unrestrained spread of capability to make 
weapons of vast destructive power will further complicate the 
problems of disarmament and of keeping peace. Mathematical 
possibilities of war by accident or by miscalculation will become 
progressively greater. In short, high levels of armament, although 
in themselves the results, not the original causes, of political conflicts, 
become as well the cause of further tensions.

These are some of the dangers which make us conclude that early 
progress in bringing about balanced and verified disarmament is 
essential to our security and the security of all nations.

But disarmament is a diflScult problem, and it cannot be resolved 
by slogans. Disarmament cannot be accomplished by passing
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resolutions or by agreeing on language which ignores or conceals 
basic issues. Patient and probably prolonged negotiations alone can 
point the way. But we must press on because the question of 
disarmament may well be one of life or death.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the United States has joined with two of our 
Allied negotiating partners, Italy and the United Kingdom, in 
submitting a draft resolution designed to lead to general and complete 
disarmament under international control.^ I use those words 
advisedly since they were the words used verbatim in the resolution 
which was passed by this Assembly last fall.

Let me say in passing that this Committee, the Political Committee 
of the General Assembly, is an important deliberative forum. 
Contrary to some comments or implications which we have heard in 
the Assembly in recent weeks, it is by no means a contemptible 
forum. No one country can dominate it and no country can ignore 
it. Over the years it has hammered out historic resolutions on many 
subjects, including that of disarmament— ând in some of those 
resolutions, in better days, the Soviet Union has joined in co-sponsor
ship with the rest of us. We present our resolution to this Committee 
with great respect both for the Committee itself and for the 
distinguished delegates in it. We will not walk out of this Committee 
under any circumstances, and we will not be intimidated by any 
threats on the part of any other delegation to do so. We hope also 
that the protracted struggle of the Soviet bloc yesterday against 
consideration of all disarmament items together was not a preliminary 
step toward walking out of this Committee, as Chairman Elrushchev 
said might be done.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I  shall not try to explain every phrase and 
line of our joint draft resolution. But I shall try to set forth the 
basic principles of disarmament to which the United States adheres, 
principles to which this draft resolution seeks to give expression.

What are our goals? That must be the first question. In 
paragraph 2 of the draft resolution we have described the final goals 
which we believe a program of disarmament must seek to achieve. 
I commend that part of the resolution to the attention of the 
Committee. I t  shows clearly that we wish and intend, under honest, 
balanced and inspected agreements, to travel the road of genuine 
disarmament all the way to the end.

Now we seek the reduction of national forces and armaments to 
levels required only for internal security and for the provision of 
contingents to a peace force within the United Nations; we seek the 
elimination of delivery systems of weapons of mass destruction; we 
seek the elimination of all weapons of mass destruction—^nuclear.

1 Antej pp. 299-300.
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chemical and bacteriological; we seek the use of outer space for 
peaceful purposes only; we seek the establishment of effective means 
for verification; we seek a secure, free and open world in which all 
peoples are protected from surprise attack or from the outbreak of 
war by miscalculation.

I  am sure that a careful examination of these goals will show that 
there is no cant, no selfish objectives, no hypocrisy in them. I t  will 
show that we propose to achieve a world which I am sure all peoples 
truly desire—a world in the words of the resolution which is “secure, 
free and open/^

Over two years ago, on August 13, 1958, President Eisenhower 
said to the General Assembly on this point:

This world of individual nations is not going to be controlled by any one pow
er or group of powers. This world is not going to be committed to any one 
ideology.

Please believe me when I say that the dream of world domination by one 
power or of world conformity is an impossible dream.

The nature of today's weapons, the nature of modern communications, and 
the widening circles of new nations make it plain that we must, in the end, be 
a world community of open societies.

And the concept of the open society is the ultimate key to a system of arms 
control we can aU trust.^

That is still the belief and the philosophy of the United States, 
Mr. Chairman, and all our ideas and hopes for disarmament are in 
harmony with it.

There are certain basic principles which must guide us if we are to 
reach these goals. There are certain basic rules which both experience 
and logic impress upon us inescapably. And these we have set forth 
in paragraph 3 of the Tri-partite resolution. I  can sum them up in 
three simple propositions to which any workable disarmament pro
gram must conform. And I believe Mr. Chairman that the Commit
tee will readily recognize the similarity between these three principles 
and most of those enunciated by the Soviet Representative this 
morning.

1. I t  should be fairly balanced between the two sides, giving neither 
a significant military advantage. We should go further than 
that and say it should be fairly balanced between nations giving 
no one a significant military advantage.

2. I t  should have adequate inspection and verification, thus assur
ing each side that the other side is keeping its promises.

3. I t  should proceed step by step, building confidence as it goes so 
that more and more far-reaching proposals may be put into 
effect.

1 Department of State Bulletin  ̂ Sept. 1, 1958, p. 342.
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Now let us take up these propositions in order.
First of all, balance is an obvious requirement. We could not accept 

a disarmament program unbalanced in favor of the Soviet Union any 
more than they could accept one unbalanced in our favor. And we 
do not ask for this nor shall we.

The reasons for this are obvious. Whatever may be the views of 
the USSR, for our part we do see in Soviet history a history of the use 
of overwhelming armed might—or the threat of its use—to impose 
the Soviet system on others beyond its borders. We have been given 
no reason, particularly of late, to believe that the Soviet Union would 
refrain from using a military advantage, arising from an unbalanced 
disarmament program, in order to pursue its aims of further expansion. 
We are determined that no weakness on our part shall arise to tempt 
anyone to destroy, either by force or by the threat of force, the inde
pendence or territorial integrity of another nation or the freedom of 
another people. There must be no room for doubt about that. We 
will not sign any agreement which would lead to such a result.

Now in 1945 the great world war against Hitler and his partners in 
aggression ended in victory—a victory for the Soviet Union as well as 
for the many other nations who had borne the battle and who, at that 
time, even were proud to call themselves the United Nations. And 
when the shooting ended, the United States had over 12 million men 
under arms, and the Soviet Union had approximately the same 
number.

Three years later, in 1948, the United States had only 1.4 million 
men under arms. The Soviet Union by its own records had twice that 
number} During those three years the Conmiunist empire expanded 
into much of Eastern Europe, and we would delude ourselves if we 
believe this was totally by the free choice of these coimtries. I t  was 
not until 1950, when a Soviet-supported military aggression suddenly 
struck the Republic of Korea, that for the first time since World 
War II, the United States began to rearm rather than let additional 
independent nations be overwhelmed by aggression.

From that history it should be clear why we insist upon a dis
armament program which is not one-sided which is not out of balance. 
I  ask this Committee to contemplate what the results would mean if 
the United States did not do so.

The second principle which is essential to disarmament is the 
establishment of adequate international inspection and control—to 
verify that what is promised is actually performed and that no secret 
steps are subsequently taken to alter the situation.

Now, despite what we have heard over the last few days, we know 
that the implementation of this principle might cause difficulty for

1 See Premier Khrushchev’s address of Jan. 14 (an<6, pp. 4-16).
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the Soviet Union. The USSK has long since accepted the words 
‘‘inspection and control’̂ —and we are pleased to see that its latest 
proposal includes more recognition of the necessity of controls, more 
than any previous Soviet offer.

But I  would be less than frank if I  did not say that we are yet 
to be convinced that the USSR will accept really effective controls. 
We have discovered that these words apparently mean different things 
when they are spoken by the United States and its Western partners 
as opposed to when they are spoken by the Soviet Union and its 
partners. The cpnvincing can only be tested in concrete negotiations^ 
and our experience so far has not led us to be optimistic.

I t  is perhaps understandable that the United States and other 
democratic countries are more willing to submit themselves to inter
national inspection and control than is the USSR. Ours is an es
sentially open society—a country where both our own people and 
visitors from abroad are free to come and go, at least on a reciprocal 
basis, to visit where they wish and to see us as we are—good, bad 
or indifferent. The press, including reporters from abroad and even 
from the Soviet Union, incurs no internal or external censorship and 
can report as freely and as critically as the individual reporter wishes. 
Our military policies, plans, and budgets are debated, extensively and 
in public, in Congress and in the press. These conditions are a 
rooted part of our way of life and are safeguarded by our Constitution 
and our laws.

On the other hand a large part of the world is composed of essen
tially closed societies. There huge areas are sealed off from foreign 
eyes and the movements both of citizens and of foreign visitors 
are restricted and closely controlled everywhere. The press is imder 
rigid state direction. The size of the armed forces, the military budg
ets, the economic data and many other facets of life are state secrets. 
Borders with the rest of Europe are barbed-wired, mined, depopulated 
and rigidly under military control, not only so that no one else may 
come in but so that their citizens may not leave. In spite of some 
small, encouraging signs in the last few years, some relaxation of 
the restrictions which have been agreed upon, there is stiU a pall 
of secrecy over these lands. In such an environment military prep
arations can be carried on with little fear of exposure.

So it is not hard to understand why the idea of international in
spection causes more difficulty for the leaders of such closed societies 
than it does for us and for many others in this room. But we can
not dispense with controls or cut corners on them simply because 
it is difficult. On the contrary, neither experience nor logic justifies 
any confidence in agreements which cannot be verified. Secrecy
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is a great breeding ground of fear and suspicion—one of the greatest 
single obstacles to progress on disarmament.

I am quite sure that before long we. will find a denial of this coming 
from my colleague of the Soviet Union and from others allied with his 
coimtry. He has said as his colleagues have said many times: ^̂ We 
will accept any control you want if you will first agree to our disarma
ment program /' But when we go from words to actual phrases— 
when we go from words to actual details—this apparent willingness 
is less visible. As I  indicated in the plenary the other day I speak 
not from theory but from experience. Nearly two years ago ne
gotiations for an end to nuclear tests under effective international 
control began in Geneva between the United States, the United 
Kingdom and the USSR. Until my appointment here for this 
session of the General Assembly, I  have represented the United 
States throughout these talks. There were two aspects to this 
negotiation— f̂irst to agree on what was to be stopped, and second 
to agree on a system of control and inspection. And as Mr. Ormsby- 
Gore can attest it did not take an unusually'long time to agree. 
We have been seeking agreement on an effective inspection of what 
should be done ever since, even though Mr. Kirushchev stated that 
he was ready to accept controls—this was in April 1959^—that he 
was ready to accept controls which would guarantee strict observance 
of the agreement.

The negotiations on nuclear testing would have successfully con
cluded months ago if the USSR had been willing to accept the inspec
tion measures which are clearly and immistakably necessary if we are 
to know that nuclear tests have ended. Because we cannot afford to 
speculate, we cannot afford to guess, we cannot afford merely to hope. 
So this is the actual experience of one such negotiation. Let it be 
understood that I  am not— n̂or would I ever—claim that this nego
tiation has been a failure but it has already been said here in this room 
that it got further than most negotiations in the field of disarmament 
so far.

But the rock on which it still may founder is the question of what 
we mean when we say effective international control. And as I said 
previously, there seems to be a different interpretation as to what 
those words mean.

The Soviet Union may also charge as it has charged many times in 
Geneva that the United States wants control for the sake of control 
only or control for espionage. The United States does not want con
trol for its own sake. We do not ask for control for espionage pur
poses. We have placed adequate safeguards against that possibility 
in our proposals both in Geneva and elsewhere.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, voL II, pp. 1396-1398.
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The United States does not ask and has never asked the Soviet 
Union to accept a single measure of inspection that we ourselves are 
not prepared to accept. We have never suggested one measure of 
control on the territory of the USSR which we are not fully prepared 
to establish on our own territory. But we do insist that we have 
sufficient control so that we will all know that inside the box labeled 
^^disarmament’̂  we will actually find disarmament—and not, perhaps, 
a device to deceiviB and thus to overpower us.

On these two elements, Mr. Chairman—a fair balance and adequate 
inspection—depeilids the possibility of any disarmament agreement. 
A disarmament agreement which did not satisfy those two conditions 
would not promote peace. I t  would leave people nervous, suspicious, 
frightened, and would thus increase the danger of war. If for no 
other reason than by miscalculation or inadvertence.

Finally, I  come to the last of the three principles: that progress 
toward general and complete disarmament can most effectively be 
made step by step. Last year the Assembly expressed its hope tha t 
^^measures leading toward general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control will be worked out in detail and agreed 
upon in the shortest possible time.” We adhere to this. And any 
Soviet remarks to the effect that this is inadequate because that 
language appears in the tri-partite resolution which has been placed 
before you, merely negates the words and principal which they them
selves supported last year.

The USSR has sought during the past year to convince others that 
only the USSR believes in disarmament. That, of course, is pure 
fiction. The United States has been and is prepared to go as far and 
as fast toward full disarmament under proper verification and control 
as any other country. We reaflS.rm this position today. We want to 
proceed toward real and total disarmament as rapidly as possible. 
The question is what path is most likely to get us there. As Ambas
sador Lodge said here last year: We are ready to take smaU steps. 
We are ready to take large steps. But they must be real steps.^

There are now two general draft resolutions on disarmament before 
this Committee. One is presented by the USSR;^ the other by Italy, 
the United Kingdom, the United States.^ They share many similari
ties, but they differ in many important respects. The essential ques
tion is which of these proposals is more likely to bring about the goal of 
full and balanced disarmament. In other words, which steps are the 
real steps?

I submit that the Soviet draft resolution is intended to forestall 
rather than promote real disarmament. Aside from other deficiencies,

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1946-1959, vol. II, p. 1496.
 ̂Ante, pp. 297-298.

3 Ante, pp. 299-300.
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on which I reserve the right to speak later, it puts two fundamental 
obstacles in the way of real disarmament negotiations. First, it 
insists on a reorganization of the Secretariat and of the Security 
Council intended solely to break down the administrative machinery 
of the United Nations and to cripple further the primary organ of the 
United Nations for the preservation of peace and security—an or
ganization which I, for one, regretted to hear characterized as a spitoon 
the other day. Members will readily recognize that such steps would 
critically impair the abUity of the United Nations to prevent or deter 
an aggression either in an armed world, a partially disarmed world, or 
a completely disarmed world. Second, it insists that progress toward 
disarmament must be made only through a single treaty in which all 
disarmament measures are to be laid out for all time. I submit that 
these are serious impediments to the prospects of achieving the ob
jective unanimously approved by the Assembly last year—that of 
early agreement, in detailj on measures leading toward general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control.

Mr. Chairman, there are a few frank words that must be said about how 
the USSR uses the term  ̂̂ general and complete disarmament’\  This 
phrase, as used by the Soviet Union, means that nothing in the field 
of disarmament can be done until everything can be done. ‘‘General 
and complete disarmament'’ has now become a slogan to be manip
ulated for propaganda warfare. And as such, it is becoming an ob
stacle to any true progress in disarmament.

I t  does not take much reflection on the state of world relations, on 
the behavior of Mr. Khrushchev in the General Assembly, or on the 
frame of mind in which our decision to discuss disarmament on the 
First Committee is characterized as having brought ‘‘peace closer to 
catastrophe,^  to realize that the negotiation of such a single agree
ment covering all disarmament would be a process so long and arduous 
as to delay for many, many months and perhaps years the immediate 
and concrete steps that we should take now.

We do not agree with the position that no steps for general and com
plete disarmament can be agreed upon and implemented until all of the 
vast complexities and technical problems of complete disarmament 
for all the world^s nations have been worked out. We do not believe 
that a start toward the elimination of armaments brooks this kind of 
delay.

In our view, the first purpose of negotiations should be to isolate and 
identify those areas, whether broad or limited in nature, in which 
agreement and action now can clearly serve the interests of both sides, 
and which will lead toward the goal we have all set. We have all 
agreed upon it. Even limited agreements will serve as pUot projects

1 Ante, p. 293.
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for more ambitious efforts to follow. ThiSy we believe, is the realistic 
path to disarmament. The Soviet Union itself has supported this ap
proach in the past. We see no reason why they should not do so again. 
For example, the Soviet Union did not take the position that nothing 
could be done about the cessation of nuclear tests imtil the whole 
process of general and complete disarmament had been worked out. 
Had the Soviet Union taken this position negotiations in Geneva on 
nuclear testing, which have registered appreciable progress, even 
though we all agree that it is not part of the hard core disarmament 
those negotiations would never even have begun.

This desire for earliest possible agreement on specific measures of 
arms control and disarmament underlies the proposals presented by the 
Western powers in Geneva on March 16 ̂  and by the United States on 
June 27,  ̂ the day on which the negotiating table was abandoned.

Let me review concretely the most important measures which the 
United States believes can be taken in the very first stage of the dis
armament process. These measures represent realistic objectives for 
early agreement. They need not wait for new scientific break
throughs. They would be equitable in their effect upon the military 
positions of both sides. They would halt the further growth in 
weapons stocks and begin the process of their reduction. Risks of 
surprise attack and war by mischance would be reduced. These 
measures, if successfully carried out, would increase confidence, break 
the disarmament impasse, and speed progress toward total disarma
ment. Is this something to be ignored? Let us take th^m one by one.

Nudear Disarmament: We propose that nuclear disarmament stsiTi 
promptly. To this end we propose to the USSR that aU production 
of fissionable materials for use in weapons be stopped and that, as 
an initial step, we each transfer over 30,000 kilograms or over 30 tons 
of highly enriched weapons-grade uranium from weapons stockpiles to 
peaceful purposes. I  recall, Mr. Chairman, that in the debate in the 
plenary the Romanian representative, who apparently does not know 
too much about nuclear weapons, called this an insignificant offer.  ̂
In  fact, it is an offer of the greatest magnitude.

The United S ta te s ^  proposing, in this offer, to stop producing 
fissionable materials for weapons uses entirely, and to remove im
mediately from its weapons stockpile explosives with a destructive 
force of over 1,000 times that of all the high explosive bombs used by 
all of the powers dm*ing all of World War II. In so doing, we would

* Ante, pp. 68-71.
 ̂Antey pp. 126-131.^

* General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth SesaioUf 900th Plenary Meeting^ 
pp. 643-644.
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be removing from our arsenals more explosive materials than have 
been used by all mankind in all wars in all of history. We would also 
be removing a significant amount of explosive force measured in cur
rent quantities of military power.

We ask in return only that the USSR do the same and that these 
steps be verified by impartial machinery.

Acceptance of this offer would mean an immediate and sizeable 
reduction in the nuclear threat. I t  would be a real and practical 
measure of disarmament. We made this proposal last summer, and 
reiterate it now. If this proposal is accepted, it would be the largest 
disarmament measure ever carried out in history. We are prepared to 
undertake this major disarmament step now without making it con
tingent on any other disarmament proposals. Here is disarmament 
that can be started now—^while we work toward agreement on other 
measures.

If, however, the USSR is imprepared to accept a complete shut
down of its uranium and plutonium production centers^ as we are 
ready to do, we have stiU another offer. We are also prepared to 
shut our plants down one by one, under international inspection, on 
a reciprocal basis. We are prepared to do this now—^with no delay. 
This is another measure— n̂ot as far-reaching as the first but highly 
important—^which we are prepared to take if the USSR will do likewise.

We have also proposed the convening of a group of experts io  study 
the problem of verifying the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. 
This proposal as first put forward by the United Kingdom I believe 
finds its expression in a resolution before us today. This step would 
require a major scientific breakthrough, and we should get our best 
minds to work on it without delay. We are ready to do this now too. 
Because I believe Mr. Chairman that aU those here in this room will 
recognize that one of the major obstacles to nuclear disarmament has 
been the fact that past production may not readily be detected.

Outer Space: One of the most important and challenging opportu
nities the world has before it is to prevent the development of outer 
space for military uses.

Fifteen years ago the world had an opportunity to prevent the 
development of atomic power for military purposes, when the United 
States, which was then the sole possessor of atomic power, proposed 
that all atomic energy be placed under full international control. 
We all know of the rejection of that offer by the Soviet Union. If 
they had accepted it, how different the world might have been today. 
Let not the same comment be made about outer space ten years from 
now. Baniers to agreement in this field are lower today than they 
will ever be again.

We therefore reiterate the important outer space proposals made
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before the General Assembly on September 22 by President Eisen
hower.^ He proposed that:

1. We agree that celestial bodies are not subject to national appro
priation by any claims of sovereignty.

2. We agree that the nations of the world shall not engage in war
like activities on these bodies.

3. We agree, subject to appropriate verification, that no nation 
will put into orbit or station in outer space weapons of mass 
destruction.

4. We agree that all laimchings of spacecraft should be inspected 
in advance by the United Nations.^

My listeners will of course have detected some similarity between 
these points and some points that were made this morning by our 
Soviet colleague.

The disarmament of outer space will be vastly complicated if we 
permit delays. Over three years ago the United States proposed— 
in this same room—that we bring the testing of such objects as earth 
satellites, intercontinental missiles, long-range unmanned weapons 
and space platforms imder international inspection and participation.^ 
Nothing has happened, and time is rimning out. Every day we read 
of new achievements in space. If we do not move boldly and quickly, 
our successors in these debates will be preoccupied not only with the 
weapons existing today, but with bombardment sateUites and fleets 
of military space vehicles.

Surprise Attach The danger of surprise attack as we all recognize 
is one! of the great causes of current tensions. Even if there were no 
disarmament at all, any steps to reduce this danger would immeas
urably increase the security of us all—which, after all, is the goal of 
disarmament. ^

In order to reduce the dangers of surprise attack or war by miscal
culation, we propose a number of measures:

First, we propose the establishment of zones of aerial and ground 
inspection in agreed regions, including areas in the United States and 
in the Soviet Union.

Second, we propose that observers be exchanged at agreed military 
installations, including missile and air bases at home and overseas, to 
insure that surprise attack preparations are not imder way.

Third, we propose that prior notification be given to the United 
Nations of all proposed launchings of space vehicles and missiles 
and—and this is significant—of their planned tracks.

1 Antej pp. 225-229.
 ̂Ante  ̂ p. 226.

3 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945—1959, vol. II, pp. 731-734.
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Fourth, we propose the estabhshment of a United Nations verifi
cation body to be available to any nation which seeks to prove its 
own peaceful intention in times of crisis and to set at rest the anxieties 
of other nations.

Here again Mr. Chauman, we are prepared to go ahead without 
conditioning it on other measures. This also is an area where immedi
ate progress should be made.

Reductions in Conventional Armaments and Armed Force: Delivery 
Systems for Weapons of Mass Destruction: The United States favors 
not only the elimination of all weapons of mass destruction, nuclear, 
biological, and chemical, but also of deUvery systems for such weapons. 
We are prepared to engage promptly in early technical studies of the 
measures which would be necessary to verify control over, reduction 
of, and elimination of agreed categories of such systems, including 
missiles, aircraft, surface ship^, submarines and artillery. The reso
lution presented by the distinguished representative of the United 
Kingdom deals with this objective; it asks for a progress report within 
six months; and we support it. When other confidence-building 
steps have been taken and satisfactory verification procedures have 
been agreed upon, we will reduce reciprocally with the USSR, and 
then eliminate, all such delivery systems, in conjunction with other 
disarmament and peace-building measures of similar far-reaching 
consequences.

The United States also supports the immediate setting of an upper 
ceihng of 2.5 million for the armed forces of the United States and 
the Soviet Union, which each power from the beginning would agree 
not to exceed, regardless of their present force level figures. We 
further propose an early agreement, adhered to by the mihtary signifi
cant states, that would reduce Soviet and United States^ forces to 
2,100,000 men each, and which would establish force levels also for 
the other states. Similarly, we propose that agreed types and quanti
ties of conventional armaments should simultaneously be placed in 
internationally controlled storage depots pending their final destruc
tion or conversion to peaceful uses. And incidentally, of course, we 
have also proposed that as a second step the Soviet and United States 
forces be further reduced to 1.7 miUion.

These steps, too, would result in prompt disarmament and in 
prompt reduction of the firepower and manpower of both sides. They 
are not proposals which look to the distant future. They are steps of 
real disarmament which can be taken soon.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a complete catalog of the areas in which 
early agreement could be reached, and we do not pretend that it is. 
We would be happy to see progress in all of them. We do not see that 
early progress in any one of them need await completion of the task of
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coming to an agreement on a full treaty for complete and general 
disarmamentr We see no reason why measures leading toward this 
goal should be rejected because they are not total measures. We see, 
in fact, every reason why steps should go ahead on some of them— 
such as outer space—at the earliest possible moment. This is fully 
consistent with the decision of the Assembly last year and there is 
no justification for rejecting such an approach.

From this review of our proposals, I  believe that an objective 
observer will see that the Soviet charge that the West stands for

control without disarmament’’ is baseless. These disarmament 
proposals would bring real disarmament now and bring closer the 
goal of total disarmament toward which we will continue to strive. 
We beheve we must proQeed responsibly, step by step, testing the 
ground before us as we go, dissipating the distrust which surrounds 
us. This, in our view, is the fastest, surest way.

Ours is a world of growing dangers. There is a danger of surprise 
attack prepared in secret. There is the danger of nuclear attack 
from outer space. There is the menace of constantly mounting 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons and of large armies. There is the 
peril of spreading capabihty for the production of modern weapons 
to greater numbers of Nations. There is the hazard of war by 
accident or miscalculation. We hold that these dangers must be 
dealt with now.

The United States beUeves that this Committee should act to 
ensure that resmned negotiations give priority attention to concrete 
agreements which will move toward our ultimate objectives after all 
these years of talk. Let us, by all means, keep general, complete and 
verified disarmament as our goal. Let us, by all means, continue to 
work toward the widest and most comprehensive disarmament treaty 
possible. But in reaffirming this goal, let us not let the better become 
the enemy of the good. Let us not say we are impotent to deal with 
any of these dangers until we have solved all the vast problems of 
complete disarmament.

Chairman Khrushchev has told us that he agrees—although 
apparently others do not̂ —that war is not the way to settl© dif
ferences.^ We agree with him when he says that only a madman or 
a maniac can think of starting a nuclear war as a way of achieving 
his purpose. We have proposed and we stand behind steps to assure 
this does not happen through surprise attack or miscalculation.

There may be only a rather small area of agreement, but no one 
can deny that it is a vital area. Let us in the United Nations build 
upon it. The United States intends to do so. We wish to see ne-

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth SeasioUf 869th Plenary Meeting ,̂ 
pp. 68~69, 80—81.
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gotiations renewed as soon as possible. In spite of all the difficulties 
and all the disappointments, we look forward to those negotiations 
with an awareness of the necessity of peace, and with inextin
guishable hope.

Polish Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Establishment of 
Conditions Conducive to Reaching Agreement on Gen
eral and Complete Disarmament, October 24

The General Assembly,
Bearing in mind that it is the task of the United Nations to achiev<> 

general and complete disarmament.
Desirous to contribute towards the arresting of the armaments race 

and to create favourable conditions conducive to reaching agreement 
on the implementation of general and complete disarmament,

Calls upon all States not to undertake any measures which could 
render the disarmament negotiations more difficult and in particular:

(a) Calls for successful conclusion of the negotiations—which have 
been going on for a considerable period of time—on the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests, and for reaching a relevant agreement not 
later than 1 April 1961. Failing this, the problem should be immedi
ately submitted to the United Nations General Assembly at a session 
specially convened for this purpose;

(b) Requests the Powers possessing nuclear weapons to refrain from 
conducting nuclear tests until an agreement on the cessation of such 
tests is reached ;

(c) Calls upon all States manufacturing and possessing nuclear 
weapons not to participate in any form in the preparation for the pro
duction of such weapons by other States and not to make accessible 
or deliver them to other States;

(d) Calls upon all States not possessing nuclear weapons to refrain 
from accepting them from other States, and not to initiate their manu
facture or prepare for it, be it in their own territory or in the territory 
of other States;

(e) Calls upon all States to refrain from setting up military bases 
in the territories of foreign States and from introducing into them 
and establishing there installations for missile and nuclear weapons;

1 A/C.l/L.252/Rev.l, Oct. 24, 1960. The resolution was not voted on; see 
post, p. 366, n. 1.
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(f) Calls upon all States on whose territory there exist no foreign 
military bases and on whose territory there are no foreign installa
tions for missile and nuclear weapons, not to permit their introduc
tion or establishment;

(g) Calls upon all States which do not possess their own missile and 
nuclear installations, to refrain from their establishment, and upon 
States which have only commenced construction of such installations, 
not to proceed with it.

Statement by the United States Representative (Wads
worth) to the First Committee of the General Assem
bly, October 27 ^

Thank you for allowing me to exercise the right of reply at this time’ 
Although I  have felt compelled to take the floor today to correct 
some impressions which may have been made by the discussions thus 
far, there is one point I  wish to make clear at the outset.

My delegation has no desire to turn this session into an East-West 
exchange of sterile recriminations. We are,, on the contrary, anx
ious to have an opportunity to hear the views of other delegations on 
this very complex question of disarmament which is of such vital im
portance to every member.

Thus I exercise my right of reply with considerable reluctance and 
in the sincere hope that the nature of future Soviet interventions will 
make it unnecessary for me to do so in the future. For, Mr. Chair
man, in one point my delegation, I  am sure, shares the view of the 
Soviet delegation, and that is that there should be a full opportunity 
for all members to express their views here. We hope then that all 
delegations will let this committee have the benefit of their views and 
that there will be an end to attempts to impugn motives and impugn 
integrity of members or delegations or their governments, when we 
should be devoting our time and energy to the substance of the dis
armament problem itself. This is not to say that one will not in 
listening to me find certain criticisms of the Soviet position, but the 
question of impugning motive is another thing entirely.

My delegation has carefully studied the remarks made by the 
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union in this room the 
day before yesterday. Now, perhaps this is reading too much into 
Mr. Zorinas remarks, but we do have the impression that there may

1 U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3556, Oct. 27, 1960.
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be a certain development of the Soviet position in a more favorable 
direction than heretofore. I  refer, Mr. Chairman, to the fact that 
M r. Zorin now appears to accept the proposition, as he put it, that 
‘̂even before the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete dis

armament there should be carried out some measures which would 
<3ontribute to the growth of confidence in the relations between states 
and to the creation of a more favorable atmosphere for the practical 
solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament.^^ He 
then cited, as examples, cessation of nuclear testing, acceptance of 
obligations not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, and creating 
of atom and rocket free zones in various regions of the world.^ I do 
not propose at this time to undertake a discussion of the relative 
merits of each, of the Soviet suggestions for the partial measures or the 
preliminary measures that the Soviet Union proposes as opposed to 
our own suggestions for similar measures or at least measures with a 
similar purpose. What I do wish to stress is that if Mr. Zorin's state
ment means, as it says, that certain measures can be taken now or 
very soon which will reduce tension and help create a better atmos
phere for reaching agreement on general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control, there is an urgent need to start 
negotiating on such measures. And this is what the United States has 
been saying all along. Why, then, can we not return to the nego
tiating table?

Unfortunately Mr. Zorin did not draw the logical conclusion from 
his own remarks. Despite his acknowledgement of the need and 
utility of measures to be taken in advance of an agreement on all the 
stages of general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control, he reverted to the proposition that the only useful work 
tha t this committee can do is to agree on the Soviet basic principles 
of a single treaty on general and complete disarmament. Now this 
would be useful work, indeed, but if Mr. Zorin means what he says 
on partial measures, then this is clearly not the only useful work it 
can do. And my delegation has heretofore indicated that it cannot be 
considered to be completely useful if the only principles which we 
are allowed to discuss are the principles put forward by the Soviet 
Union. We are frankly puzzled on this point as between the total 
and the partial.

We are willing to discuss the early measures proposed by the USSR, 
Mr. Chairman. We hope they will reciprocate and b^ willing to 
discuss the early measures we support.

And this leads me, Mr. Chairman, to set the record straight on 
several counts. For, I fear, Mr. Zorin has misled the conunittee both

1 A/C. 1/SR. 1090, Oct. 25, 1960, pp. 41-43.
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with regard to the content and motivation of the Western disarma
ment proposals.

I should like to examine here with the committee the Soviet charges 
and to tell you what the facts are, as far as the United States position 
is concerned.

First, Mr. Zorin has alleged that the Western Powers, and particu
larly the United States, are trying to evade general and complete 
disarmament, and that we are deceiving the public when we use this. 
phrase.

He further alleges that the Western Powers are interested in controls 
only for the purpose of creating a system of international espionage 
and that we want controls only over armaments and not over dis
armament. He says, further, that the USSR is ready to accept any 
and all controls which are necessary.

Now, Mr. Chairman, no country in the world would welcome more 
wholeheartedly than the United States a change in the world situation 
that would permit us to lay down the grievously heavy burden which 
armaments impose upon us. We want a world in which nations no 
longer have the power to settle differences by force of arms, a world 
in which international order will prevail, a secure world in which all 
people will be free from the fear of war. In short, we would like to 
see total disarmament of all nations under law. In my personal 
opinion, if we were to start now and work at good speed, the step by 
step process to this goal should be completed in the neighborhood of, 
say, five to six years, and with good faith and a real sense of urgency 
on both sides, it could take even less.

Now Mr. Zorin may tell us again, as he has in the past, that our 
statements are not to be believed. The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that 
in making these statements, I speak from certain knowledge of my 
country^s desires and my country^s official position, whereas the 
skeptical reaction of Mr. Zorin can spring not from knowledge but 
purely from suspicion—and totally unjustified suspicion.

Regardless of suspicion or of any other motive that might impel 
certain remarks in this room, Mr. Zorin in his recent remarks has 
completely ignored the fact that the United States plan presented to 
the ten-nation group in Geneva on June 27 outlines a program for 
achieving total disarmament. Let me recall briefly what that plan 
provided for:

Our plan clearly states that it is our objective to work out ^̂ a treaty 
for general and complete d i s a r m a m e n t A  look at the third stage 
of our plan shows clearly that our objectives in disarmament are just 
that, a world without war. Therefore, to say that we are against 
full disarmament is an outright misstatement of our position.

Yesterday, one of the speakers in this committee stated that the
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United States had not presented its June 27 proposals to the General 
Assembly and that this lack of presentation indicated that we, our
selves, douht the seriousness of these proposals.

I  would ask the committee to consult two docutnents which are 
before us and which are available in the document office in this room— 
Document A/4463, dated 26th August, transmits to the Assembly 
the documents and records of the Disarmament Commission. One 
of these—DC/154 of 22 July—contains the United States proposals.^

Now, as Mr. Ormsby-Gore so well said the other day, Mr. Chair
man, where we diflFer with the Soviet Union is on how to get to this 
goal of complete, total, or whatever kind of language we want to use, 
disarmament. The essential differences between us are that in the 
negotiations in Geneva, the USSR appeared insistent on solving all 
the knotty problems involved in getting all nations to lay down all 
their arms before it would agree to take any single step to reduce the 
risks of nuclear war. The United States does not believe that these 
things should be postponed. And if we read Mr. Zorin’s latest inter
vention aright, perhaps the Soviet Union no longer believes that. 
We hope this is true. -And I suggested at the outset, and would re
peat now, that there are things that can be done now to prevent war, 
and we should do them. Our approach, we believe, is clearly prefer
able because it would allow us to put into effect those first steps 
which would take less time or very little time even to negotiate, steps 
tha t we know how to control now without waiting until everything 
is negotiated and all the necessary technical studies are completed.

At the risk of too much repetition, Mr. Chairman, let me outline 
just once more, and briefly, the procediu-e which we have suggested. 
First, we propose that the members of the ten-nation committee, or 
any other forum which is mutually satisfactory, negotiate an agree
ment, or a series of separate agreements, on measures which could be 
taken now to meet the danger of annihilation threatening the world 
in the nuclear age. We suggested a number of such measures. I 
outlined these in my statement of October 19, and I will not belabor 
these points. We are ready to take them separately. We are ready 
to take them all together. We are ready to examine any counter
proposals from the Soviet Union or from others. In fact, we would 
welcome counter-proposals not only from the Soviet Union but from 
others. All that we insist upon in such a process is that these meas
ures be verifiable, that the verification machinery be a part and parcel 
of the agreement to carry out the measures; and that neither side 
gain a significant military advantage over the others by taking them.

Our plan stresses that agreement should be reached first on those 
measures which can be imdertaken by the participants without delay.

 ̂AntCf pp. 126-131.
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These measures would not only stop the expansion of armed forces^ 
not only halt the growth of weapons stockpiles, but would immedi
ately reduce armed forces and armaments; prevent the militarization 
of outer space; increase security against surprise attack; they would 
not only stop the spread of nuclear weapons production throughout 
the world, but would also reduce inunediately and significantly the 
amount of fissile material now in weapons arsenals. And this ideally 
could be done in one treaty.

We know that the measures that we have suggested are technically 
controllable. We believe that they are equally in the interest of the 
United States and of the Soviet Union. And they are certainly re
sponsive to today's most pressing dangers. They are measures which 
could greatly decrease tension and provide the confidence to even 
more rapid progress toward our further goals.

Now, we do not stop there, Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Zorin has inti
mated. We propose that simultaneously with the negotiating of 
such agreement we should conduct the necessary technical studies to 
work out effective controls for the measures to be carried out in sub
sequent stages of our overall plan. Without incorporation of the 
detailed controls provisions as an integral part of a disarmament 
treaty, such a treaty could have no meaning. These technical stud
ies would not be conducted for their own sake. Their purpose would 
be to work out the control systems necessary to enable us to move 
forward to full disarmament.

Moreover, by their very nature, the measures provided for in sub
sequent stages must be worldwide in their efi êct. To achieve this an 
agreement would have to be submitted to a world disarmament con
ference. But the ultimate need to convene such a conference is no 
excuse for delaying the first stage measures which could be put into 
effect immediately as between the states in the ten-nation committee. 
Ours is a policy of first things first, and of moving ahead as quickly 
as possible.

Now, I  have pointed out repeatedly that the United States seeks 
priority agreement in those areas where action is possible now on 
measures which will reduce tensions. We have seen how this can be 
done, even though painfully, in the nuclear test negotiations. In 
this case, it is our view that the Soviet Union, the United States, and 
the United Kingdom recognize that their own security would be in
creased if they could conclude a safeguarded agreement to stop nuclear 
tests. We believe that we can find other common areas, such as this, 
which will help reduce the dangers of war. And progress on any 
of those steps would help increase trust and confidence and thereby 
serve as stepping stones to ever larger areas of agreement.

Why should we delay in taking other steps to reduce the dangers of
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war until every “i” is dotted and every ‘ t̂’̂  is crossed on an agreement 
that covers every disarmament measm*e? I can remember well that 
the United States and its allies were criticized in this very room in 
1957 by the Soviet Union and by quite a few others for maintaining 
what is known as the  ̂̂ package” approach. Now, if there is any
thing that is a ‘̂package’’ approach pushed to its extreme, it is the 
approach taken by the Soviet Union within the last year.

On the other hand, now Mr. Zorin says that the Western Powers are 
interested only in ‘̂ control over armament’\  in control for control’s 
sake, in control for espionage, and that the Russians are ready to ac
cept all the control that is required as long as it is ^^control over dis
armament’’. And the representative of the Soviet Union has tried 
to make something evil out of the idea of “control over armaments.”

This is a subject that requires some candid comment because it 
seems to me that the Soviet representative has deliberately set out to 
distort our position and confuse the issue.

The United States believes that controls are essential. They can 
give mutual assurance to opposing sides and thus-increase the security 
of us all, which is the very purpose of disarmament itself.

We beUeve that control over remaining armaments as well as 
controls ©ver the process of disarmament are an integral part of any 
agreement, particularly an agreement, Mr. Chairman, which it has 
been recognized by both sides can best be achieved by stages. Unless 
we are to get rid of all armaments at one stage, which is of course 
utopian, we must make provisions for control over the armaments 
which remain at the end of each stage as well as over the process of 
the reduction. I t  is for this reason that our resolution provides that 
verification should be capable of ascertaining ‘^that retained armed 
forces and armaments do not exceed agreed levels at any stage.” 
Now this may mean control over the remaining police or militia type 
armaments, even at the end of the entire process—and I believe it 
should. If so, such control is fully justified.

I t  is clear that steps can be taken now to reduce tension and the risk 
of war which would involve controls but which might not involve 
reducing armaments. For example, attention can be directed toward 
obtaining agreement on a number of actions which could help reduce 
the chances of war by miscalculation, accident or error, one of the 
dangers often cited by Chairman Khrushchev. Associated with 
other measures to reduce the possibility of launching a surprise attack, 
such agreements could make a notable contribution in reducing 
anxieties and promoti/)g a basis for more progress towards our ultimate 
disarmament goals. Too, assurances can be sought that outer space 
is used only for peaceful purposes. There are no weapons in orbit at 
the moment, as far as we know, which would threaten the extinction
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of mankind. But atomic bombs may soon be circling over om* heads 
ready to be dropped at the push of a button. Preventing this will 
involve armaments control, not disarmament. Is there anything 
wrong with this? Is this not a step forward? The nuclear test 
negotiations involve no disarmament but they do involve controls, 
and the USSR has not refused to participate in these negotiations.

Let us think of these matters because upon them may well rest the 
success or the failure of a disarmament scheme.

Let us now turn for a moment to the Soviet claim that the problem 
of controls is a simple one since, as they say, they are ready to accept 
all the controls that are necessary.

I ask you to look a t Stage I  of the Soviet plan. The Soviet Union 
proposes to eliminate aU means of delivering nuclear weapons—and 
this presumably includes missiles, aircraft of many varieties, subma
rines, artillery—to discontinue their manufacture and to destroy all 
related weapons. Now what is the inspection provision of the Soviet 
plan to ^^guarantee^' that this objective is accomplished? I t  states, 
‘̂ The control organization will have the right to inspect all enterprises, 
plants, factories, and shipyards previously engaged^^ in the manufacture 
of these delivery systems.^ I  underscore the words ‘̂ previously 
engaged'\ But what this means to me is that the inspectors wiU be 
allowed to go only to those places where the Soviet Union or the 
United States say are the ones once used for basing or launching 
systems.

The control authorities would, imder the Soviet plan, have 
absolutely no right to look around to ensure that all sites for 
launching or all bases had in fact been declared and that no new 
ones were being built. The control organization would have no right 
to see that there were not other factories engaged in the manufacture 
of these weapons, either previously or later, or that new factories 
engaged in the manufacture of these weapons had not been 
constructed or converted for this purpose.

If others were to follow through in good faith on their own 
obhgations, one country under the kind of control conceived by the 
Soviet Union could obtain a very decisive mihtary advantage without 
any fear of being discovered. In those circumstances, a very small 
number of these powerful weapons manufactured in secret or hidden 
prior to the agreement could be used to overwhelm the other states, 
and perhaps himianity itself.

Now, Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Ormsby-Gore told us, it is really just 
as simple as this: If your enemy drops the gun from his hand and 
puts it on the table and says he is now disarmed— ând that you

1 Ante, p. 245.
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have seen him disarm—but will not let you look into his pockets and 
see if he is carrying a knife, would you really feel safe in laying aside 
your own weapon? When you verify that the gun has been laid 
aside you are controlling disarmament; but imless you can check for 
the knife or other lethal weapons somewhere else on his person, how 
much does the control over the disarmament by itself really mean?

Now, Mr. Zorin said yesterday that the USSR agrees that the two 
men must be able to search each other. But if you examine the 
Soviet proposal, you will see that it provides for this possibility only 
after the entire program is finished. In other words, the two men 
must take each other^s word that they had no more weapons hidden 
on their persons for four or six or however many years it takes to 
complete the process. By then, of course, the knife or other lethal 
weapon might have been used and it would be too late. And even 
then—even then— îf the Soviet past positions are a guide, the two 
men in searching each other preferably would inspect their own 
pockets and not each other’s.

The Soviet control provisions are even tiaore inadequate when it 
comes to the second stage. They propose “complete prohibition of 
all nuclear, chemical, biological and other weapons of mass 
destruction’’, as well as the destruction of all stockpiles of such 
weapons.^ Under their procedure they want us to undertake a 
commitment to do this regardless of whether adequate control 
provisions can be developed. The control provision that the Soviets 
propose for this provides only for on-site inspection of the actual 
process of the destruction. We are asked to take on faith the claim 
that the weapons we are watching being destroyed are all the 
weapons that they had. The control organization would, whUe the 
process of disarmament was going on, have absolutely no right to 
look elsewhere to make sure that some secret stockpiles of these 
weapons might not have been hidden away.

Let me make it clear, Mr. Chairman, that in criticizing the Soviet 
proposal I  am not voicing specific suspicion that the Soviet Union 
would itself indulge in such chicanery. I  merely say that it is 
possible for any power to iadiJge in this sort of procedure under the 
terms of the controls which they have proposed.

So these are some of the inadequacies in the Soviet plan. But 
even beyond this, when we get away from principle and down to 
detail, we find that what the Soviet Unio^ means or has meant in 
the past is a certain amount of self-inspection.

Two days ago Mr. Zorin spoke at great length in an attem pt to 
assure the committee that when Chairman Khrushchev said that

 ̂Antef p. 246.
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he would agree to any proposals the United States made for inspection 
over general and complete disarmament, he meant it. He tried to 
draw a distinction between that offer and the current talks on nuclear 
weapons tests. The difference was, as Mr. Ormsby-Gore pointed 
out, entirely specious and we would be the most foolish of men if 
we took the statement completely at face value.

The situation is exactly parallel to the nuclear test talks. At one 
of the first meetings of the nuclear test discussions in Geneva on, I 
believe, the second day of November 1958, although I cannot vouch 
for the date exactly, the Soviet Representative, Mr. Tsarapkin, a 
very estimable gentleman, said, and I quote him verbatim, ''I f  you 
give us this agreement”—^meaning the Soviet agreement that he 
wanted us to sign— '̂'you will get your control.”  ̂ And, as Mr. 
Ormsby-Gore has pointed out, this did not turn out to be quite as 
easy as all that. W hat happened when we got down to discussing 
controls? He proposed that all control posts in the USSR be manned 
by Soviet citizens. Even today, while the United States says that 
control posts in the United States should be headed up by Soviet 
nationals, the Soviet Union is insisting that their own citizens act as 
captains of the control posts in their territory, and this also applies 
to the mobile inspection teams who will make on-site inspection of 
suspicious events. W hat kind of control is that?

These are just examples, examples which to my mind show why 
we have to remain a t least a bit skeptical about sweeping Soviet 
claims that they are prepared to accept any controls which are nec
essary. This is why we feel that our approach is the better one, 
the one that will give assurance, Mr. Chairman, not only to the Soviet 
Union, to the United Eangdom, to the United States, to the other 
big powers, but to every single power, whether it be medium sized, 
large or small in the world. At the same time we are willing to 
examine these problems with the Soviet Union, as I have said many 
times. All they have to do is sit down at the negotiating table with 
us. Let us see what measures of agreement we can find. Let me 
say, and with great pleasure, that we found a great many measures 
of agreement in Geneva during the nuclear test talks as can be seen 
from the completed articles, the preamble, and the annexes which 
have already been approved by the three-nation group there. There 
is no reason to believe why we cannot find other areas of agreement 
in the larger field of disarmament. Then, after having found them, 
let us see what steps we can take to ensure to the anxious peoples of

 ̂“In the first stage, we should conclude the agreement and, as soon as the agree
ment is concluded, we shall immediately proceed to work out the details of the 
control system. There will be no trouble about this.^' (GEN/DNT/PV.2, p. 31.)
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this world that the dangers of war are really receding instead of in
creasing, as so many fear.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let me summarize the main points 
that I have tried to make here today:

1. We want— ŵe earnestly, sincerely, deeply want general and 
complete disarmament under eflFective international control. Those 
words and those conditions are envisaged in the resolution passed 
by the General Assembly last year. And we are not backing off 
from that one inch, no matter what anyone tells you. A reading of 
the June proposal, a reading of the third stage makes this quite 
obvious.

2. We want controls. They are necessary, and they can do much 
to increase the security of all of us, as well as allay the anxieties of
a,ll of us.

3. We want to begin progress toward our goal now, to take those 
measures that can be taken now while at the same time, concurrently, 
we are trying to solve the problems that lie ahead of us in reaching 
the goal of total disarmament.

4. I  apologize for the repetition, but I feel that it must be said 
over and over again: We are ready, willing and anxious to sit down 
at the negotiating table. The door yawns wide. Moreover, Mr. 
Chairman, if we can sit down at the negotiating table, we will not 
insist that the game be played only imder our rules. And by the 
same token we hope that on that happy day when we do sit down 
again Mr. Zorin will not insist that we have to play the game only 
under his rules.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinu
ance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, October 27 ^

Today I should like to comment on the remarks of the Soviet rep
resentative at our two hundred and fiftieth meeting, with regard to 
the duration of a future moratorium on nuclear weapons tests produc
ing a seismic signal of less than magnitude 4.75.^

The TJnited States delegation came back from the recess of late 
August and September with a concrete proposal on this problem. 
We did this becaus9 the Soviet delegation had indicated, during pre
vious months, that the resolution of this issue was of major impor
tance and would contribute greatly to^the speeding up of the negotia-

1 GEN/DNT/PV.260, pp. 3-11.
2 Ante, pp. 277-287.
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tions. The plan which we submitted here was carefully thought out, 
eminently reasonable and scrupulously fair to all sides. Despite this, 
the Soviet delegation not only used the two hundred and fiftieth meet
ing to scorn it as inadequate, but also for some reason found it again 
necessary to impugn the motives of the United States. I t  did this by 
assertions that the real aim of the United States moratorium oflfer was 
to make feasible a resmnption of nuclear weapons testing, at as early 
a date as possible. We fail to see how this proposal which could, if 
put into effect soon, eliminate any chance of weapons testing until 
some time in 1963 and which would involve the expenditure of scores 
of millions of dollars on research, could be a sign of bad faith.

I t  seems to me that the debate on this topic has become suflBciently 
diffuse to justify a brief review of some of the fundamental considera
tions surrounding the moratorium and research issues. More specif
ically, it wiU pay us to re-examine how these problems became such 
vital parts of our talks here.

Although the United States started this Conference almost two 
years ago with the idea of seeking a comprehensive nuclear weapons 
test ban under effective control, w’e speedily became convinced on the 
basis of important new scientific data that it was technically impos
sible— f̂or the time being, at least—to monitor reliably possible under
ground nuclear explosions producing signals of relatively small mag
nitudes. For the greater part of 1959, the United States delegation 
made repeated efforts without success to get the Soviet Union to 
acknowledge this situation and to adapt the treaty accordingly. But 
the Soviet delegation clung adamantly to assertions of the correctness 
of the earher conclusions of the Geneva experts’ report,  ̂ even though 
these were based on much less data. When the meetings of the scien
tists of our three countries similarly failed to reach agreement during 
the meetings of Technical Working Group 2 last December,^ it became 
clear that we were at an impasse.

The United States plan for getting around the obstacle and reach
ing some measure of useful agreement here was put forward at the one 
hundred and seventieth meeting on 11 February I960.® The Soviet 
representative wiU recall that the essential theme of the United States 
proposal was that the test ban obhgations in the treaty should extend 
only as far as it would be technically feasible to institute adequate 
controls for them. In the underground field we suggested that this 
would generally mean an obligation in regard to events of a magnitude 
of 4.75 or greater. In areas not to be covered by a treaty ban we 
proposed a research programme to ascertain what improvements in 
controls might be worked out with the aim of extending the scope of 
the treaty commitments at some future date.

1 Documents on Disarmamenty 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
2 See iUd.^ pp. 1558 ff.
* AntCf pp. 33-39.
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I t  did not take many days before the Soviet representative made 
known his inability to accept the new United States plan. His pri
mary objection was that the United States offer might legahze certain 
forms of nuclear weapons tests below the 4.75 threshold and that this 
might have undesirable mihtary and political consequences which 
would vitiate the treaty's usefulness. Ambassador Wadsworth, for 
his part, made it clear that our Government could not abandon the 
principle that disarmament obligations should only be undertaken 
where adequate control arrangements could be instituted to monitor 
the fulfilment of the obligations. A clear divergence in the views of 
the two sides was still evident.

My Government has always assessed the subsequent Soviet pro
posal of 19 March 1960 as an attempt to bridge the guK by means of 
mutual concessions.^ These were, on the one hand, that the Soviet 
Union would cease insisting that the treaty be totally and permanently 
comprehensive from its very outset, and would agree to the United 
States threshold proposal; on the other hand, that the Western Powers 
would pledge themselves to refrain from any underground nuclear 
weapons tests at seismic magnitudes not covered by a threshold 
treaty for the duration of a research programme. I t  was on this 
Tinderstanding that Prime Minister Macmillan and President Eisen
hower announced on 29 March that they would accept the formula of 
a mora,torium on weapons testing once a satisfactory treaty had been 
signed and once appropriate a^eem ents had been reached on carrying 
ou t a research programme.^

I must stress the point that the Soviet offer of 19 March can make 
sense only when it is seen as a compromise, and a perusal of the Soviet 
representative's speech at the one hundred and eighty-eighth meeting  ̂
confirms this. In it he indicated the continuing clear preference of 
his Government for an immediately comprehensive treaty which, he 
said, would alone serve the objectives of the negotiations. Neverthe
less, to overcome what he called the obstacle posed by the United 
States proposal of 11 February, his Government was willing to accept 
the phased approach to a treaty in the expectation that it would, 
before too long, become comprehensive.

I have said all this because the Soviet representative's statement 
a t our two hundred and fiftieth meeting seemed to imply a substantial 
retreat from his position of 19 March. In essence, the words of my 
Soviet colleague now sound as if he envisages the formula of a threshold 
treaty plus moratorium merely as a device to get the comprehensive 
treat}^ originally demanded by the Soviet Union, but in disguised

1 Antey pp. 72-75.
2 Antej pp. 77-78. 
 ̂ Ante  ̂ pp 72-75.
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form. For instance, at the two hundred and fiftieth meeting the 
Soviet representative said that:

. . . this moratorium should last until the United States agrees to extend the 
treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests to all nuclear explosions, in
cluding underground nuclear explosions below the threshold magnitude of 4.75.^

Of course, the Soviet Union hag not explicitly proposed that the 
moratorium be of such indefinite length, but Mr. Tsarapkin^s remarks 
show that, as far as the Soviet Union is concerned, if the research 
programme does not give positive results during the first four or five 
years when the moratoriiun would be in effect under the Soviet pro
posal, then the moratorium should be extended as often and as long as 
is necessary until the treaty is finally made comprehensive.

Needless to say, this approach is one to which my Government does 
not subscribe, and it certainly does not correspond with what wê  
understood to be the Soviet position of last 19 March. In our view^ 
the paramount principle to be preserved in all disarmament efforts 
is to incur obHgations commensurate with the ability to control. 
Otherwise, disarmament could lead to an increase of friction and world 
tensions. For various reasons, we are now wilhng to make an excep
tion to this general rule to the extent that we will bind ourselves to 
an obligation of limited duration, after signature of a treaty, while 
an intensive research programme is carried on to determine whether 
it will be technically possible to devise controls to cover that type of 
obligation for a longer period.

I t  is for this reason, because of this difference, that I must dissent 
from Mr. Tsarapkin's claim, as stated at the two hundred and fiftieth 
meeting, that we both hold an identity of views on the proposition 
that:

. . . the purpose of the research was to make it possible to extend efifective: 
controls to seismic events of a magnitude of less than 4.75.2

A correct statement would be that the purpose of the research is to 
learn whether it wiU be technically possible to work out effective 
control arrangem.ents for seismic events of a magnitude of less than 
4.75 and, if so, to what specific lower level of magnitude.

I t  is United States pohcy, therefore, to undertake a vigorous and 
suitably all-embracing seismic research programme as soon as possible 
to obtain the necessary answers regarding control problems. We 
are putting forward our most genuine efforts in an attem pt to get. 
the best results, but we cannot, of course, predict the outcome. 
Naturally, we hope that the research programme will lead to an im
provement in control measures^sufficient to lower, or even to abohsh,.

1 Antej p. 281.
2 Ihid,
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the present threshold. But we frankly do not yet know, and, because 
of this, we cannot foresee what policy we will want to follow at the 
termination of the research programme and the moratorium period. 
The Soviet Union need feel no concern about this if it truly has 
confidence in the claims of its scientists that controls are entirely 
feasible. If they are right, the research programme will confirm this 
and, since the results of all research will be fully public and known to 
the world scientific community, there will be no real chance for any 
party to misinterpret or distort the significance of the data collected.

From what I have said, it naturally follows that the moratorium's 
duration should not be extended any longer than necessary lest we 
thereby unduly lengthen the ̂ period when obligations will not be 
monitored by controls. At the same time, however, if we agree that 
the moratorium instituted after the signatm’e of a treaty should 
continue as long as essential research is in progress, then we must first 
decide on the length of the period which, on the basis of scientific and 
technical requirements, is essential for research work.

The most eminent United States speciaUsts in various branches of 
seismology collaborated in preparing the United States research 
programme, which was described in great detail to Soviet experts 
during the meetings last May in Geneva of the Seismic Research 
Programme Advisory Group. Our scientists, after careful delibera
tion, came to the conclusion that a two-year period would be suflScient 
to gain the necessary additional know^ledge on which my Government's 
judgement about its future course of action regarding the threshold 
will rest. At the two hundred and fiftieth meeting I quoted the 
relevant passage from Dr. Frank Press's remarks at the seventh 
meeting of the Advisory Group.^

The Soviet delegation has not produced one valid technical argument 
either to refute this expert estimate of two years or to justify its own 
excessive demand for four or five years. The Soviet representative 
has on occasion cited the three years mentioned by* the Berkner panel, 
and he could also refer to the three-year programme which was once 
planned by Soviet scientists although, for understandable reasons, he 
does not want now to remind us how his Government is, on purely 
political grounds, keeping Soviet experts from conducting necessary 
research which they themselves planned in great detail. Both of 
these three-year estimates, however, assumed that a programme would 
be started from scratch, and each included the time required for 
necessary preparations, such as building a profile of temporary 
stations. I should say that the two years to which we have been 
referring concern only the period of actual experimentation. As the 
President of the United States announced in his statement last 7 May,

1 GEN/DNT/PV. 250, p. 16.
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$10 million was allocated to seismic research work in the United States 
diiring the fiscal year 1960 which ended last 30 June.^ Much of this 
went into preparations as well as into other research projects not 
connected with the explosion portion of the research programme. 
Thus, our two-year programme will start from an advanced base and 
not from the very beginning.

Mr. Tsarapkin also told us, at the two hundred and fiftieth meeting, 
that because the Eisenhower-Macmillan commimique of 31 March 
said that the purpose of research was to improve control methods 
^'progressively'^ this meant tKkt a two-year research prograname with a 
corresponding moratorium would not fit those intentions, since it 
would not allow for a step by step improvement. Surely this is a 
strained and strange interpretation. What the President and the 
Prime Minister announced was very clear. They hoped that research 
would prove successful in finding ways to improve controls 30 that the 
threshold could be lowered progressively. But the first requirement is 
obviously to see whether research is going to help us out at all. The 
two-year period will fill that need because after that period, in the 
words of Dr. Press—^which I  quoted at our earlier meeting—'V e 
would surely be able to see the direction in which events were moving 
in order to reach a reasonable judgement about the prospect for 
further improvements’\^

No one can ask for more than this, and certainly, in view of its re
pudiation of the research programme drafted by its own scientists, 
and with its present assertion that no research is really necessary at all, 
it hardly seems that the Soviet Government is in a position to claim 
that the United States programme cannot be concluded in the stated 
two-year period. My Government has never said—and, in the nature 
of things, cannot now say—what it will do when the two years of re
search work have been completed, when the three following months 
reserved for evaluating results have passed, and when the moratorium 
terminates. A full range of possibilities must be open, depending 
upon the results of the research. There might be a decision to lower 
the threshold or to aboUsh it. There might be a desire to extend the 
research period and the moratorimn in some way, or there might be a 
finding that improvements were neither at hand nor hkely, so that the 
moratorium would come to a definite end while retaining the 4.75 
threshold.

In any case, the three-month period, which I was glad to hear Mr. 
Tsarapkin welcome at the two hundred and fiftieth meeting, gives 
fully adequate time for. evaluation and inter-governmental consulta
tion. On that occasion I said that I should want to pay particular atten
tion to what Mr. Tsarapkin had to say about the three-month review

1 Antej pp. 86-87.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.250, p. 16.
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period. I made this statement because I  thought it might have been 
possible that, when Mr. Tsarapkin noted that there could be time for 
consultation regarding the results of a research programme upon its 
completion, he might have been agreemg that the results of this con
sultation should not be prejudged in any way. On further study of 
Mr. Tsarapkin^s remarks, however, I  am regretfully led to the conclu
sion that he still maintains, or seems to maintain, that after a period of 
evaluation and consultation the moratoriimi should automatically 
continue in existence. For reasons which I  have just made very clear, 
we cannot consent to any such interpretation. If we really take 
seriously the problems presented by control difficulties of the type 
with which the research programme must deal, it is obvious that each 
of our Governments must retain freedom to assess the results of a 
research programme and to decide on the basis of these results whether 
the moratorium should be changed or abolished after the review period.

1 am sure the Soviet Government knows that in this situation no 
government will wish, or will be able, to take a decision lightheartedly 
to move towards a resmnption of nuclear weapons testing. This 
will have to be a most serious and well-founded judgement. I t  is a 
disservice to our common purposes here for the Soviet representative 
to imply that the United States is entering upon a great research 
effort purely as part of a giant camouflage to cover up a scheme to 
regain its freedom to test nuclear weapons. As of now, it is clear that 
we need no such screen, for our position has been clear since last 29 
December.^ We are free right now to resume testing if this appears to 
be in our national interest.

My Soviet colleague devoted part of his speech on 5 October  ̂to the 
thought I expressed at the two hundred and forty-seventh meeting 
that it might be desirable to start the research programme even before 
the signature of the treaty. To be sure, I also said that we would 
prefer to have the start of the programme and the conclusion of the 
treaty occur simultaneously. This, however, would require a speeding 
up of our talks, especially by the Soviet delegation. The brief review 
of this situation made by our United Kingdom colleague at the two 
hundred and fiftieth meeting, ® certainly makes this clear.

If we do not have this acceleration of the pace of our work, then we 
see no reason why research should not get under way before the signa
ture of the treaty. Mr. Tsarapkin’s quotation of Ambassador 
Wadsworth's remarks at the one himdred and seventy-third meeting  ̂
indicating the start of research immediately after signature is not

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament^ 1946-1969j vol. II, pp. 1590-1591.
2 Antej pp. 277-287.
3 GEN/DNT/PV. 250, pp. 17-19.
< Ante  ̂ p. 280.
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in point, since the United States representative was there speaking of 
research nnder a threshold treaty without a moratorium. Under 
these conditions, there would not be any uncontrolled obligation be
low the threshold, and the urgency for a start to research would be 
somewhat less. Now, however, we have every reason to want to 
limit the period of the uncontrolled obligation as much as possible, 
which dictates as early as possible a start to research.

The Macmillan-Eisenhower communique is perfectly consistent 
with this thought. I t  stated that a voluntary moratorium would be 
instituted ^̂ as soon as this treaty has been signed and arrangements 
made for a co-ordinated research programme. ’ ̂ These were the two con
ditions which they set as a prerequisite to the moratorium, but the 
two conditions were independent of each other and each had to be 
fulfilled. The only stipulation was that arrangements be made for 
the research programme before a moratorium started; but these 
arrangements could, obviously, take effect at any time, before, after, 
or simultaneously with the signature of the treaty.

In this connexion, I know that the Soviet representative cannot have 
forgotten the many references made by Ambassador Wadsworth, from 
31 March on, to the desirability of maintaining the momentum de
rived from existing national programmes of seismic research. We 
were, naturally, thinking primarily of the work under way in the 
United States, but we always emphasized that any co-ordinated or 
joint research projects or programmes developed among the three 
nations here represented should build on what research has been done 
and was under way in each country and should not undermine it. 
I t  is this same thought which is behind the present United States in
sistence that there be early progress on research work without the 
necessary requirement that nothing be done until a treaty is signed.

When all is said and done, it can be seen that the Soviet and United 
States delegations are now agreed on one point, namely, that the 
moratorium, regardless of when it starts, and apart from a short 
period at its end for a review of research results, should expire at the 
same time as the research programme. We have differing views about 
the length of research work, but nothing said to us, either by the 
Soviet scientists in May or by Mr. Tsarapkin before or since that time, 
has demonstrated in any way that the two-year programme advanced 
by the United States experts is either inadequate in scope or incapable 
of accomplishment within the specified period. We see no reason, 
therefore, to change the United States proposal on the duration of the 
moratoriimi made at the two himdred and forty-seventh meeting.^

As for the Soviet representative's claim that the terms of our offer 
are vague and perplexing because they require a slight arithmetical

1 Ante, pp. 251-253.
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calculation, I can only say that not one member of the Soviet delega
tion or Government can be confused by a proposal which says that the 
length of the moratorium shall be twenty-seven months minus the 
number of days, if any, elapsing between the oflScial start of the re
search programme and the date of signature of the treaty. We have 
had to express our offer this way because of the several variables which 
must be taken into accoimt. Undoubtedly, Mr. Tsarapkin will see 
that, if we were to start the moratorium when the research programme 
starts without accompanying signature of the treaty, this might open 
up the chance for further foot-dragging and delay in concluding the 
treaty.

The review I have made today of the history of our debates here on 
a moratorium should make it clear that the United States proposal is 
entirely consistent with all that has gone before. I t  meets every 
legitimate concern of the Soviet Union within the framework of the 
threshold treaty defined by the proposals of 11 February, 19 March 
and 29 March 1960. I do not pretend that oiu- offer settles our differ
ences on the research programme or on safeguards; these still remain 
to be resolved. However, as far as the moratorium’s terms and length 
are concerned, we feel we have every reason to expect Soviet concur
rence in our approach.

Ten-Power Draft Resolution Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, November 1 "

DECLAKATION

The General Assembly^
M indful of its responsibility under the Charter in the maintenance 

of international peace and security, as well as in the consideration of 
principles governing disarmament.

Gravely concerned that while negotiations on disarmament have not, 
so far, achieved satisfactory results, the armaments race, particularly 
in the nuclear and thermo-nuclear fields, has reached a dangerous 
stage requiring all possible precautionary measures to protect hu
manity and its civilization from the hazard of nuclear and thermo
nuclear catastrophe,

1 A/C.1/L.254, Nov. 1, 1960. The original sponsors were Ethiopia, Ghana, 
Liberia, Nigeria, Somalia, Sudan, and Tunisia. They were subsequently joined 
by Libya, Guinea, and Ceylon; see A/C.l/L.254/Adds. 1, 2, and 3. The resolu
tion was not voted on; see posty p. 366, n. 1.
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Recalling that the use of weapons of mass destruction, causing un
necessary human suffering, was in the past prohibited, as being con
trary to the laws of humanity and to the principles of international 
law, by international declarations and binding agreements, such as: 
the Declaration of St. Petersburg of 1868,  ̂ the Declaration of the 
Brussels Conference of 1874,  ̂ the Conventions of the Hague Peace 
Conferences of 1899 and 1907,  ̂ and the Geneva Protocol of 1925,  ̂ to 
which the majority of nations are still parties.

Considering that the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons 
would bring about indiscriminate suffering and destruction to man
kind and its. civilization to an even greater extent than the use of 
those weapons declared by the aforementioned international decla
rations and agreements to be contrary to the laws of humanity and 
a crime under international law.

Believing that the use of weapons of mass destruction, such as 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons, is a direct negation of the high 
ideals and objectives which the United Nations has been established 
to achieve through the protection of succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war and through the preservation and promotion of their 
cultures,

1. Declares:

(a) That the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is contrary 
to the spirit, letter and aims of the United Nations and, as such, a 
direct violation of the United Nations Charter;

(b) That the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons would 
exceed even the scope of war and cause indiscriminate suffering and 
destruction to mankind and its civilization and, as such, is contrary 
to the rules of international law and to the laws of humanity;

(c) That the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is a war 
directed not against an enemy or enemies alone, but also against 
mankind in general, since the peoples ♦of the world not involved in 
such war will be subjected to all the evils generated from the use of 
such weapons;

(d) That any State using nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is 
to be considered to violate the Charter of the United Nations, to act

1 Great Britain, Foreign Office, British and Foreign State Papers, 1867-1868y 
vol. 58, pp. 16-17.

2 Ihid., 187S--1874, vol. 65, pp. 1081, 1110-1111.
* William M. Malloy, comp., Treaties, Conventions^ International Acts, Proto

cols and Agreements Between the United States of America and Other Powers, 1776- 
1909, vol. 2, pp. 2042, 2052; 2269, 2285-2286.

* For text, see 94 LNTS 65; Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Disarma
ment and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-65 (Committee print, 84th 
Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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contrary to the laws of humanity and to commit a crime against 
mankind and its civilization;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to consult Member Governments 
to ascertain their views on the possibility of convening a special con
ference for signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons for war purposes and to report 
on the results of such consultation to the si:^teenth session of the 
General Assembly.

Twelve-Power Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 15 '

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 on general 

and complete disarmament,^ adopted unanimously at the fourteenth 
session, and the resolution adopted unanimously by the Disarmament 
Commission at its meeting on 18 August 1960,^

Recalling further its resolution 1495 (XV) of 17 October 1960, 
adopted unanimously, which urged immediate and constructive steps 
in regard to the urgent problems concerning the peace of the world 
and the advancement of its peoples, and further that all countries 
refrain from actions likely to aggravate international tensions.

Recognizing that the definitive purpose of general and complete 
disarmament is that war should no longer be possible or be an in
strument for settling international disputes.

Recognizing further that the implementation of any or all phases 
and steps of disarmament requires the simultaneous establishment 
and operation of effective machinery for their inspection and control, 
and that no State should obtain a military advantage over other 
States at any phase or step of disarmament,

Noting with regret that negotiations have not yielded agreements 
which would bring general and complete disarmament within measur
able distance but stand deadlocked,

1 A/C.1/L.259, Nov. 15, 1960. The resolution was originally sponsored by 
Burma, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Morocco, Nepal, the United Arab Re
public, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia. These countries were later joined by 
Cambodia and Ceylon (A/C. 1/L.259/Adds. 1 and 2). On Nov. 15, Ambassador 
Zorin told the First Committee that the Soviet Union supported it (A/C. 1/P V. 1110, 
p. 76). The resolution was not voted on; see post  ̂ p. 366, n. 1.

2 Documents on Disarmamenty 1945-1969  ̂ vol. II, p. 1545.
3 AntBy p. 224.
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Recognizing that delays and deadlocks constitute a serious threat to 
prospects of real disarmament and of a world without war,

Conscious that the retention of the present levels of armaments 
and, even more, the continuing increase of them and the adoption 
of newer and more weapons make the achievement of general and 
complete disarmament not only imperative but urgent,

Conscious of the continuing responsibility of the United Nations 
for bringing about general and complete disarmament,

1. Declares that the following directives should form the basis for 
an agreement on general and complete disarmament:

(a) General and complete disarmament should result in a world 
in which the method of war for the solution of international problems 
and the continued existence of all the instruments and machinery 
of war should stand eliminated,

(b) No phase or step adopted should enable any State or group of 
States to acquire military superiority over another,

(c) In respect of each phase and step there shall be established by 
agreement effective machinery of inspection and control for its 
operation and maintenance,

(d) General and complete disarmament should consist of:

(i) the elimination of armed forces and armaments and of arma
ment production,

(ii) the total prohibition of the manufacture, maintenance and 
use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons and of bacterio
logical and chemical weapons of war,

(iii) the elimination of all existing establishments and training 
institutions for military purposes,

(iv) the elimination of all equipment and facilities for the de
livery, the placement and the operation of all weapons of 
mass destruction within nations.1 territories and of all foreign 
military bases and launching sites of all categories,

(v) the maintenance by each Member State of necessary security 
units and training establishments, arms and their production 
as are agreed to be necessary exclusively for the purposes of 
internal security and of placing at the disposal of the United 
Nations for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations,

(vi) the United Nations should undergo such agreed changes for 
the implementation of this resolution and for the maintenance 
of peace in a disarmed world which would exclude the possi
bility of the international police force being used for any 
purpose inconsistent with the Charter including such use 
in the interest of one State or group of States against another 
State or group of States,
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(vii) the exclusive use of outer space and all developmental eflForts 
in regard to it for peaceful purposes,

(e) A treaty on general and complete disarmament embodying 
the terms and provisions set out in (a), (b), (c) and (d) above shall 
include the time limits and schedules for the implementation of each 
successive step and phase of general and complete disarmament; the 
completion of each stage shall be followed by the implementation of 
the next stage;

2. Urges that negotiations should be resiuned for the purpose of 
the earliest conclusion of an agreement on general and complete dis
armament under effective international control and taking into 
account the provisions of this resolution;

3. Considers that, without prejudice to the directives on general 
and complete disarmament, set out in this resolution as well as to 
paragraph 2 above, the possibility of putting into eflFect either agreed or 
unilateral measures which would create more favourable conditions for 
general and complete disarmament and would help the fulfilment of 
these directives is not precluded;

4. Urgeŝ  that, pending the establishment of agreed machinery for 
their prevention, all countries shall refrain from all forms of surprise 
attacks and preparations for the same;

5. Reminds all countries of resolution 1495 (XV) of 17 October 
1960 and requests them to refrain from actions likely to aggravate 
international tensions;

6. Appeals to all countries to give their full co-operation for the 
fulfilment of the purposes of this resolution.

Polish Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Universal Dissemina
tion of Information on the Consequences of a Nuclear 
War, November 21 ^

The General Assembly,
Considering tha t a nuclear war would threaten mankind with un

precedented destruction and misery,
Recognizing that the main task of the United Nations is to prevent 

armed conflicts in the world, whether started deUberately or not, and

1 A/C.l/L.260/Rev.l, Nov. 21, 1960. The resolution was not voted on; see 
post, p. 366, n. 1.



348 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

that in conformity with this task it is incumbent upon the United 
Nations to find effective ways and means, undertake initiatives and 
exert efforts aimed at banning nuclear and other weapons of mass 
destruction, the use of which would turn the world into ruins,

Convinced that world public opinion, if acquainted with conclusions 
of authoritative representatives of science, as well as the attitude of 
peoples, if awakened to the consequences of war, could constitute an 
important factor in bringing about an agreement on general and com
plete disarmament.

In order to imderstand as fully as possible the consequences which 
a modern war waged with nuclear weapons might bring to nations 
and mankind, to civilization and world economy and in order to make 
known these consequences to all peoples, in particular of those States 
which possess nuclear weapons,

1. Establishes a Committee consisting o f .................. ;
2. Requests the Governments of these countries to designate one 

representative each and to provide him with a team of consultants 
specialized in the theory and practice of physics, chemistry, medicine 
and technical sciences;

3. Requests the Committee, on the basis of the personal knowledge 
of its members and the material available, as well as on the basis of 
data provided by Governments on their own initiative, to prepare a 
report on the consequences of the use of nuclear weapons, in partic
ular with regard to human life and health and to the material and 
cultural heritage of mankind;

4. Requests the Committee to prepare the report not later than by 
1 June 1961 and to transmit it for use to the Governments of all 
Member States of the United Nations, as well as to the organ which 
will carry on disarmament negotiations;

5. Requests the Governments of all Member States to publish in 
their languages and widely distribute the report prepared by the Com
mittee and to disseminate it by all possible means;

6. Decides to inscribe the report of the Committee on the agenda 
of the sixteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly for 
consideration.
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Replies by Premier Khrushchev to Questions by Pravda 
on General and Complete Disarmament, November 23 ^

The Editor of the newspaper Prwvda submitted to Mr. N.S. Khru
shchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, questions 
concerning the problem of general and complete disarmament and 
control over its implementation. The questions submitted by the 
newspaper Pravda and Mr. N.S. Khrushchevas rephes are given below.

Question: In  several foreign countries speculation continues with 
regard to the Soviet Unions position on the problem of disarmament 
and control. How do you evaluate the attitudes of the Western Powers 
towards the Soviet Union^s proposals concerning these matters?

Answer: At the fifteenth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly and after my return to Moscow it was repeatedly indicated 
by the Soviet Government that the Soviet Union would be ready to 
accept the Western Powers’ proposals on international control over 
the implementation of disarmament measures if the Western Powers 
for their part would agree to general and complete disarmament. I 
might recall that in the General Assembly I  stated the following: If 
a decision is adopted on general and complete disarmament, on the 
destruction of weapons, we shall then agree to any kind of control. 
In that event we shaU be prepared to beUeve even the most rabid 
haters of Communism and socialism. Let them work out their 
proposals on control. We shall accept those control proposals.

The Soviet Union attaches great importance to effective interna
tional control over the fulfilment of agreed obligations with respect to 
general and complete disarmament. Trust and check—that is a good 
rule not only in domestic but also in international affairs and the 
Soviet Union knows from its own experience that the execution of 
agreements with capitalist States calls for careful checking, especially 
in such a m atter as disarmament. That is why we are at least as 
interested as other countries in the establishment of strict international 
control. The Soviet Union wishes to be able to have confidence that 
the other adherents to the agreement will fulfil their obligations with 
respect to general and complete disarmament as conscientiously as it 
wiQ itself. Accordingly the “Basic provisions of a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament’’ submitted by us set forth detailed control 
provisions concerning every disarmament measure.

1 Text transmitted to the United Nations in a letter from Valerian A. Zorin, 
Chairman of the Soviet delegation, to the President of the General Assembly, 
Nov. 23, 1960 (A/C.1/828).
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Thorough and comprehensive international control over disarmament 
is a guarantee that no coimtry wiU be able to retain or secretly produce 
any kind of weapon. That is essential, for no State would give up 
its defensive capacity unless others did likewise. We start from the 
premise that in carrying out the disarmament programme no country 
or group of countries should enjoy any advantages or privileges which 
would jeopardize the security of other countries.

We expected leading statesmen in the West to show at least a 
minimum of good faith and correctly interpret the Soviet Union’s 
position with regard to the question of control over disarmament; 
but that was not the case. The leading statesmen of the Western 
Powers continue to distort om* position on this matter, acting as 
though nothing had happened, as though no proposals had been 
submitted by the Soviet Union. They persist in talking about what 
they call the vagueness of the Soviet position on the control question 
and say that the USSR imderestimates the- importance of control. 
The position of Mr. Macmillan, Prime Minister of the United King
dom, is particularly to be noted in this connexion. In one of his 
recent speeches Mr. Macmillan, completely ignoring the Soviet 
Union’s proposals, went so far as to assert that the Soviet Union has 
an aversion to inspection, that it is trying to evade the establishment 
of control in order to conceal its military might.

Such tendentious statements can only evoke surprise. Obviously 
the aversion to disarmament of the leading statesmen of the North 
Atlantic mihtary bloc is so strong that they are ready to attribute 
anything to the Soviet Union if only they can evade genuine 
disarmament.

To remove any shadow of doubt concerning the Soviet Govern
ment’s position, I  repeat once more that we are ready to consider 
any proposals that the Western Powers may wish to submit on control 
over general and complete disarmament. But to that end agreement 
must be reached on disarmament and on pursuing an honest policy 
in that regard rather than a policy of deceiving the peoples. We 
shall willingly study and make use of any proposals that may be 
submitted, with a view to arriving at a decision capable of ensuring 
general and complete disarmament under the strictest international 
control.

Question: What is your opinion of the draft resolutions on disarma- 
ment put forward by the Western Powers at the United Nations Oeneral 
Assembly*!
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Answer; A number of draft resolutions on disarmament have been 
submitted by the Western Powers at the current session of the General 
Assembly, including one by the United States, the United Eangdom 
and Italy,^ one by the United Kingdom  ̂and one by Canada.^

W hat can be said about these drafts?
They aflFord striking evidence that the Governments of the Western 

Powers still do not wish to seek a solution of disarmament problems in 
a businesslike way that would reflect full awareness of their responsi
bility towards the people of the world. Let us take, for example, the 
draft resolution submitted by the United States, the United Kiagdom 
and Italy. The sponsors of this draft are silent about the most 
essential point, namely, how to carry out general and complete dis
armament, confining themselves to some nebulous measures which 
they claim would lead to general and complete disarmament. In 
reality there is not a word about genuine disarmament in this draft 
resolution.

Surely there can be no real expectation that general and complete 
disarmament will be achieved on the basis of a draft which has not a 
word to say about the elimination of military bases maintained by 
States in the Territories of other States, about the need for the com
plete prohibition of nuclear weapons and other types of weapons of 
mass destruction, about when and over how long a period disarmament 
should be carried out. The sole purpose of the Western draft resolu
tion is to establish control without disarmament, that is, control over 
armaments, which was openly advocated by President Eisenhower in 
his speech at the current session of the United Nations General 
Assembly.^

To take such a stand is the height of futility. No one will agree to 
control without disarmament. The Governments of the Western 
Powers are perfectly well aware of this but they do not wish to say so 
openly and frankly to their peoples.

The unwillingness of the Western Powers to agree to disarmament 
is also reflected in the United Kingdom draft resolution. That text 
does not contain the slightest reference to the need for carrying out 
any disarmament measures at all. I t  provides merely for the estab
lishment of a committee of experts to examine problems of control. 
When proposals to establish various committees of experts are made 
wholly without reference to genuine disarmament measures it will 
be apparent even to the most unsophisticated that the Western

1 Anie  ̂ pp. 299-300.
2 Ante, pp. 300-301.
3 A/C.1/L.255. For revised edition, see pp. 366-367. 
 ̂ Pos ,̂ pp. 366-367.
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Powers are seeking as before to drown the problem of disarmament in 
endless and futile wordmongering.

While the useless wordmongering goes on in the proposed committee, 
while the Western experts continue to find subterfuges for protracting 
the discussion, the arms race will increase in intensity. That is 
precisely what occurred in the day of the League of Nations and there 
is not the slightest shred of hope that if this proposal is adopted mat
ters will turn out differently, in view of the poUcy of sabotaging dis
armament that the Western Powers are pursuing. As experience has 
shown, endless negotiations are for them a smokescreen to conceal 
their policy of an arms race.

Not very different from the United Kangdom draft resolution is the 
Canadian draft, which proposes the establishment of yet another com
mittee that it calls an hoc committee^\ This committee is given 
the task of studying the voluminous records of speeches and documents 
of all kinds on disarmament matters with which the United Nations 
archives are crammed. And this ^Vork” is presented as a means of 
finding a way to ^ t̂he resuipption of serious negotiations . . . and 
the attainment of the goal of general and complete disarmament^\^

The Canadian proposal is not even remotely concerned with genuine 
disarmament. I t  testifies most frankly to the fact that the Govern
ments of the NATO countries, against the will of their peoples, refuse 
to agree to disarmament. For the vital matter of disarmament they 
wish to substitute a fuss and bother with archives!

All the drafts of the Western Powers make it clear that they would 
like to replace control over disarmament by supervision of armaments; 
but supervision, surely, even if it is called control and inspection of 
armaments, would in no way diminish the danger of a war breaking 
out. What in fact does mere control over armaments mean? I t 
means that armaments will be retained. But it is clear to everyone 
that if armaments are retained, they will continue to be improved and 
stockpiled; in other words, the arms race will go on. In such circum
stances the aggressive forces of certain Western Powers, after rec- 
onnoitering the defences of other States, might choose a suitable 
moment to strike and launch an aggressive attack. This would, of 
course, be suicidal on their part, but they would plunge the world into 
the abyss of war. When rockets and aircraft are kept constantly in 
combat readiness, no one, no controllers, will be able to stop the 
aggressors if they wish to start a war. In that event war may become 
a reality and bring down dreadful calamities and suffering upon 
States and peoples.

The Government of the USSR considers it its most important task 
to rid the peoples of the threat of war and the heavy burden of the

 ̂ See posty pp. 366-367.
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arms race. This aim can be achieved by carrying out general and 
complete disarmament under strict international control.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union has had and will have no part 
in working out a system of control over armaments as distinct from 
disarmament, as it does not wish to take part in deceiving the peoples.

The peoples must call to order the statesmen who are sabotaging 
disarmament. No one, no Government has the right to engage in a 
perilous gamble with disarmament and to expose the fate of the 
peoples, the fate of the world, to the terrible danger of nuclear war.

Question: What at the 'present time is the attitude of the Western 
Powers to the Soviet Government's proposal to broaden the membership 
of the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee!

Answer: Our position on this question has been stated repeatedly. 
As is known, the Soviet Union was compelled to discontinue its partic
ipation in the work of the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee 
because of the fruitlessness of that work. At the fifteenth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly the Soviet Union put forward 
a proposal to expand the membership of that Committee to fifteen 
by including in it, on a basis of equality, representatives of India, 
Indonesia, the United Arab Republic, Ghana and Mexico.^ Broadening 
the membership of the Committee in this way would enable the 
interests of the three groups of States Members of Western military 
blocs. Socialist States and neutralist States to be represented in it 
and would give fresh impetus to the continuation and successful 
conclusion of the negotiations on general and complete disarmament, 
a m atter of vital concern to all peoples.

Why are the Western Powers opposed to broadening the membership 
of the Committee by the inclusion of neutralist countries? Because, 
of course, they are afraid to appear openly before world public opinion 
in the role of saboteurs of disarmament. They are afraid that the 
representatives of the neutralist countries will see with their own 
eyes who is in favour of disarmament and who is preventing the 
solution of this problem.

By objecting to the broadening of the Committee’s membership, 
the Western Powers are trying to have the negotiations pushed back 
into that same Committee, which has demonstrated its inability to 
function because of the obstructionism of those Powers.

Moreover, they would hke this Committee to proceed as it did 
before, without rudder or sails, without clearly defined directives, 
without a time-limit being set for its work. We would then, however, 
have a broken record, repeating endlessly. People would sit in the 
Committee, wall themselves off from the public and continue a futile

 ̂ AntCj pp. 297-298.
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discussion, while the cause of disarmament stood still. In such 
circumstances, not even our grandchildren would get positive results 
from the Committee^s work.

The Soviet Union insists on the expansion of the Disarmament 
Committee’s membership and sincerely hopes that this will make it 
possible to break the deadlock on the negotiations on general and 
complete disarmament.

We, on our side, have done and will continue to do everything 
possible to remove the disarmament negotiations from the sphere of 
fruitless discussion, to bring to an end the rivalry in the field of the 
arms race, to eliminate weapons and armies and to create a world 
without weapons, a world without wars.

Statement by the United States Representative (Wads
worth) to the First Committee of the General Assem
bly: Geneva Negotiations on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, November 29 ^

The United States has asked for the floor today not to discuss the 
matter of total and complete disarmament which the representative 
of Yugoslavia has just been discussing but to give an account of the 
negotiations in Geneva on a nuclear test ban treaty and to present its 
views on the issues which have arisen in these negotiations. In thus 
somewhat abruptly changing the course of our debate, I would not 
have it thought that the intervention we have just heard should or 
would go without some reaction on the part of the United States dele
gation, inasmuch as, with all respect, we cannot agree with the major 
premise of the representative of Yugoslavia, but this, of course, should 
be reserved for a different time, since it is my desire to report to the 
Conmiittee, and therefore to the United Nations, as to the situation, 
as we see it, in the nuclear test ban talks in Geneva.

Let me say at the outset that my delegation has welcomed the 
initiative of the Government of India in placing this question on our 
agenda. We believe, and always have, that these negotiations are 
of great importance and that the fundamental issues involved here 
should receive the full attention of the Assembly.

In document A/4414, which requested consideration of this item, the 
Indian delegation observed that no report on the course of these nego
tiations has so far been made either to the Disarmament Commission

1 U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3592, Nov. 29, 1960.
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or to the General Assembly. The United States regrets the fact that 
the United Nations has not been kept more fully and currently in
formed. Although the verbatim records and other documents issued 
by the group in Geneva have been made public and are available to 
delegations here at the United Nations on an almost current basis, 
they are too voluminous to substitute for reports. I  suggest, there
fore, that the Assembly may possibly wish to request the Secretary- 
General, through his representative in Geneva, to provide, on a 
periodic basis, brief factual summaries of developments a t the Con
ference which could be circulated to Members of the Assembly here 
in New York. ^

Over two years have passed since the delegations of the United 
States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union first met in Geneva 
to begin drafting a treaty for tlje suspension of nuclear weapons tests. 
I t  had been my privilege, from the very outset until August of this 
year, to have represented the United States throughout these particu
lar negotiations.

The United States is disappointed that these negotiations have 
lasted for such an unexpectedly long time. At the beginning we looked 
with high hopes to their successful and early conclusion; and in fact, 
we have not given up hope that a successful and early conclusion may 
still be achieved, taking into consideration, of course, the fact that 
the word ^'early” applies to today's situation rather than the situation 
of October 1958.

We saw in these negotiations an opportunity to begin the process of 
limiting weapons development competition; to establish essential 
control precedents for other measures of disarmament; to place prac
tical restrictions on the spread of nuclear weapons production capa
bilities; and we saw an opportunity to erase from the minds of people 
throughout the world the concern which had arisen over the potential 
hazards of radioactive fallout.

I t  is a fact of life in 1960 that each of the three Powers represented 
in the Geneva talks has amassed an awesome quantity of nuclear 
weapons at its disposal. I t  is also true that a test ban will neither 
destroy existing weapons nor stop the production of new weapons of 
the same types and models as those that already exist. I t  will not 
reduce the destructive force stockpiled in the arsenals of any of the 
three Powers concerned.

Despite this, however, a test ban agreement would still contribute 
substantially to a solution of disarmament problems. Disarmament 
is not only a matter of reducing and finally eliminating existing stock
piles of weapons for warfare; it is also a matter of placing the com
petitive aspects of weapons development under certain types of control. 
Competition, suspicion, and distrust among the current big Powers
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reflect themselves in gigantic national military efforts in each country. 
Each fears that its rival will attain superiority in military prowess 
and will then be tempted to use its military advantage for poUtical 
objectives. Each beheves it must, in turn, try to get ahead of or keep 
ahead of its rival. No end to such a process can be in sight without 
an international agreement.

A test ban treaty would go very far towards ending competition in 
one decisive area—the area of the further development of nuclear 
weapons. A test ban treaty would produce a situation of greater 
cahn, a situation which might^nake feasible a search for other areas, 
in which the competition in weapons development could be slowed to 
a more manageable tempo, thus creating a climate in which measures 
on real disarmament might be worked out and adopted.

Moreover, a treaty on nticlear testing with its multiplicity of pro
visions on political-administrative control arrangements, is bound to 
have an important influence on future disarmament agreements.

To my knowledge, there is no quarrel, as far as the other two partici
pants in the Geneva negotiations are concerned, with these statements 
I have just made. They have been made in Geneva during the nego
tiations. They have been made in other public statements by all 
three of the Powers concerned; so that these are things that we can 
take, I believe, as agreed in principle.

All this, it seems to the United States, means that they are the 
premise as well as the promise of the Geneva Conference. All this 
has made worthwhile the lengthy and persistent pursuit of our objec
tives. Representatives of the three nations have met some 270 times 
in plenary sessions and have talked together numerous additional 
times in technical and informal meetings, and the result of these 
meetings are shown by the progress that has been made—albeit too 
slowly—toward building a treaty framework. As you all know, a 
preamble has been adopted. Seventeen of perhaps twenty-five treaty 
draft articles have been adopted, and two out of three of the necessary 
annexes have been agreed; and, taken all together, these encompass 
much that is essential to the make-up and operation of a treaty and 
its verification system.^

In his statement of 14 October last year in this Committee, Ambas
sador Lodge described the eight major points of agreement which had 
been recorded in the first year of the treaty negotiations.^ Briefly, 
these eight points were as follows:

First, agreement that the obligation to stop nuclear weapons testing 
and the establishment of the control system must go hand in hand in 
one document with anne"xes, each having equal power, equal status.

* The agreed parts of the treaty are printed post  ̂ pp. 376-387.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1492-1493.
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Second, agreement that the treaty would last indefinitely, as long 
as its terms are being fulfilled.

Third, agreement on the broad outlines of the organizational struc
ture of a control system and on the site of Vienna as its headquarters.

Fourth, agreement in principle that nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes will be allowed under specific conditions.

Fifth, agreement on the specific wording of a number of treaty 
articles.

Sixth, agreement that the treaty should and will be open for adher
ence by other nations and that the common objective is to establish 
a world-wide control system.

Seventh, agreement that the treaty would be reviewed periodically 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the controls and to determine the 
need for specific improvements in the control system.

Eighth, agreement on technical conclusions on ways and means of 
detecting outer space explosions.

During the past year further progress has been made, although at 
a rate far slower than is satisfactory to the United States—and, I most 
willingly agree, satisfactory to the USSR and the United Kingdom. 
Recently, agreement was reached on an important part of the treaty, 
that part concerning the privileges and immunities to be accorded to 
representatives of a control system. General agreement has also been 
reached on provisions which are aimed at securing the extension of the 
treaty, in phases, on a world-wide basis.

However, we believe that the failure to reach final agreement is 
due to a basic diflFerence in approach to these negotiations between the 
United States and the United Kingdom on the one hand, and the 
Soviet Union on the other. I t  is not my purpose today to indulge in 
recrimination, but merely to state the facts as we understand them. 
The United States and the United Kingdom desire to achieve a 
truly international system so organized, staffed and equipped as to 
assure, objectively, the effective verification of compliance with the 
obligations undertaken by the members of the treaty. The Soviet 
Union, while admitting in principle the need for effective international 
control, has been unwilling to translate this principle into reality when 
it goes beyond certain preconceived subjective limitations set only 
with sole regard to political considerations of the Soviet Union. I t is 
important that these differences be clearly understood because these 
statements have been made and, I think, generally accepted by the 
three negotiating delegations in Geneva. Although I hope that this 
will not prove to be the case, these fundamentally different approaches 
may yet prevent the successful conclusion of a treaty. I  wish to 
point out to you three important unresolved areas which illustrate 
this difference in approach between the Soviet Union and ourselVes.
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Despite all the progress that has been made on these three important 
issues, a great deal is still to be done. And it is neither accurate 
nor fair to the negotiators to take it for granted that only a few, 
comparatively unimportant issues remain.

The first issue is the need for an early improvement in the capability 
of the treaty control system, the system which is to detect and identify 
underground nuclear explosions.

Last year the United States described to the Assembly the problems 
we face in detecting underground explosions, and we reported our 
conclusion that an intensive programme of research and development 
is needed to bring the control organization's capability for detection 
and identification of underground nuclear explosions up to the level 
initially estimated for it by the experts from ten countries who had 
devised the system in 1958.

For nearly a year the Soviet Union, if I may use the expression, 
played the ostrich with respect to this problem. I t refused to recognize 
or even to discuss the clear and objective data that we presented, 
data which had to be taken into account if the objective of an effective 
control system was to be achieved.

During this period too we were unsuccessful in our attempts to 
induce the Soviet Union to appoint a team of scientists to discuss 
the new data and find ways to improve the performance of the 
control system. The argimient on the side of the Soviet Union was 
that our insistence upon the examination and discussion of the new 
data was merely a pretext for delaying completion of the treaty, a 
charge of course which we categorically deny. But finally, in 
November 1959,  ̂ the Soviet Union reversed its position and the 
scientists met. Soon, however, it became clear that the Soviet 
scientists were under instructions to refuse to co-operate in appraising 
the new data. Therefore, the technical conference which we hoped 
would have led to an agreed basis for solving the diflSculties of 
detecting undergroimd explosions, came to nothing.

There the matter stood until 3 May 1960 when, as a result of a 
major United Kingdom-United States initiative,^ general agreement  ̂
was reached on a phased treaty which would ban weapons tests in 
the atmosphere, in the ocean, in outer space up to the greatest height 
on which agreement could be reached and undergroimd above a given 
size, what we call a threshold. This agreement also included an 
agreement in principle by the three parties to undertake a vigorous 
research programme to improve the means of detecting and identifying 
nuclear detonations below a given size or below the threshold, where

1 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1969, vol. II, pp. 1558 flf.
2 Ante, pp. 77-78.
® See Ambassador Tsarapkin^s statement {ante, pp. 83-86).
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adequate control cannot yet be assured. At the same time the 
United States and the United Kingdom, by a joint communique from 
Prime Minister Macmillan and President Eisenhower, expressed a 
readiness to institute a voluntary moratorimn of agreed duration on 
weapons tests below the threshold.

However, this agreement in principle was followed by one of the 
strangest developments of the Conference so far, and permit me to 
relate what occurred:

In May 1960, this year, a panel of scientists was convened to 
exchange information on the scope and objectives of this co-operative 
research programme. The Soviet scientists, and the records are 
available, flatly stating that “additional research is necessary^^, 
systematically outUned to the Western scientists a programme ‘‘to 
distinguish earthquakes from underground nuclear explosions, with 
sufficient concreteness and applicability^ \  They concluded by asking 
the scientists of the three nations to devote all their efforts to this 
goal, noting that the Soviet Government had already—and I  stress 
this—had already agreed to provide ‘‘the necessary appropriations 
which are to be quite substan tial\

This naturally gave rise to considerable enthusiasm on the part of 
the Western delegations.

But then came the strange and still unexplained development. 
Upon the resumption of plenary meetings, after this technical group 
had worked for some weeks, the Soviet representative announced 
that the USSR had no intention of carrying out a research programme 
of its own and saw no need for undertaking any research on its own 
territory. Thus in one startling stroke the programme set forth by 
the Soviet representative's scientific colleagues was flatly repudiated. 
When asked by the United States and United Kingdom representa
tives whether the Soviet Union would contribute in any way to 
research efforts which might permit extension of the ban on testing 
to all underground tests, the Soviet representative replied:

We have stated repeatedly that the Soviet Union does not at present see 
any need for conducting any research work, including research work relating 
to technical problems, to say nothing of conducting underground explosions—  
whether chemical or nuclear— f̂or research purposes.^

 ̂ On June 2, 1960, Tsarapkin said: “I have already emphasized repeatedly that 
the Soviet Union considers the scientific and technical basis contained in the 
report of the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts as quite suflScient for the con
clusion of a treaty. That is why the Soviet Union has no intention of carrying 
out either nuclear or chemical underground explosions. It was the United States 
and the United States alone that insisted on the need to carry out this research 
and therefore it is on its territory that these tests and experiments should take 
place.” GEN/DNT/PV.208, pp. 22-23. For other Soviet comments on the 
same subject, see GEN/DNT/PV.206, pp. 7-8; 210, pp. 4-5; 211, pp. 13-14; 
and antCj pp. 83-86, 186-187.



360 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1960

Since that time the USSR has agreed to a research programme but 
only if, first, none of it takes place on Soviet territory; secondly, no 
Soviet nuclear devices are used; thirdly, Soviet scientists are given 
complete blueprints of any United States or United Kingdom nuclear 
devices used, and, fourthly, that Soviet scientists participate fully in 
setting up the necessary instrumentation, are given full access to all 
resulting data and participate fully in analysing and drawing 
conclusions from the data.

The United States and the United Kingdom, on the other hand, 
have recognized the necessity of research in this area and are 
preparing to move ahead to develop the scientific capability necessary 
to enable final agreement to be reached. There is still the possibility 
that even under the quite stringent terms imposed by the Soviet 
Union, such a programme may eventually be put in process; and it 
is still our hope that the Soviet Union can be induced to co-operate 
fully and creatively in it, as their scientists have originally recom
mended.

The second important unresolved issue is that of on-site inspection. 
The treatment of this issue at the conference also reveals clearly the 
contrast between the desires of the United States and the United 
Kingdom for a treaty organization whose capabilities are objectively 
assured on the basis of scientific facts, and the desire of the Soviet 
Union for a treaty whose capabilities are limited by purely subjective 
political considerations.

Under the conception as first put forward by the experts of 1958, 
when a control post of the treaty organization discovers a suspicious 
imderground disturbance which cannot be identified as an event of 
nature, then that disturbance must qualify for on-site inspection. 
The United States realizes that not all such unidentified disturbances 
could possibly be inspected, since there would be far too many to make 
this practicable, and we believe that it would suffice to have the number 
of inspections bear a reasonable relationship to the number of uniden
tified underground disturbances that could be suspected of being nu
clear explosions. And those last few words are taken directly from 
the report of experts of 1958. To be precise, we suggest the estab
lishment of an annual quota which would allow inspection by the 
control organ of a sufficient percentage of these unidentified disturb
ances to deter a potential violator.

We estimate that a quota of twenty annual inspections on the 
territory of the Soviet Union would be adequate, and a comparable 
number would, of course, take place in the territories of the United 
States and the United Kingdom. This quota would be reviewed 
periodically in the light of experience gained from operation of the 
control system. As an alternative, the United States would be prepared
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to accept a self-adjusting formula which would increase or decrease 
the number of inspections in relation to the number of disturbances 
actually recorded on the scientific instruments of t îe control system.

The Soviet Union, on the other hand, continues to insist that the 
question of inspection is political and unrelated to any technical 
consideration. This Soviet position is an abrupt departure from the 
views expressed by the experts in 1958, who clearly recorded their 
understanding that inspections must of necessity be related to the 
number of unidentified events.

Last August, after having been pressed for many months to make a 
specific proposal, the Soviet Union tabled a proposal for only three 
on-site inspections in each of the territories of the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom and the United States.^ Moreover, these three 
inspections were to apply to all events, those below the previously 
agreed threshold, as well as those above the agreed threshold. Thus, 
in practice the Soviet proposal would permit the inspection of far less 
than one out of every 100 suspicious disturbances in a normal year— 
far less than 1 per cent.

We continue to be hopeful that the Soviet Union will see the great 
discrepancy between its inadequate proposal on on-site inspections 
and its frequently expressed readiness to accept any or all controls 
that are necessary to guarantee strict observance of the treaty. And 
that last phrase is a direct quote from a message sent by Premier 
Khrushchev in his letter of 23 April 1959 to President Eisenhower.

We have heard a great many times here during this debate on 
disarmament that the Soviet Union will accept control measures com
mensurate with corresponding measures of disarmament. As I recol
lect, the Soviet Union has gone further and said: if you will accept in 
principle the total and complete disarmament which we propose, then 
you can have any controls that you want—or words to that effect.
I have already had occasion to point out that this claim cannot be 
supported by the Soviet record in the Geneva negotiations on dis
continuance of nuclear weapons tests. Only last week in Geneva the 
Soviet Union again undermined its own declared position,^ for the 
Soviet Union now takes the position that no on-site inspection should 
take place until four years after signature of a treaty on testing. In 
other words, the Soviet Union proposes an arrangement imder which 
there would be no possibility of establishing proof of a concealed 
underground test during the four most crucial years which would 
follow the treaty signature. If this is an example of what the Soviet 
Union means by any or all forms of control that are necessary to

1 Ante, pp. 178-180, and postj pp. 394-395.
2 G E N /D N T /Py.268 , pp. 7-9, 12-13.
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guarantee strict observance of the treaty, then the words which we 
have heard here about the good intentions of the Soviet Union with 
regard to control are hollow indeed.

After having participated, as I have for so many months, in these 
negotiations, I find it very diflGlcult to believe that such a proposal is 
made seriously.

I might point out one more interesting fact in connection with 
on-site inspection. The Soviet Union attempts to justify its pro
posal for four inspection-free years by saying that technical prob
lems prevent the carrying out of on-site inspection in a shorter time 
than four years. Since only a few control posts are necessary 
to begin supplying data to the control system, the technical prob
lems are obviously not the real obstacle in the path of an operating 
system. And if they now have suddenly discovered that there [are?] 
technical problems in applying inspection procedures, why did they, for 
more than a year and a half, refuse even to discuss technical problems 
or to set up a committee to do so? But what a contrast this is to the 
Soviet claim that fully controlled general and complete disarmament 
can be achieved in a four-year period. Actually, of course, the control 
requirements for total disarmament would be much more compre
hensive than the control which we are talking about in connection with 
nuclear tests; and if it would take over four years even to start inspec
tion after signing a nuclear test treaty, how in the world can one 
justify saying that a total and complete disarmament system—given 
goodwill and urgency on all sides—can be completed within four 
years?

I  should add that Soviet objections to an adequate leveUing of in
spection cannot, in our opinion, be based on an alleged fear of espio
nage since we have agreed upon carefully worded treaty provisions to 
prevent the abuse by the control organ of its inspection rights by 
allowing observers from the host country, or the country being in
spected, to accompany the team to make sure that they do not abuse 
such rights.

The third important unresolved issue concerns the structure and 
staff of the international control organization. The Soviet Government 
does not believe that it can afford to entrust operation of the treaty 
organization to an international force of technical experts selected and 
headed by a mutual administrator satisfactory to all three of the 
original parties. The United States and the United Kingdom, on 
the contrary, place their faith in the international community of States 
and in a system free of self-inspection.

The Soviet Union insists that control must be retained in the hands 
of the three nuclear Powers represented at Geneva. Although they 
do consent finally to participation by nationals of other countries, they
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qualify that by proposing a rigid system of appointment of the entire 
staff of the organization by the three nuclear Powers. The Soviet 
Union desires to limit the authority of the neutral chief executive, 
that is the Administrator, to such an extent that countless problems 
would have to be settled by bargaining among the nuclear Powers 
themselves. Then, under the Soviet plan, the Administrator would 
even be refused any part in the selection of his immediate associates 
and his immediate subordinates.

The Soviet Union also wishes to limit the participation of nationals 
of coimtries other than the three negotiating Powers. On the seven- 
man Control Commission, which will maintain supervision over the 
entire control organization, the Soviet Union insists that only one un
committed country may be represented. I t  also proposes that the 
responsible positions at the headquarters of the organization be di
vided between nationals of the Soviet Union on the one hand and the 
nationals of the United States and the United Kingdom on the other.

The United States and the United Kingdom favour expanded mem
bership for uncommitted States on the Control Commission. We 
favour participation by nationals of other countries in all areas of the 
control organization. We favom* affording to the Administrator dis
cretion, within certain basic limits, for selection of the staff. We seek 
an unpartial, efficient control procedure, free of the suspicion of self
inspection, concerning which both the representative of the United 
Kingdom and I  have spoken heretofore.

We have welcomed the Soviet Union’s abandonment of positions 
which called for virtually complete self-inspection as well as for au
thority to exercise veto power over all but the smallest issues of pro
cedure. Let it not be thought that in my intervention today I am 
claiming that the Soviet Union has not made concessions. They have, 
and very important ones too.

Unfortunately, the position of the Soviet Union even now would 
permit the country being controlled to have the decisive voice over 
inspection and control in its own territory. For example, the Soviet 
Union insists that the chief of each control post be a citizen of the 
country being controlled, and that the chief of each inspection team 
be a citizen of the country being inspected. So, imder their proposal, 
two-thirds of the inspection staff in most countries would consist of 
citizens or allies of the country being inspected.

The issue of improving detection capabilities, the issue of inspec
tion, the issue of organization and staff, all these areas, I  am sure 
you will recognize, are fundamental. Their resolution on a reahstic 
basis is essential; it is essential to the achievement of a meaningful 
agreement. Problems causing great difficulty have already been re
solved in these negotiations, and we are ready on the Western side to
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explore any new approach which the Soviet Union may have to those 
still remaining.

The issues involved in the three major areas are crucial as, I think, 
my colleagues in this Committee will readily understand. They spell 
out the diflFerence between effective and ineffective international con
trol. I can be categorical in saying that the United States will not 
accept the shadow of effective control for its substance.

Under the conditions advanced by the Soviet Union there would be 
little chance of detecting the kind of secret nuclear explosions which 
would enable a nation to make significant progress in perfecting nu
clear weapons. We cannot settle for anything less than adequate 
control. To do so would breed insecurity and fear rather than create 
confidence. We cannot risk our security in this highly sensitive field 
of nuclear weapons with a control system which will not be effective 
in deterring potential violators.

While there must be give and take in any negotiations—and surely 
this has been true in the present one— ŵe cannot take a purely me
chanical approach to compromise. Let me draw an analogy: there 
are two men who wish to boil water a t sea level. One says that the 
water must be heated to 100° centigrade; the other says that 50° 
centigrade is enough. We know that if they compromise a t 75° centi
grade, the water will not boil. So it is with controls: partial controls 
may be worse than none at all.

The United States will continue its efforts to settle the remaining 
issues through negotiations. We have been able to surmount other 
obstacles which seemed almost insurmountable when they first con
fronted us. Although we take heart from the progress which has 
been made in these negotiations, we cannot ignore and we cannot 
minimize the problems that remain by tossing them over our shoulders 
and saying they are only a few and they are not very im portant— 
because that simply is not true. We hope that the Soviet Union will 
reflect upon its policy, as our policy is always under continuous con
sideration, since we must all three share the great responsibility for 
success or failure. All of us here must bear in mind the unpleasant 
truth—and this to my mind is one of the most important reasons for 
the necessity of success in the negotiations—that if we fail in this 
area of disarmament, then the prospects for progress elsewhere in the 
field will be darker than ever before.
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African Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, December 5 ^

The Oeneral Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 on gen

eral and complete disarmament, which states, inter alia:

The General Assemhlyy
Moved by the desire to save the present and succeeding generations from the 

danger of a new and disastrous war,
Striving to put an end completely and for ever 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-opera
tion between States,*

Recalling also its resolution 1379 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 on the 
question of French nuclear tests in the Sahara, which reads in part as 
follows:

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.

Considering the deep concern felt over the dangers and risks which such tests 
entail,^

Mindful oj the anxiety caused among all peoples, and particularly 
among the peoples of Africa, by the continuance of nuclear weapons 
tests in Africa,

Considering the need to prevent Africa from becoming involved in 
any competition between the great Powers in regard to nuclear and 
balHstic weapons,

1. Requests all States:

(a) To refrain from carrying out or continuing to carry out nu
clear or ballistic weapons tests in Africa;

(b) To eliminate, and refrain from establishing, bases and launch
ing sites in Africa intended for use in testing, storing or transporting 
such weapons;

2. Invites all States to regard and respect the African continent as a 
nuclear-free zone.

1 A/C.l/L.264/Rev.l, Dec. 5, 1960. The resolution was sponsored by Ethi
opia, Ghana, Guinea, Mali, Morocco, Nigeria, and the United Arab Republic. 
It was not voted on; see post, p. 366, n. 1.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
3 Ibid., p. 1546.
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Nineteen-Power Draft Resolution Introduced in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, December 8 ^

The General Assemblyy
Recalling its resolution 1378 (XIV) adopted unanimously on 20 

November 1959,  ̂which states that the question of general and com
plete disarmament is the most important one facing the world today,

Recalling also its resolution 1495 (XV) adopted imanimously on 18 
October 1960, which urges that immediate and constructive steps be 
adopted in regard to the urgent problems concerning the peace of 
the world and the advancement of its peoples,

1 A/C.l/L.255/Rev.l, Dec. 8, 1960. The original sponsors— Canada, Chile, 
Malaya, Norway, Pakistan, and Sweden—were later joined by the following 
countries: Austria, Ireland, Iceland, Iran, Peru, Argentina, Costa Rica, Denmark, 
Ecuador, Haiti, New Zealand, Greece, and Uruguay (A/C.l/L.255/Rev.l/Adds. 
1-4). At the 1134th meeting of the First Committee (Dec. 19,1960), the Canadian 
representative made the following proposal:

(a) The Committee should vote immediately on the resolutions on nuclear 
tests {postj p. 374) and dissemination of nuclear weapons {po8ty p. 373).

(b) The Committee should agree not to vote at that time on the Soviet draft 
resolution of Oct. 13, the tripartite draft resolution of Oct. 14, the British draft 
resolution of Oct. 14, the Polish draft resolution of Oct. 24, the 10-power draft 
resolution of Nov. 1, the 12-power draft resolution of Nov. 15, the Polish draft 
resolution of Nov. 21, and the African draft resolution of Dec. 5.

(c) The Committee should decide to vote on the 19-power draft resolution.

At the same meeting the Indian representative proposed to delete section (c) 
of the Canadian proposal and to add the 19-power draft resolution to the proposals 
included in section (b).

The Indian amendment was adopted at the 1135th meeting of the First Com
mittee (also held on Dec. 19), by a vote of 29-17-26. The following countries 
voted in favor: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., 
Cambodia, Ceylon, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Libya, Morocco, Nigeria, Poland, Rumania, 
Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Ukrainian S.S.R, U.S.S.R., the United Arab Republic, 
Yemen, and Yugoslavia. The following nations voted against: Australia, Canada, 
China, Colombia, Denmark, the Dominican Republic, Greece, Italy, the Nether
lands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Portugal, Sweden, the Union of South 
Africa, the U.K., and the U.S. The following countries abstained: Argentina, 
Austria, Belgium, Brazil, the Central African Republic, Chile, Costa Rica, 
Cyprus, Malaya, Finland, France, Guatemala, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, Israel, 
Japan, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Panama, Peru, the Philippines, Spain, Thailand, 
Togo, and Venezuela.

Part (a) of the amended Canadian proposal was then adopted by a vote of 
69-0-1, and part (b) by a vote of 50-2-21. The proposal as a whole was 
unanimously adopted. See report of Dec. 20, 1960, by the First Committee 
(A/4680, Dec. 20, 1960).

2 Documents on Disarmamentj 194o-1959j vol. II, p. 1545.
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Noting the resolution adopted unanimously by the Disarmament 
Commission on 18 August 1960/ which calls for the earliest possible 
continuation of disarmament negotiations,

Disturbed that, despite agreement on the common goal of general 
and complete disarmament under effective international control, dis
armament negotiations are not proceeding,

Deeming it essential that preparations should be begun immediately 
to facilitate the earliest possible continuation of disarmament nego
tiations.

Recognizing that, while the main responsibility for negotiating 
agreement rests on the military nuclear Powers, other States also 
bear a responsibility and have the deepest interest in assisting to the 
end that disarmament negotiations can be vigorously and seriously 
pursued,

1. Reaifirms the continuing and ultimate responsibility of the 
United Nations in the field of disarmament;

2. Expresses the hope that in view of the urgency and overriding 
importance of disarmament, every effort will be niade to achieve 
general and complete disarmament under effective international con
trol by the earhest possible continuation of negotiations among the 
Powers principally concerned, consideration being given in this regard 
to the appointment of an impartial presiding officer;

3. Transmits to the Disarmament Commission for its consideration 
all the documents and records of discussions relating to disarmament 
a t the fifteenth session of the General Assembly;

4. Reqmsts the Disarmament Commission to examine and make 
recommendations upon (a) ways and means of facilitating the early 
resumption of negotiations on general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control; and (b) the essential principles 
which should guide these negotiations;

5. Further requests the Disarmament Commission to meet more 
frequently to consider (a) specific suggestions with regard to disarma
ment made by Member States; (b) other matters referred to it from 
time to time, including reports from the negotiating Powers; and (c) 
giving guidance to the negotiating Powers;

6. Recommends that for the above purposes the Disarmament 
Commission give consideration to the appointment of ad hoc sub
committees as appropriate, which would be selected on the basis of 
equitable geographical distribution and other relevant criteria, and 
which could call on the assistance of experts if necessary;

7. Requests the Disarmament Commission to submit, not later than 
1 June 1961, a progress report to the General Assembly and the Se
curity Council on activities undertaken pursuant to this resolution.

1 AntCi p. 224.
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General Assembly Resolution 1516 (XV): Economic and 
Social Consequences of Disarmament, December 15 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959,^
Conscious that the impact of disarmament is likely to set in motion 

great changes in the domestic economies of States and in international 
economic relations, as a result of the progressive diversion of human 
and material resources from mihtary to peaceful purposes,

Recognizing that effective action at the national and international 
levels will need to be taken to make use of material and human re
sources becoming available as a consequence of disarmament, in order 
to promote social progress and better standards of living in the world.

Bearing in mind the importance of comprehensive and systematic 
studies in this field to enable Member States, especially those which 
are imder-developed, to make the necessary economic and social ad
justments in the event of disarmament,

Convinced that it is both timely and desirable to undertake such 
studies,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to examine:

(а) The national economic and social consequences of disarmament 
in countries with different economic systems and at different stages of 
economic development, including, in particular, the problems of re
placing military expenditures with alternative private and public civil 
expenditures so as to maintain effective demand and to absorb the 
human and material resources released from military uses;

(б) The possible development of structural imbalances in national 
economies as a result of the cessation of capital investment in arma
ments industries, and the adoption of possible corrective measures to 
prevent such imbalances, including expanded capital assistance to the 
under-developed countries;

(c) The impact of disarmament on international economic relations, 
including its effect on world trade and especially on the trade of under
developed countries;

{d) The utilization of resources released by disarmament for the 
purpose of economic and social development, in particular of the 
under-developed countries;

2. Recommends that the Secretary-General should conduct the 
proposed examination with the assistance of expert consultants to be 
appointed by him with due regard to their qualifications and to the

1 A/RES/1516 (XV), Dec. 17, 1960. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 
76-0-3. It was originally introduced by Pakistan in the Second Committee.

2 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959  ̂ vol. II, p. 1546.
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need of geographical representation and intimate knowledge of 
countries with different economic systems and at different stages of 
economic development;

3. Appeals to Governments of Member States to give full co-opera
tion to the Secretary-General in the fulfilment of the task entrusted to 
him;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a preliminary report 
on the results of the examination to the Economic and Social Council 
a t its thirty-third session;

5. Requests the Economic and Social Council to transmit the report 
with its views to the General Assembly a t its seventeenth session.

Statement by the United States Representative (Wilcox) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, 
December 19 ^

My government fully recognizes and sympathizes with the high 
motivations and spirit which prompted the submission of the two 
resolutions on nuclear tests contained in Documents L.256 and L.258.^ 
Moreover, we share the sense of urgency reflected in the appeal to the 
states concerned that an agreement on controlled suspension of nuclear 
weapons tests should be achieved at an early date. However, my 
government has serious reservations about these resolutions which 
compel it to abstain in the vote on operative paragraph 2 and on the 
resolution as a whole. These reservations were voiced last year dur
ing the debate on this subject. In the light of the passage of another 
year without the conclusion of an agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear tests, the seriousness with which we hold these reservations is 
understandably greater.

We are disturbed by the statement in the first operative paragraph 
of the resolution that there remain only a ^̂ few” questions to be re
solved before an agreement on cessation of nuclear testing can be 
achieved.^

1 wish to point out again, as we did in considerable detail in our

 ̂ U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3626, Dec. 19, 1960.
2 A/C.1/L.256 was the draft resolution submitted by Austria, India, and Sweden, 

which was adopted by the General Assembly on Dec. 20, 1960, as Resolution 1577 
(XV), posty p. 374.

A/C.1/L.258 was the draft resolution presented by 24 nations (later 26), which 
was subsequently revised and adopted by the General Assembly on Dec. 20, 1960, 
as Resolution 1578 (XV), post, p. 375.

* Resolution 1577 (XV), p. 374.
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statement of November 29,  ̂ that many of these problems are not 
merely side issues which can be easily removed by compromise. 
They are questions of a fundamental nature affecting the security 
interests of all countries. Upon the satisfactory solution of these 
problems depends the success of the Geneva Conference. These basic 
issues include such questions as the staflBng of on-site inspection teams, 
special aircraft sampling flights, the number and the installation schedule 
of control posts, safeguards for a seismic research program, criteria for 
conducting on-site inspection, high altitude provisions, duration of the 
moratorium on small underground tests, the number of on-site in
spections to be carried out annually in the territories of the Soviet 
Union, the United Kingdom and the United States, explosions for 
peaceful uses and voting on budgetary and financial questions.

My government has a much more fundamental problem with opera
tive paragraph 2 which 'W ges the parties concerned in these negotia
tions to continue their present voluntary suspension of the testing of 
nuclear weapons'\

Last year, when the United States supported a similar resolution, 
my government subscribed to a volimtar^ test moratorium. How
ever, on December 29, 1959, President Eisienhower announced that 
the moratorium would end on December 31, 1959.^

At the same time, he announced that the United States would 
not resume nuclear weapons tests without stating in advance its in
tention to do so. This is still the poUcy of the United States Govern
ment.

My government is frankly concerned over the possibility that an 
indefinite extension of the voluntary suspension on nudear testing 
may come to be regarded as an acceptable alternative to the achieve
ment of a safeguarded agreement on nuclear testing. The United 
States does not wish to encourage any such behef. We believe the 
possibility of reaching an agreement on the suspension of nuclear 
tests would only be reduced and the chances of resumed testing would 
be increased if such an impression were given currency. Negotiations 
a t Geneva will not succeed— l̂et me repeat, they will not succeed— 
if only one side is interested in building a reasonable control system.

A system of agreed controls is an absolutely indispensable prereq
uisite to the permanent cessation of nuclear tests. We do not be
lieve, as some here seem to do, that simply stationing a delegation in 
Geneva is an acceptable substitute for such controls.

Futhermore, this is a point we cannot ignore here, as we cannot 
ignore it in other areas of disarmament, Soviet secrecy prevents us 
from having any clear idea about what is going on in that country.

1 Ante, pp. 354-364.
2 Documenia on Disarmament, 1945-1969, vol. II, p. 1690.
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Therefore, the United States is not prepared to accept indefinite, seK- 
imposed restraints which we have no way of knowing are not being 
systematically violated.

Thus far, the United States has reached no decision as to whether 
or when nuclear weapons tests will be resumed. Last year Am
bassador Lodge told the General Assembly, can assure you that the 
United States wiU continue to do everything in its power to enhance 
the prospects for success a t Geneva.^ Today, I reaflftrm that state
ment.

Mr. Chairman, because of the considerations I have just described, 
my delegation requests a paragraph by paragraph vote on these two 
resolutions.^

Now, Mr. Chairman, may I turn briefly to an explanation of our 
vote on the Irish resolution.^ I would like to make clear the position 
of my government with regard to the resolution introduced by the 
distinguished Foreign Minister of Lreland and to the problem to which 
it is addressed.

I  believe it is well known that the United States does not wish to see 
the proliferation of national nuclear weapons production capabilities 
and ownership. This view has been expressed many times in the past 
by my government. I t  is, moreover, reflected in our public laws 
which forbid the transfer of nuclear weapons to any other coimtry and 
also forbid the transfer of information which might assist any other 
country not abeady having a substantial nuclear capability to design 
or manufacture nuclear weapons.

The concern with which my country has viewed the prospects of an 
increasing mmiber of national states having nuclear weapons has also 
been reflected in our efforts in disarmament negotiations. In the 
first instance, these efforts were directed at preventing a nuclear arms 
race. Many here will remember the Baruch proposals and the sub
sequent General Assembly resolution of November 4, 1948, which, had 
they been accepted, would have halted the nuclear race before it had 
gotten under way.^ The more recent proposals my government has 
made in the nuclear field are aimed at bringing that race to a halt and 
beginning the reduction of existing nuclear weapons stocks.

Our concern over the spread of independent national nuclear capa
bilities is based on a belief that it would increase the complexities 
of bringing the nuclear race under control. The growth of independ
ent national capabilities would also tend to increase the chances that

1 Ibid,, p. 1643.
2 This was done, and all the paragraphs of both resolutions were adopted. See 

A/4680, p. 13.
3 On Dec. 19 the First Committee approved the Irish resolution (infra) by a 

vote of 68-0-20; the United States abstained.
 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969^ vol. I, pp. 7-16, 178-179.
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nuclear war might be started by accident, by miscalculation or even by 
design. I t  would further destabiUze the already precarious military 
balance in the world. These practical considerations are the basis for 
our concern, not any belief that the nuclear powers have a superior 
moral right to possess nuclear weapons or even to deny them to others. 
The nuclear powers cannot expect other nations indefinitely to deny 
to themselves such weapons as they may believe are required for their 
defense if they, the nuclear powers, refuse to accept the responsibility 
of halting their own build-up of nuclear weapons and refuse to 
begin the process of their destruction. This is why we have for so 
long sought action in the nuclear field by the nuclear powers. One 
of our concerns with this resolutidn, therefore, is that it does not rec
ognize the central responsibility of the nuclear powers.

In the arrangements which the United States has found it necessary 
and desirable to conclude with NATO in the interests of collective 
self-defense, we have sought to give expression to the above policy. 
The United States and its NATO partners have arrangements under 
which the defense forces of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
have atomic weapons available for their protection. American, as 
well as Allied forces, have in their possession the vehicles capable of 
carrying such weapons. The weapons themselves are maintained in 
a stockpile system under the custody of the United States in accord
ance with existing United States policy and law. This system pro- 
•vides the Alliance with effective resources to defend itself against an 
antagonist whose armed forces have at their disposal the most modern 
and destructive weapons and the means of their deUvery.

In today’s world, the most satisfactory protection against nuclear 
war is adequate defense, and we intend to maintain that defense. 
Ultimately, the only rehable protection against nuclear war lies in 
disarmament agreements with effective international control provi
sions which would go to the heart of the nuclear threat.

There is a further feature of the Irish resolution which causes my 
government concern. I t  calls for unverified commitment of indefi
nite duration. Such commitments are an unacceptable substitute 
for verified agreements. Unlike the United States, where democratic 
institutions insure full public discussion, certain areas of the world 
are closed societies, and without control arrangements, suspicions of 
violations are likely to result. Trust is decreased and suspicion in
creased imder such arrangements. The cause of disarmament would 
suffer rather than be advanced by such commitments.

Because my government fully recognizes and sympathizes with the 
motivation behind the Irish resolution, we will not vote against it.

For the reasons I have mentioned, however, we cannot support the 
resolution and will therefore abstain.
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General Assembly Resolution 1576 (XV): Prevention 
of the Wider Dissemination of Nuclear Weapons, 
December 20 ^

The Qeneral Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1380 (XIV) of 20 November 1959,^
Recognizing the urgent danger that now exists that an increase in 

the number of States possessing nuclear weapons may occur, aggra
vating international tension and the difficulty of maintaining world 
peace, and thus rendering more difficult the attainment of general 
.disarmament agreement,

Noting with regret that the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee 
.did not find it possible to consider this problem which was referred to 
i t  by General Assembly resolution 1380 (XIV),

Believing in the necessity of an international agreement, subject to 
inspection and control, whereby the Powers producing nuclear weap
ons would refrain from relinquishing control of such weapons to any 
nation not possessing them and whereby Powers not possessing such 
weapons would refrain from manufacturing them,

Believing jurther that, pending the conclusion of such an interna
tional agreement, it is desirable that temporary and voluntary meas- 
;ures be taken to avoid the aggravation of this danger,

1. Calls upon all Governments to make every eflfort to achieve per
manent agreement on the prevention of the wider dissemination of 
such weapons;

2. Calls upon Powers producing such weapons, as a temporary and 
voluntary measure pending the negotiation of such a permanent 
agreement, to refrain from relinquishing control of such weapons to 
any nation not possessing them and from transmitting to it the infor
mation necessary for their manufacture;

3. Calls upon Powers not possessing such weapons, on a similar 
temporary and volimtary basis, to refrain from manufacturing these 
weapons and from otherwise attempting to acquire them.

1 A/RES/1576 (XV), I>ec. 27, 1960. The resolution was approved by a vote 
o f  6&-0-26, the following countries abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Bra> 
*il, CWna, Colombia, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, France, Greece, 
Guatemala, Haiti, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Nicaragua, Paraguay, 
Peru, the Philippines, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, Uruguay, the Union of South 
Africa, the United Kingdom, and the United States.

• Documents on Diaarmament, 1946-1969, vol. II, p. 1647.
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General Assembly Resolution 1577 (XV): Suspension of 
Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests, December 20 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1252 B (X III) of 4 November 1958^ and 

1402 (XIV) of 21 November 1959,^
Considering the importance and m’gency of an agreement on the 

prohibition of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons tests, with effective 
international control,

Noting with satisjaction that further progress with regard to such an 
agreement has been achieved at the negotiations in Geneva since the 
fourteenth session of the General Assembly and that the States con
cerned have voluntarily suspended such tests since the autumn of 1958,

1. Urges the States concerned to seek a solution for the few remain
ing questions, so that the conclusion of the agreement will be achieved 
at an early date;

2. Urges the States concerned in these negotiations to continue 
their present voluntary suspension of the testing of nuclear weapons ;

3. Requests the parties concerned to report the results of their 
negotiations to the Disarmament Commission and to the General 
Assembly.

1 A/RES/1577 (XV), Dec. 27, 1960. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 
88-0-5, the following countries abstaining: Belgium, France, Spain, Turkey, and 
the United States.

2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1214-1217.
* Ihid,f pp. 1548-1549.
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General Assembly Resolution 1578 (XV): Suspension 
of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests, December 20 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1379 (XIV) of 20 November 1959  ̂ and 

1402 (XIV) of 21 November 1959,^
Continuing to bear in mind the profound concern evinced by the 

peoples of all countries regarding the testing of nuclear and thermo- 
nuclear weapons and the consequences thereof,

Recognizing that, as a result of the endeavours at Geneva of the 
parties concerned, substantial progress has been made towards reach
ing agreement on the cessation of the testing of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons, under appropriate international control.

Recognizing jvrther that agreement on the cessation of tests of 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is not only imperative but 
urgent,

1. Urges the States concerned to make every effort to reach agree
ment as soon as possible on the cessation of tests of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons, under appropriate international control;

2. Urges the States concerned in the Geneva negotiations to con
tinue their present voluntary suspension of the testing of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear weapons, and requests other States to refrain from 
undertaking such tests;

3. Requests the States concerned in the Geneva negotiations:

(а)  To keep the Disarmament Commission periodically informed 
of the progress of their negotiations;

(б) To report the results of their negotiations to the Disarmament 
Commission and to the General Assembly.

 ̂ A/RES/1578 (XV), Dec. 28, 1960. The resolution was approved by a vote of 
83-0-11, the following countries abstaining: Belgium, China, France, Greece, 
Israel, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Spain, Turkey, the Union of South Africa, 
and the United States.

2 Documents on Disarmamenij 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1546-1547.
3 Ibid., pp. 1548-1549.
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Agreed Parts of the Draft Treaty 
on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests

Agreed Text oj Preamble *

The Parties to this Treaty
Pursuing the aim of reducing international competition in armaments and in 

the development of new weapons of war;
Endeavouring to take a practical step towards the achievement of the objectives 

of the United Nations in the field of disarmament including the eventual elimina
tion and prohibition of nuclear weapons under effective international control and 
the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only;

Desirous of bringing about the permanent discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
test explosions;

Recognizing that the establishment and continuous operation of effective 
international control is essential to the achievement of this objective;

Hoping that all other countries will also join in undertakings not to carry out 
nuclear weapons tests and to ensure the satisfactory operation of that control 
throughout the world;

Confident that a discontinuance of such tests under effective control will make 
possible progress toward agreement on measures of disarmament

Have agreed as follows:

Texts oj Agreed Draft Articles *

Article 1

Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes, subject to the provisions of this 
Treaty and its Annexes:

(a) to prohibit and prevent the carrying out of nuclear weapons test explosions 
at any place under its jurisdiction or control; and

(b) to refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way participating in, the 
carrying out of nuclear weapons test explosions anywhere.

Article B

(a) For the purpose of assuring that the obligations assumed in this Treaty are 
carried out by the Parties there is hereby established a Control Organization up
on the terms and conditions set forth in this Treaty and the Annexes thereto;

(b) Each of the Parties agrees to co-operate promptly and fully with the Control 
Organization established under paragraph (a) of this Article and to assist the 
Control Organization in the discharge of its responsibilities pursuant to the pro

1 Department of State Bulletin^ Sept. 26, 1960, p. 494.
* Unless otherwise noted, the texts of the following articles are reprinted from 

the Department of State Bulletinj  pp. 494r-496.
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visions of this Treaty and the provisions of any agreement which the Parties shall 
have concluded with the Control Organization.

Article S

1. The Control Organization established under Article 2 of this Treaty shall 
consist of: a Control Commission, hereinafter referred to as “the Commission” ; 
a Detection and Identification System, hereinafter referred to as ‘‘the System” ; a 
Chief Executive OflScer, hereinafter referred to as **the Administrator” ; and a 
Conference of Parties to the Treaty, hereinafter referred to as ‘‘the Conference”.

2. The Headquarters of the Control Organization shall be located at Vienna.

Article 4

1. The Commission shall consist of one representative from each of the following 
States:

(a) The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America, as original 
Parties to this Treaty; and

(b) four other Parties to the Treaty elected by the Conference.

2. The States referred to in paragraph 1 (b) of this Article shall be elected and 
shall serve for a period of two years, and shall be eligible for re-election.

3. The representatives elected to the first elected Commission shall serve from 
the time of their election until the end of the third regular session of the Conference. 
The representatives elected at the third regular session of the Conference, and 
biennially thereafter, shall serve from the end of the Conference at which they 
are elected until the end of the Conference which elects their successors.

I n s t a l l a t i o n  a n d  O p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  S y s t e m  i n  P a r t i e s ’ T e r r i t o r i e s  ^

Each of the original Parties and all other Parties to this Treaty agree to accept 
on territory under their jurisdiction or control components of the System which 
is established on the basis of the report of the Conference of Experts to Study the 
Methods of Detecting Violations of a Possible Agreement on the Suspension of 
Nuclear Tests and shall be installed and shall operate in accordance with the 
provisions of this Treaty and its Annexes.

U n d e r t a k i n g s  C o n c e r n i n g  C o - o p e r a t i o n  W i t h  t h e  S y s t e m

1. Each of the Parties undertakes to assure that adequate and expeditious 
transportation is available from the point of entry, or within its territory to the 
site of any element of the System or any area where an on-site inspection is to be 
conducted.

2. Each of the Parties undertakes to enter into appropriate arrangements with 
the Commission for the utilization of existing meteorological and commercial 
aircraft flights over ocean areas for routine air-sampling purposes.

3. Each of the Parties undertakes to enter into appropriate arrangements with 
the Commission to have aircraft immediately available for special flights, carried 
out pursuant to the provisions of —, over territory under its jurisdiction or con
trol or to permit such special flights by aircraft forming part of the System.

4. Each of the Parties undertakes to enter into appropriate arrangements with 
the Commission for the utilization of existing weather or geophysical exploration 
vessels for use as components of the System.

No number has yet been assigned to this and the following agreed draft 
articles.
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5. Each of the Parties undertakes to give inspection groups, despatched pur
suant to the provisions of —, immediate and undisputed access to the area in 
which an on-site inspection is to be conducted, to refrain from interference with 
any operation of an inspection group and to give such groups the assistance they 
may require in the performance of their mission.

6.1
T h e  C o n f e r e n c e

1. The Conference consisting of representatives of Parties to this Treaty shall 
meet in regular annual session and in such special sessions as shall be convened by 
the Administrator at the request of the Commission or of a majority of Parties 
to the Treaty. The sessions shall take place at the headquarters of the Organiza
tion unless otherwise determined by the Conference.

2. At such sessions, each Party to the Treaty shall be represented by not more 
than three delegates who may be accompanied by alternates and advisers. The 
cost of attendance of any delegations shall be borne by the State concerned.

3. The Conference shall elect a President and such other officers as may be 
required at the beginning of each session. They shall hold office for the duration 
of the session. The Conference, subject to the provisions of this Treaty, shall 
adopt its own rules of procedure. Each Party to the Treaty shall have one vote. 
Decisions on budgetary matters shall be made pursuant to Article — and deci
sions on amendments pursuant to Article — . Decisions on other questions, 
including the determination of additional questions or categories of questions to 
be decided by a two-thirds majority, shall be made by a simple majority of the 
Parties to the Treaty present and voting.

4. The Conference may discuss any questions or any matters within the scope 
of this Treaty or relating to the powers and functions of any organs provided for 
in this Treaty and may make recommendations to the Parties or to the Com
mission or to both on any such questions or matters.

6. The Conference shall:

(a) elect States to serve on the Commission in accordance with Article 4;
(b) consider the annual and any special report of the Commission;
(c) approve the budget recommended by the Commission in accordance with 

paragraph — of Article — ;
(d) approve reports to be submitted to the United Nations as required by any 

relationship agreement between the Organization and the United Nations; or 
return them to the Commission with the recommendations of the Conference;

(e) approve any agreement or agreements between the Organization and, the 
United Nations or other organizations as provided in Article — or return such 
agreement with its recommendations to the Commission for re-submission to the 
Conference;

(f) approve amendments to this Treaty in accordance with Article — .

6. The Conference shall have the authority:

(a) to take decisions on any matter specifically referred to the Conference for 
this purpose by the Commission;

(b) to propose matters for consideration by the Commission and request from 
the Commission reports on any matter relating to the functions of the Commission.

 ̂Paragraph 6 will be drafted to make provision for high-altitude detection 
after this matter has been further discussed. [Footnote in original text.]



APPENDIX I 379

P e r i o d i c  R e v i e w  o f  t h e  S y s t e m

1. Two years after the coming into force of this Treaty, the Commission shall 
review the System established under this Treaty in order to:

(a) evaluate its effectiveness for verifying compliance with the obligations 
set forth in Articles 1 and — of this Treaty;

(b) determine in the light of experience and scientific progress whether any 
specific improvements should be made or new elements added to the System;

(c) consider such measures to improve or maintain the effectiveness of the 
System as may be proposed by any Party to the Treaty in the light of experience 
in the operation of the Treaty.

2. The System may be reviewed by the Commission annually thereafter for 
the same purpose upon request of the Conference or any of the original Parties.

P k i v i l e g e s  a n d  I m m u n i t i e s

The privileges and immunities which the Organization, its staff and the repre
sentatives of Parties shall be granted by the Parties, and the legal capacity which 
the Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of the Parties, shall be as set 
forth in Annex II of this Treaty.^

R e l a t i o n s h i p s  W i t h  O t h e r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  O r g a n i z a t i o n s

1. The Commission, with the approval of the Conference, is authorized to enter 
into an agreement or agreements establishing an appropriate relationship between 
the Organization and the United Nations.

2. The Commission, with the approval of the Conference, shall arrange for the 
Organization to be brought into an appropriate relationship with any international 
organization which may in the future be established among any of the Parties to 
this Treaty to supervise disarmament and arms control measures.

A n n e x e s

The Annexes to this Treaty form an integral part of this Treaty.

P a r t i e s  t o  t h e  T r e a t y

The Parties to this Treaty shall be:

1. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America, referred to 
herein as the ‘̂ original Parties^\

2.2

1 GEN/DNT/75, adopted Oct. 17, 1960 (GEN/DNT/PV.255, pp. 3-8). This 
text of the article on privileges and immunities replaces an earlier version adopted 
on May 6, 1959 (GEN/DNT/15/Add. 15; Department of State Bulletiuf Sept. 26, 
1960, p. 495).

’ Item 2 will contain provision for other States to become parties to the agree
ment. Although there is agreement in principle on this part, language has not 
yet been worked out among the three negotiating powers. [Footnote in original 
text
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S i g n a t u r e , R a t i f i c a t i o n , A c c e p t a n c e  a n d  E n t r y  i n t o  F o r c e

1. This Treaty shall be open for signature o n -----------------by the States referred’
to in paragraph — of Article —, and shall remain open for signature by those 
States for a period of six months.

2. The signatory States shall become Parties to this Treaty by deposit of an 
instrument of ratification.

3. Instruments of ratification by signatory States and instruments of accept
ance by States referred to in paragraph 2 of Article — shall be deposited with the 
Government o f -------------------, hereby designated as the depositary Government.

4. Ratification or acceptance of this Treaty shall be effected by States in 
accordance with their respective constitutional processes.

5. This Treaty shall enter into force when all the original Parties have deposited 
instruments of ratification in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article. Instru
ments of ratification and instruments of acceptance deposited thereafter shall 
take effect on the date of their deposit.

6. The depositary Government shall promptly inform all States signatory to 
this Treaty of the date of each deposit of ratification and the date of entry into 
force of the Treaty. The depositary Government shall promptly inform all 
signatories and Parties to the Treaty of the dates on which States subsequently 
become Parties thereto.

R e g i s t r a t i o n

1. This Treaty shall be registered by the depositwy Government pursuant to 
Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

2. Agreements between the Organization and any Party to this Treaty or 
any other State or public international organization shall be submitted for 
registration by the Commission with the United Nations.

D u r a t i o n

This Treaty shall remain in force indefinitely subject to the inherent right of 
a Party to withdraw and be relieved of obligations hereunder if the provisions 
of the Treaty and its Annexes, including those providing for the timely installation 
and effective operation of the control system, are not being fulfilled and observed.

A m e n d m e n t s

Amendments to this Treaty and its Annexes shall enter into force for all Parties 
to the Treaty when they have been adopted by a vote of two-thirds of the Mem
bers of the Conference and ratified in accordance with their respective consti
tutional processes by two-thirds of the Parties to this Treaty, including all the 
original Parties.

A u t h e n t i c  T e x t s

This Treaty, of which the English and Russian texts are equally authentic, 
shall be deposited in the archives of the depositary Government. Duly certi
fied copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the depositary Government to 
the Governments of the other signatory States and to the Governments of States 
which become Parties to this Treaty pursuant to paragraph — of Article —.

I n  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed this Treaty.
D o n e  a t ________________________ , t h i s  day o f ____________ , one

thousand nine hundred a n d _________
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Texf of Agreed Draft Annex II ̂

Privileges and Immunities

Article 1 

D e f i n i t i o n s

In this Annex:

(1) The expression ‘̂representatives of Parties to this Treaty” includes rep
resentatives on or to any organ of the Organization established under the pro
visions of this Treaty, including the Conference, together with the members 
of their official staffs.

(2) The expression ‘‘representatives of Parties to this Treaty on the Control 
Commission” includes all members of the official staffs of such representatives 
except those whose duties are clerical. For the purpose of this Annex such 
clerical personnel shall be deemed to come within the class of persons referred 
to in sub-paragraph (1) of this Article.

(3) The expression “members of the Organization staff” includes the Admin
istrator and all the employees of the Organization.

(4) The term “expert” shall mean an individual performing a mission on be
half of the Organization either at the headquarters of the Organization or in the 
territory of a Party to this Treaty.

(5) The term “host government” shall mean the government of the country in 
which the headquarters of the Organization is located.

Article 2 

JUBIDICAL PbBSONALITT

A. The Organization shall possess juridical personality. It shall have the 
capacity (a) to contract, (b) to acquire and dispose of property, (c) to institute 
and defend legal proceedings.

B. The Organization may provide for suitable identification of ships and 
aircraft employed on the official service of the Organization.

Article S 

P r o p e r t y , F u n d s  a n d  A s s e t s

A. The Organization, its property and assets, wherever located and by whom
soever held, shall enjoy immunity from every form of legal process except in so 
far as in any particular case the Commission, on behalf of the Organization, has 
expressly waived this immunity, but such express waiver of immunity shall not 
extend to any measure of execution or detention of property.

B. The premises of the Organization shall be inviolable. The property and 
assets of the Organization, wherever located and by whomsoever held, shall be 
immune from search, requisition, confiscation, expropriation and any other form 
of interference, whether by executive, administrative, judicial or legislative 
action.

C. The archives of the Organization and all documents belonging to it or 
held by it or by its staff or experts on its behalf shall be inviolable wherever 
located.

D. The Organization, without being restricted by finac^cial controls, regula
tions or moratoria of any kind, may, subject to the obligation to give effect as far

> GEN/DNT/16/Add. 20, Oct. 17, 1960.
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as is practicable to representations made to it by any Party, exercise the fol
lowing rights:

(1) To hold currency of any kind and operate accounts in any currency;
(2) To transfer its funds freely from, to, or within any country Party to this 

Treaty and convert any currency held by it into any other currency.

E. The Organization, its assets, income and other property shall be:

(1) Exempt from all direct taxes except those taxes which are in reality a 
charge for specific services;

(2) Exempt from all customs duties, prohibitions and restrictions on im
ports and exports in respect of articles imported or exported by the Organization 
for its oflScial use; articles imported under such exemption shall not be disposed 
of, by sale or by gift, in the country into which they are imported except under 
conditions approved by the Government of that country;

(3) Exempt from all customs duties, prohibitions and restrictions on im
ports and exports in respect of its publications.

F. The Organization shall be exempt from taxes imposed directly on its ex
penditure transactions but not exempt from those taxes which are in reality a 
charge for specific services.

Article 4 

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s

A. Each Party shall take appropriate steps necessary to ensure that its domes
tic and international telecommunication services accord to telecommunications 
of the Organization treatment at least equal to government telecommunications 
with respect to priority of transmission, and accord these telecommunications 
higher priority, i.e., special priority as accorded to the United Nations Organi
zation in emergencies, when requested, and that rates charged shall be no higher 
than minimum government rates. Postal communications shall be handled 
in the most expeditious manner possible.

B. No censorship shall be applied to the official correspondence and other 
official communications of the Organization.

C. The Organization shall have the right to use codes known to all Parties 
and to despatch and receive by courier or in sealed bags only official correspond
ence, other official communications, and objects intended for official use. Such 
couriers and sealed bags shall have the same immunities and privileges as diplo
matic couriers and bags.

D. Nothing in paragraphs B and C of this Article shall be construed to pre
clude the adoption of appropriate security precautions to be determined by 
agreement between a Party and the Organization.

Article 5

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  P a r t i e s  t o  t h i s  T r e a t y

A. Representatives of Parties to this Treaty on the Control Commission shall 
enjoy, in the territory of the host government, the same privileges and immunities 
as the host government accords diplomatic envoys accredited to it.

B. Representatives of Parties to this Treaty on the Control Commission shall 
enjoy, while present in the territory of another Party in the discharge of Com
mission duties, the same privileges and immunities as the Party accords diplo
matic envoys accredited to it.
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C. Representatives of Parties to this Treaty shall enjoy, while present in 
the territory of the host government and while in the territory of another Party 
in the discharge of their official duties and during their journey to and from 
the place of meeting, the following privileges and immunities:

(1) Immunity from arrest, detention or any legal process with respect 
to words spoken or written and acts done by them in their oflBcial capacity;

(2) Inviolability for all their official papers and documents;
(3) The right to use codes, couriers, and sealed bags in communicating 

with their Governments, their staffs and with the Organization;
(4) The same exemption in respect of themselves and their spouses from 

immigration restrictions, aliens  ̂ registration and national service obligations 
as is accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of diplomatic missions;

(5) The same facilities with respect to currency or exchange restrictions 
as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of diplomatic missions;

(6) The same immunities and facilities with respect to their personal baggage 
as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of diplomatic missions;

(7) The right to import free of duty their furniture and effects at the time 
of first arrival to take up their posts in the territory of a Party and, on the ter
mination of their functions there, to re-export such furniture and effects free of 
duty; furniture and effects so imported shall not be disposed of, by sale or by 
gift, in such territory except under conditions approved by the Government 
thereof.

D. A representative to whom this Article applies shall, during any period 
when he is present in the territory of another Party for the discharge of his duties, 
be exempt from taxation on his official salary and emoluments, and where the 
legal incidence of any other form of taxation depends upon residence, any such 
period shall, for the purposes of determining his liability to taxation, be treated 
as not being a period of residence in that territory.

E. The Administrator shall communicate to the Parties concerned the names 
of the representatives and members of their official staffs to whom paragraph B 
of this Article applies and the probable duration of their stay in the territories 
of such other Parties.

F. The privileges and immunities accorded under paragraphs A, B, and C are 
not for the personal benefit of the individuals themselves, but in order to safe
guard th e. independent exercise of their functions in connexion with the Organi
zation. Consequently, a Party not only has the right, but is under a duty to 
waive the immunity of its representatives and their staffs in any case where, 
in its opinion, the immunity would impede the course of justice and can be waived 
without prejudice to the purposes for which the immunity is accorded.

G. The provisions of paragraphs A to E above shall not require any Piarty 
to grant any of the privileges or immunities referred to therein to any person 
who is its national or any person who is its representative or is a member of the 
staff of such representative.

Article 6

O r g a n i z a t i o n  S t a f f  a n d  E x p e r t s

A. The Administrator and the deputies of the Administrator shall be accorded 
the privileges and immunities normally accorded to diplomatic envoys.
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B. All other members of the Organization staff shall be accorded the following 
privileges and immunities:

(1) Immunity from arrest or detention whenever assigned to a control 
post, an inspection group, or a routine or special flight; and at all times immunity 
from arrest, detention or any legal process with respect to words spoken or written 
and acts done by them in the performance of their oflBcial functions;

(2) The same facilities with respect to currency or exchange restrictions 
as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of diplomatic missions;

(3) The same immunities and facilities with respect to their personal baggage 
as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of diplomatic missions;

(4) The same exemption from immigration restrictions, aliens  ̂ registration 
and national service obligations for themselves, their spouses and members of 
their immediate families residing with them and dependent on them as is accorded 
to comparable categories of the staffs of diplomatic missions;

(5) The same repatriation facilities in time of international crisis for them
selves, their spouses and members of their immediate families residing with them 
and dependent on them, as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of 
diplomatic missions;

(6) The right to import free of duty their furniture and effects at the time 
of first arrival to take up their posts in the territory of a Party and, on the termi
nation of their functions there, to re-export such furniture and effects free of duty; 
furniture and effects so imported shall not be disposed of, by sale or by gift, in 
such territory except irnder conditions approved by the Government thereof.

C. Every expert performing a mission for the Organization either at the head* 
quarters of the Organization or in the territory of a Party shall be accorded the 
following privileges and immunities:

(1) Immunity from arrest or detention;
(2) Immunity from legal process in respect to words spoken or written and 

acts done by him in the performance of his official functions;
(3) The same exemption from immigration restrictions, aliens  ̂ registration 

and national service obligations as is accorded to comparable categories of the 
staffs of diplomatic missions;

(4) Immunities and privileges specified in items (2) and (3) of paragraph B 
of this Article.

D. Every member of the Organization staff and every expert shall be exempt 
from taxation on the salaries and emoluments paid to him by the Organization.

E. The Administrator shall keep the Parties currently informed as to each 
individual to whom any of the foregoing paragraphs of this Article is applicable. 
A Party shall always be entitled to notification of the name and responsibility 
of any such individual before his arrival for official duties in the territory of that 
Party, so that it may have an opportunity to comment to the Administrator 
upon the proposed assignment of such expert or member of the Organization 
staff.

F. Privileges and immunities are granted to members of the Organization staff 
and to experts in the interests of the Organization and not for the personal benefit 
of the individuals themselves. The Administrator shall have the right and the 
duty to waive the immunity of any such individual in any case where the immu
nity would impede the course of justice and can be waived without prejudice to 
the interests of the Organization. In the case of the Administrator his immunity 
may be waived by the Commission provided the Commission finds the immunity
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would impede the course of justice and can be waived without prejudice to the 
interests of the Organization.

G. The provisions of paragraphs A to D inclusive above shall not require any 
Party to grant any of the privileges or immunities referred to therein to any per
son who is its national, except:

(1) Immunity from arrest, detention or any legal process with respect to 
words spoken or written and acts done by him in the performance of his official 
functions for the Organization;

(2) Facilities with respect to currency or exchange restrictions so far as 
necessary for the effective exercise of his fimctions.

Article 7 

A b u s e s  o f  Pi^iviLBass

A. The Organization shall at all times cooperate with the appropriate authori
ties of Parties to facilitate the proper administration of justice, secure the ob
servance of police regulations, and prevent the occurrence of an abuse of the 
privileges and immunities set out in this Annex.

B. If any Party considers that there has been an abuse of the privilege of resi
dence in its territory or of any other privilege or immunity granted by this Annex, 
the following procedure shall be adopted:

(1) In the case of an £̂ buse by the Administrator, consultations shall be 
held between the Party and the Commission to determine the action to be taken.

(2) In the case of an abuse by any individual referred to in paragraphs (1) 
or (2) of Article 1, the Party which considers that there has been an abuse may, 
after consultation with the Party whose representative is concerned and in ac
cordance with the diplomatic procedure applicable to diplomatic envoys ac
credited to the former Party, require the representative to leave its territory.

(3) In the case of an abuse by any individual referred to in paragraphs B 
and C of Article 6, the Party which considers that there has been an abuse may, 
after consultation with the Administrator and, in the event of disagreement, 
with the Commission, require the Administrator to arrange for an immediate 
replacement.

Article 8 

L a i s s e z - P a s s e r

A. Members of the staff of the Organization and experts on missions on behalf 
of the Organization shall be entitled to use a special laissez^-passer procedure 
modelled on the United Nations laissez^paaser procedure, to be evolved by the 
Administrator pursuant to regulations approved by the Commission.

B. Parties shall recognize and accept the Organization laissez-passer issued to 
members of the staff of the Organization and to experts on missions on behalf of 
the Organization as valid travel documents.

C. Members of the staff of the Organization and experts travelling on the Or
ganization laissez-passer on the business of the Organization, shall be granted the 
same facilities for travel as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of 
diplomatic missions.

Article 9

I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a n d  S u p p l e m e n t a r y  A g r e e m e n t s

A. The provisions of this Annex shall be interpreted in the light of the functions 
with which the Organization is entrusted by this Treaty and its Annexes.
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B. The provisions of this Annex shall in no way limit or prejudice the privileges 
and immunities which have been, or may hereafter he, accorded to the Organiza
tion by a State by reason of the location, in the territory of that State, of the 
headquarters or other components and agencies of the Organization. The Or
ganization may conclude with any Party or Parties agreements supplementing 
the provisions of this Annex, so far as that Party or those Parties are concerned.

Text of Agreed Draft Annex III ^

T h e  P i ê p a r a t o k y  C o m m i s s i o n

A. A Preparatory Commission, consisting of one representative from each of the 
original Parties to this Treaty, shall come into existence on the day after this 
Treaty shall have been signed by all the original Parties. The Preparatory Com
mission shall remain in existence until the Control Commission has been elected 
in accordance with Article 4 of this Treaty.

B. Except as provided in Section E of this Annex, the Preparatory Commission 
shall take decisions by agreement among the three original parties, adopt its own 
rules of procedure, meet as often as necessary and determine its own place of 
meeting. It shall appoint an executive secretary and such staff as shall be neces
sary, who shall exercise such powers and perform such duties as the Preparatory 
Commission may determine.

C. The expenses of the Preparatory Commission may be met by a loan provided 
by the United Nations or by advances from governments. The repayment of 
loans shall be included as an item in the budget for the Control Organization’s first 
financial period. The Preparatory Commission shall make the necessary arrange
ments with the appropriate authorities of the United Nations for repayment of 
the loan. Advances from governments may be set off against assessments of the 
governments concerned levied in accordance with the provisions of Article — .

D. Pending deposit of instruments of ratification of the Treaty by all the 
original Parties, the Preparatory Commission shall:

1. Conduct preliminary technical studies and consultations with regard to the 
location, installation, and equipping of control posts and other components of the 
Control Organization, including:

(a) geological and topographic map studies of geographical areas of the world 
where control posts are to be located;

(b) consultations with technical representatives of the original Parties for the 
purpose of adopting standard construction designs for control posts and regional 
offices and of choosing types of equipment for each of the four basic methods of 
detection;

(c) studies of the surveys which will be required for selecting sites for control 
posts;

(d) studies of communication requirements;
(e) consultations with the original Parties for equipping and utilizing their 

aircraft for routine flights and vessels to be stationed in accordance with the 
Treaty and its Annexes;

(f) studies of requirements for standard time transmission and reception to 
ensure accurate relative time at all control posts and other components of the 
Control Organization.

 ̂ Department of State Bulletin  ̂ Sept. 26, 1960, pp. 496-497.
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2. Draw up detailed requirements and regulations for the staflSng of the Or
ganization and invite applications for posts to be filled during the initial operations 
of the Organization;

3. Draw up requirements and invite applications for the post of Administrator;
4. Recommend the site in Vienna of the permanent headquarters of the Or

ganization; 1 draw up recommendations for the provisions of a headquarters agree
ment defining the status of the Organization and its rights and relationship with 
the host country; ,

5. Draw up detailed plans for the day-to-day technical and administrative 
operations of the Organization;

6. Draw up for submission to the Conference the budget for the Organization's 
first financial period and a recommended scale of assessment in accordance with 
Article— of this Treaty;

7. In conjunction with the United Nations, initiate the preparation of a draft 
agreement which would be in accordance with Article—of this Treaty;

8. Make arrangements for the convening of the first Conference, to be held 
not later than six months from the date instruments of ratification have been 
deposited by all the original Parties.

E. 1. On the day after deposit of instruments of ratification of the Treaty by 
all the original Parties, or as soon thereafter as possible, the Preparatory Com
mission shall be enlarged, to consist of one representative from each of the original 
Parties to this Treaty and one representative from four other states, chosen by 
agreement between the three original Parties from among those states which at 
that time have deposited instruments of ratification of the Treaty.

2. The Preparatory Commission thus enlarged shall exercise the powers con
ferred upon the Control Commission by the Treaty, in accordance with the pro
cedures therein specified for the Control Commission. After the Preparatory 
Commission has been enlarged and pending the appointment of the Administrator, 
the executive secretary of the Preparatory Commission shall exercise the powers 
conferred upon the Administrator by the Treaty.

3. Pending the enlargement of the Preparatory Commission pursuant to para
graph (1) of this Section, the Preparatory Commission shall continue to exercise 
only those functions listed in Section D of this Annex.

 ̂ Possible provision for recommendations concerning location of regional offices 
to be considered later. [Footnote in original text.]
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Article by William J. Gehron: Geneva Conference 
on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, September 26 ^

Genesis of the Conference

President Eisenhower, in a letter of January 12, 1958, to Premier Nikolai 
Bulganin,* proposed that, in order to pave the way for a possible political decision 
on the various aspects of disarmament, the United States and the Soviet Union 
convene groups of experts to study the technical questions involved. This pro
posal was accepted in part by the Soviet Union when it agreed on May 9 to parti
cipate in a technical conference on the question of nuclear test cessation.* Al
though it was initially agreed that the discussions should proceed without prej
udice to any political decisions, in subsequent communications the Soviet Union 
sought unsuccessfully to gain prior commitment from the United States that a 
successful outcome of the conference would lead automatically to a ^^universal 
cessation’  ̂ of nuclear weapons testing.^

As a result of this correspondence between the United States and the Soviet 
Union, a Conference of Experts To Study the Possibility of Detecting Violations 
of a Possible Agreement on the Suspension of Nuclear Tests met at U.N. Euro
pean headquarters at Geneva, Switzerland, on July 1, 1958. It was generally as
sumed that if the experts agreed it was technically feasible to detect nuclear 
tests—at the end of their 7-week conference the experts did reach this conclusion—  
political negotiations looking toward a controlled cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests would follow.

On August 21, 1958, the Conference of Experts adopted a final report, which 
was made public on August 30, 1958.® On the following day President Eisen
hower issued a statement welcoming the report and setting forth U.S. aspirations 
for negotiating an agreement on the suspension of nuclear weapons tests on the 
basis of the experts* recommendations. In part, the statement said:

The United States, taking account of the Geneva conclusions, 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 establishment of an international control system on the basis of the 
experts’ report.

If this is accepted in principle by the other nations which have tested nuclear 
weapons, then in order to facilitate the detailed negotiations the United States 
is prepared, unless testing is resumed by the Soviet Union, to withhold further

1 Department of State Bulletin^ Sept. 26, 1960, pp. 482-494. Mr. Gehron is a 
member of the staff of the United States Disarmament Administration.

2 See Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1969, vol. II, pp. 938-940.
» Ihid.y p. 1038.
 ̂ See ibid., pp. 1082-1083.

* Ibid., pp. 1090-1111.
388
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testing on its part of atomic and hydrogen weapons 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) satisfactory progress is being made in reaching agreement 
on and implementing 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.^

Through exchanges of notes, it was agreed among the U.S., U.K., and U.S.S.R. 
that negotiations looking toward a controlled discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests would commence in Geneva on October 31, 1958.* The voluntary suspen
sion of nuclear weapons tests was carried out by the three negotiating powers at 
the time of or shortly after negotiations commenced.

Political Developments 

I n i t i a l  P o s i t i o n s

The Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests convened, as 
scheduled, at U.N. European headquarters at the Palais des Nations at Geneva 
on October 31, 1958. Since that time it has met continuously, except for the 
following recesses; December 19, 1958, to January 12, 1959; March 20 to April 
13, 1959; May 12 to June 8, 1959; August 28 to October 27, 1959; December 19, 
1959, to January 12, 1960; April 15 to April 24, 1960; and August 22 to September 
27, 1960.

The U.S. delegation was headed by Ambassador James J. Wadsworth, U.S. 
Representative on Disarmament and Deputy U.S. Representative to the United 
Nations. The head of the U.K. delegation was David Ormsby-Gore, Minister 
of State for Foreign Affairs (Sir Michael Wright later acting in his behalf), and 
Ambassador Semen Tsarapkin represented the Soviet Union. It was agreed 
that during the course of the negotiations the proceedings of the Conference 
would be considered private.

The meetings during November and December 1958 were concerned primarily 
with discussion of agenda and other procedural matters. The United States and 
the United Kingdom, maintaining that any agreement on the discontinuance of 
nuclear tests must also contain the details of an international system of control 
and an obligation to establish such a system, supported an agenda which called 
for discussion of control measures as the first item, with actual drafting of an 
agreement on the suspension of tests as the second item. The Soviet Union, on 
the other hand, maintained that, before controls were discussed, the Conference 
must reach agreement on a permanent cessation of tests. Its representative 
accordingly tabled at the first meeting a draft treaty which provided for an obliga
tion by the three negotiating states to cease forever all tests of nuclear weapons 
and to accept a system of verification based on the report of the Conference of 
Experts. The treaty, however, contained no provisions for the establishment of 
control machinery under international auspices.

The Soviet Union took the position that the important task before the Confer
ence was to agree to stop tests and that the details of international control over 
an agreement to this effect could be adequately agreed upon in a subsequent

J Ibid., pp. 1111-1112.
2 See ibid., pp. 1114, 1120, 1126-1127, 1143-1144, 1199-1200, 1206-1208.
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meeting of parties and included in a protocol which could later be attached to 
the treaty to discontinue tests.

The United States and the United Kingdom maintained that any agreement 
reached on a measure as far-reaching and vital to the security of the parties con
cerned must contain not only the obligations to discontinue nuclear testing and to 
refrain from assisting or participating with other nations in such tests but also 
firm and detailed provisions for the establishment and successful operation of an 
international control organization.

As the Conference moved into its second month, the Soviet Union agreed to 
discuss a treaty along the lines proposed by the United States and the United 
Kingdom. With this initial logjam broken, the Conference proceeded with its 
work of drafting a treaty.

An earnest approach to the key matter of an effective control system to police 
a ban on nuclear weapons testing commenced in the early days of 1959. Although 
the Soviet Union seemed willing to agree to a ban on nuclear weapons testing, its 
representatives appeared extremely reluctant to get down to cases on a control 
system which could effectively police such a ban. Because the United States 
and the United Kingdom considered a control system to be the essential element 
in the structure of a test ban treaty and because it was therefore necessary to 
focus Conference attention on this matter, the Western delegations on January 19 
announced a significant modification in their position vis-a-vis the Conference 
negotiations. Prior to this date the two Western Powers had maintained that a 
continued suspension of tests depended on a year-to-year determination that (a) 
an effective control system is installed and operating satisfactorily and (b) prog
ress is being made on other disarmament measures. The January 19 announce
ment stated that the continuation of a nuclear test suspension was no longer con
sidered contingent on progress in other disarmament areas and made it clear that 
agreement hinged solely on the requirement of effective control.^ In this manner 
control became the key to agreement and the core of the negotiations.

U.S. P k o p o s a l  o f  A p r i l  13, 1959

During the ^arly stages of the negotiations the United States submitted on 
January 5, 1959, certain technical data 2 which raised questions about the ade
quacy of certain aspects of the control system originally recommended by the 1958 
Geneva experts^ conference. In addition, the Soviet Union, although insisting 
on a comprehensive test ban agreement, was not only reluctant to consider this 
data but, as noted, was reluctant to accept on a political basis even the mini
mum requirements for effective controls. These factors were responsible for a 
number of major policy moves on the part of the United States and the United 
Kingdom, £>n the one hand, and the U.S.S.R., on the other.

The first significant shift was initiated by the United States during the months 
of April and May 1959 with an exchange of letters between President Eisenhower 
and Chairman Khrushchev. In both of his letters, dated April 13 and May 5, 
1959,3 the President suggested that, in the absence of Soviet agreement to controls 
that would be effective in all environments where nuclear weapons tests might 
be conducted, a phased agreement providing for discontinuance in certain en
vironments be negotiated. The President suggested banning all atmospheric 
tests initially. This agreement would then be expanded to other testing environ
ments as rapidly as corresponding measures of control could be agreed upon.

1 See GEN/DNT/PV.37, pp. 3-10.
2 GEN/DNT/25; Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959  ̂vol. II, pp. 1335-1336. 
8 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1969  ̂ vol. II, pp. 1392-1393, 1403-1405.
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Chairman Khrushchev, in letters of April 23 and May 14, 1959,  ̂ rejected the 
President's proposal and insisted that efforts continue with the sole objective 
•of concluding a treaty that would provide for the cessation of all types of nuclear 
weapons tests. He expressed the belief that it would not prove too difficult 
to find agreement on a comprehensive treaty, noting that the U.S.S.R. considered 
it possible to agree on a number of inspections which would fully guarantee the 
possibility of detection of violations of the agreement.

In his letter of May 5, 1959, President Eisenhower reiterated that an agreement 
providing for cessation of all nuclear weapons tests was the U.S. objective. 
However, until the Soviet Union accepted the measures of control that would 
make such an agreement possible, he called again for an initial agreement ban
ning atmospheric tests.

On the Soviet side, the exchange fostered a significant development. The 
United States for some time had called for further experts^ conferences to consider 
data submitted by the United States on the increased difficulties of detecting and 
identifying underground events and the problem of detecting high-altitude explo
sions—an area in which the 1958 experts’ conference had made no recommenda
tions for establishing controls. Until Chairman Khrushchev’s letter of May 14, 
1959, the Soviet Union had consistently rejected the idea of convening technical 
sessions on the grounds that the technical work had been completed by the experts 
in 1958 and any further experts’ meetings had no place in the political conference. 
However, Chairman Khrushchev, in his May 14 communication, expressed the 
Soviet Union’s willingness to join in an experts^ meeting on high-altitude controls. 
The precedent having been set, the Soviet Union, some 6 months later, also agreed 
to have experts discuss the matter of underground detection. The high-altitude 
technical conference resulted in submission to the political conference of agreed 
recommendations on controlling nuclear tests in this area.  ̂ The underground 
technical conference, however, concluded with major disagreement among the 
experts,^ and therefore the question of adequate control in this environment was 
left unresolved. The results of these conferences were reflected in further 
important policy moves.

U.S. P r o p o s a l  o f  F e b r u a r y  11, 1960

A second major political move occurred on February 11, 1960, when the United 
States again took the initiative by presenting to the Conference a proposal for a 
phased treaty which would immediately end all nuclear weapons tests in those 
•environments where effective control could be established.^

The proposal, which was supported by the United Kingdom, called for a ban on 
all tests above ground up to the maximum height to which effective controls 
could be agreed, all underwater tests, and all underground tests above a seismic 
magnitude “threshold” of 4.75 (corresponding, according to U.S. estimates, to a 
19-kiloton yield). At the same time, the proposal made provision for a joint 
research and experimentation program to improve detection of underground tests 
below the 4.75 threshold—an area in which the United States believed existing 
technical problems precluded adequate monitoring by the particular control 
system recommended by the Geneva experts in 1958. The United States felt 
that a phased approach would permit agreement to be reached on testing in most
• environments, while the remaining difficulties in the underground testing area

1 Ibid., pp. 1396-1398, 1409-1411.
2 See ibid., pp. 1427-1434.
8 See ibid.  ̂ pp. 1558-1587.
 ̂ Ante  ̂ pp. 33-39.
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were worked out through a research program. As the research program resulted 
in improved capabilities for identification of small underground disturbances, the 
threshold could be progressively lowered to match such improvements.

The 4.75 threshold was established to overcome the limitations in the abilit3r 
of the Geneva system to identify small underground disturbances and was ex
pressed in terms of signal strength, since Soviet and Western scientists were in 
general agreement as to the measurement of signals expressed in these terms but 
disagreed on its definition in terms of kiloton yields.

The immediate Soviet reply to the February 11 proposal rejected the main 
features of this phased treaty approach.^ However, the Soviet Union did accept 
the concept of a phased approach with respect to the criteria to be established 
for determining which underground disturbances would be eligible for inspection. 
In this connection the Soviet proposed, subject to agreement on a specific quota, 
of annual inspections, that the control system during the first few years of its 
operation should use a simplified criteria until a detailed study developed stricter 
criteria. The criteria proposed for this early period by the Soviet Union opened 
as eligible for inspection almost all events which produced a seismic signal and were 
located by the control system. This represented a significant shift in the Soviet 
position on criteria, since up to this time the Soviets had insisted on criteria which 
would have greatly restricted the events eligible for inspection.

U.S.S.R. C otT N T E R PR O PosA L  OF M a r c h  19, 1960

This immediate Soviet response to the United States proposal of February II  
was not, however, to be the last word. A counterproposal representing the third 
major shift was advanced by the Soviet Union on March 19.* In effect, the Soviet 
Union expressed its willingness to agree to a treaty banning all tests in the atmos
phere, underwater, and in cosmic space and all underground tests above seismic 
magnitude 4.75. It also stated its readiness to participate in a research program 
as suggested by the United States. However, conclusion of a treaty on the above 
basis and participation in a research program were both made contingent on a 
proviso that all parties to the treaty undertake an obligation not to test below the 
seismic threshold of 4.75 during the period required to conduct a research program, 
a period which the Soviets estimated to be between 4 and 5 years.

By this move the Soviet Union accepted, conditionally, a phased treaty approach 
banning tests in most environments, including all underground tests producing 
a seismic signal of 4.75 or greater. It accepted as well the idea of a coordinated 
research program. This provisional acceptance of the major features of the U.S. 
proposal had, of course, no direct bearing on resolving a number of key political 
issues, such as the quota for on-site inspections, voting procedures, etc., as well 
as other key technical issues.

U .S.-U .K , P r o p o s a l  of M a r c h  29, 1960

Following the Soviet move of March 19, President Eisenhower and Prime 
Minister Macmillan met at Camp David, Md., to discuss further U.S.-U.K. 
actions in the negotiations. Their discussions culminated in a joint declaration 
issued on March 29, 1960,3 which carried the United. States proposal of February
11 one step further. It stated the willingness of both nations to accept a tem
porary, unilaterally declared moratorium on tests below the seismic magnitude

* See Ambassador Tsarapkin’s statement of Feb. 16 (ante, pp. 40-44).
* Ante, pp. 72-75.
* Ante, pp. 77-78.
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threshold of 4.75. However, the declaration made clear that neither was prepared 
to institute such a moratorium until the remaining treaty issues were resolved, 
the treaty signed, and arrangements made for a coordinated research program. 
On the latter point, the declaration urged that the three parties work out arrange
ments for such a program as soon as possible.

The United States and the United Kingdom formally submitted the declaration 
to the conference on March 31.

S o v i e t  D e c l a ^ t i o n  o f  M a t  3, 1960

The oflBcial Soviet response to the U.S.-U.K. declaration of March 29 was made 
on May 3.* The Soviet Union stated that the March 29 U.S.-U.K. declaration 
could have a “positive*’ effect on bringing the positions of East and West closer 
together on an agreement to halt nuclear weapons tests.

The statement also made these points: The duration of the moratorium should 
not be less than the period of time required to carry out the three-nation research 
program; necessary arrangements to implement the research program should 
begin at once; the program could include a ‘̂ strictly limited number'^ of nuclear 
experiments (the need for nuclear experiments in a research program was frequently 
stressed by the United States and the United Kingdom but was previously objected 
to  by the Soviet Union); and the moratorium could be established by unilateral 
declarations.

The immediate outgrowth of the two declarations was the convening, on May 11, 
x>f a conference of scientists from the U.S., U.K., and U.S.S.R. to exchange in
formation on the research programs each power believed should be undertaken to 
improve capabilities for detecting and identifying underground nuclear explosions.

K e y  I s s u e s

Hand in hand with efforts to establish an agreed basis for a treaty, the negotia
tion was concerned with a number of political matters which eventually would 
■constitute the substance of the agreement. While some progress was made on 
these questions, particularly on the adoption of draft articles to a treaty (see 
appendix for texts of agreed preamble, articles, and Annex III),^ others essential 
to an eflScient control system fostered major disagreements and remain as issues 
not yet satisfactorily resolved. Important among these are voting arrangements, 
on-site inspections, composition of the control commission, control-post staflfing, 
and safeguards for nuclear detonations for peaceful uses and nuclear detonations 
•conducted in a nuclear test detection research program. These issues are sum
marized below.

The Veto
In the early stages of the conference the Soviet Union was proposing that the 

affirmative votes of all three initial parties to the treaty (the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union) should be required for all decisions on 
matters of substance in day-to-day treaty operations. The United States has 
made clear that such a built-in veto power could render the whole system mean
ingless and ineffective, since a violator could frustrate inspection procedures by 
use of this veto power. The U.S. position has been that it is essential that there 
be no veto power over decisions relating to the everyday operation of the control 
system. The factfinding processes of inspection, to be effective, must be as

 ̂ AntCt pp. 83“86.
 ̂ The appendix is printed an<e, pp. 386-387.
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nearly automatic as possible. As time-went on, the Soviet Union shifted some
what from its original position and indicated that it was willing to drop the veto 
over most matters of substance if certain conditions were met  ̂ A number of these 
issues are not yet finally settled.

On-Site Inspections
Some progress has been made toward resolving disagreements in this area. 

Initially the Soviet Union held that on-site inspections must be subject to a veto,, 
that the teams’ freedom of access be strictly limited, that the teams be organized 
on an ad hoc basis as the need for on-site inspections arose, and that they be 
composed of nationals of the country to be inspected. The United States and 
the United Kingdom pointed out that these requirements would render unreliable 
an essential element of the control system. The U.S. position has been that 
trained, permanent, mobile inspection teams are required—teams that could be 
quickly sent to a suspect area and which would be staffed by nationals of countries 
other than the country being inspected.

A partial break in the on-site inspection problem occurred when Chairman 
Khrushchev proposed in his letter of April 23, 1959, to President Eisenhower 
that a predetermined annual quota of on-site inspections be set. In return for 
Western acceptance of agreed specific quotas, the Soviet Union, it was made 
clear in the negotiations, would be prepared to withdraw the veto on dispatch 
of inspection teams, to grant freedom of access to suspect areas, and to agree to 
permanent on-site inspection teams.

The crucial aspect of this issue centered on the size of the quota of on-site 
inspections. The Soviet Union took the position that any agreed quota must 
be determined solely on a political basis. The United States and the United 
Kingdom, on the other hand, maintained that any limitation placed on numbers 
of such inspections must be based on scientific facts and detection capabilities.

The quota problem was dealt with in specific terms when the United States 
set forth its February 11 proposal for a phased treaty. In setting the threshold 
of 4.75 seismic magnitude the United States estimated that, of the approximately 
100 located underground seismic events per year in the Soviet Union above the 
4.75 magnitude, some 20 on-site inspections would be required annually to pro
vide adequate deterrence to violation. A corresponding percentage of inspections 
would, of course, be carried out in the territories of the United States and the 
United Kingdom.

The long-awaited Soviet response to the U.S. quota figure did not come until 
July 26, 1960, when it proposed three on-site inspections annually in the territory 
of each of the three negotiating powers— t̂he three to be applicable to seismic 
events both above and below the threshold of 4.75.  ̂ The United States and the 
United Kingdom termed the Soviet offer unacceptable but welcomed the pro
posal of a figure as at least providing an initial basis for negotiation on this 
matter after the long Soviet silence.

Control Commission
The importance of the seven-nation control commission—overseer of the entire 

test ban inspection system—has made the question of its composition a major 
issue.

The Soviet Union called for a 3-3-1 formula for the commission— t̂he United 
States, the United Kingdom, and one of their nominees; the Soviet Union and 
two of its nominees; and one mutually accepted neutral.^

1 See antCy pp. 178-180.
* The formal Soviet proposal was introduced July 1, 1960 (GEN/DNT/94).
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The United States and the United Kingdom wished to see the commission 
more “international” in character. In early discussions both informally suggested 
a 3-2-2 arrangement—the United States, the United Kingdom, and one of their 
nominees; the Soviet Union and one of its nominees; and two mutually acceptable 
neutrals. This composition was formally submitted to the conference on August 
9, 1960.1

Control-Post Staffing
On this unresolved issue the Soviet Union began negotiations by proposing 

that all supervisory, technical, and service personnel at control posts be nationals 
of the country in which the post is located.^ One or two controllers would be 
permitted from “the other side” at each post, but they were simply to be observers 
with no authority over the operation of the control post. The United States 
and the United Kingdom considered that such a staffing pattern would constitute 
nothing more than self-inspection and could not be relied upon to insure objectivie 
control to the other side. The Western Powers, as a compromise measure, 
proposed on July 20, 1959, that supervisory and technical staffs at control posts 
should be composed of one-third U.S. or U.K. personnel, one-third Soviet per
sonnel, and one-third from other countries Service personnel could be nationals 
of the host country. Control-post directors would not be nationals of the host 
country.

The Soviet Union maintained that the U.S.-U.K. proposal was An attempt 
by the tw'o Western Powers to establish an espionage net within the Soviet 
Union. However, the Soviet Union gradually did increase the number of out
side inspectors it would accept. The best offer made, until submission of the 
Soviet Union’s “package” proposal, was its willingness to have 10 or 12 foreigii 
specialists, who would be an integral part of the operative staff, as part of the 
30-man complement at each control post. However, the Soviet Union continued 
to insist upon a host-country national as the chief of the control post.

On December 14, 1959, the Soviet Union proposed a “package” solution to 
the outstanding conference issues of control-post staffing, veto on budgetary 
matters, and the composition of the control commission.* Specifically, the 
proposal called for acceptance of the Soviet Union’s composition for the control 
commission, with no specific veto rights, but included provision for a control- 
post staffing pattern of one-third technical specialists of the United States and 
the United Kingdom, one-third specialists of the Soviet Union, and one-third 
international technical specialists—the latter third to be divided equally between 
the West, the Soviet bloc, and neutrals—and adoption of budget matters by a 
vote of two-thirds of the members.

The United States and the United Kingdom, after studying the elements of the 
package proposal, replied that subdivision of the final third of the control-post 
staff was considered unwieldy and that selections in this category should be based 
on technical competence rather than on artificial political criteria which would be 
difficult to administer. It was noted that the requirement for a two-thirds vote 
on budget matters would in fact permit a veto, since the composition of the control 
commission under the Soviet proposal would allow both the Western nations and 
the Soviet bloc to muster three votes out of a total of seven. Both nations con
tinued to believe that the 3-3-1 composition of the control commission, in which 
only one place is reserved to neutrals, was an inadequate reflection of the inter-

1 See GEN/DNT/PV. 240, pp. 3-11.
2 See sec. 9 of the Soviet proposal of Dec. 19, 1958 (GEN/DNT/19).
' GEN/DNT/64.

See GEN/DNT/PV. 148, pp. 10-14.
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national nature of the control system and placed an excessive burden of tie 
"breaking on one member.

It should be noted that the Soviet Union eventually broke out of its package 
proposal the control-post staffing formula of thirds. However, it continued to 
maintain that the last third be divided equally among the West, the Soviet bloc, 
and neutrals. It also continued to insist upon a host-country national as chief 
•of each post.

Safeguards
From the beginning of the political negotiations, the United States took the 

position that nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes must be permitted under 
the test ban agreement. With the Soviet Union's “acceptance in principle” of 
this condition on January 30, 1959,  ̂ the three negotiating powers set forth their 
views on safeguard arrangements aimed at assuring that any such detonations 
would not be used to further the development of nuclear weapons.

Early in the negotiations the United States proposed that each of the negotiating 
powers set aside in a special depository, on or before the date the treaty enters 
into force, nuclear devices to be detonated for peaceful purposes.* ' These devices 
would not be subject to external or internal inspection—this has been referred to 
as the ‘^black box'' proposal. Devices not deposited before the treaty enters into 
Iforce would be open to full internal inspection and exchange of blueprints.

In response, the Soviet Union called for safeguard arrangements whereby external 
and internal inspection of the devices would be permitted and whereby drawings 
of the construction of the devices would be made available for study.

Not until after May 3, 1960, when the Soviet Union accepted the U.S.-U.K. 
proposal for an immediate launching of a seismic research program,* was the safe
guard problem considered further. At this point, emphasis naturally shifted 
from safeguards for peaceful-uses detonations to safeguards for detonations used 
as experiments in a seismic research program.

As a partial followup to the Soviet acceptance, the United States initially pro
posed the same ‘‘black box'' formula for assuring that these seismic research 
detonations would not be used to further nuclear weapons development.*

The Soviet Union termed the U.S. proposal unacceptable and, as in the case of 
detonations for peaceful uses, called for inspection of the external and internal 
^construction of the devices prior to their use to insure that no weapons develop
ment advantage would accrue to the state conducting the detonation.*

In an effort to surmount this hurdle the United States, supported by the United 
Kingdom, presented a new approach to the problem on July 12, I960.* It sug
gested that the three powers each contribute devices which would be pooled and 
subsequently drawn on as needed. Most important, the U.S. proposal provided 
for external and internal inspection of the devices by all three parties prior to their 
l>eing placed in the pool.

This proposal was also termed unacceptable by the Soviet Union, which now 
•declared that it would not contribute nuclear devices for experimentation to the 
pool since it had no interest in carrying out a coordinated research program. It 
made clear, however, that if the United States used nuclear devices in its research

GEN/DNT/PV. 46, pp. 14-16.
* See ihid,, pp. 8-10.
* See an ê, pp. 83-86.
* See Ambassador Wadsworth's statement of June 2 (ante, pp. 112-118),
* See Ambassador Tsarapkin's statement of June 15 (ante, pp. 121-126)* 
 ̂.Ante, pp. 142-162.
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program and the Soviet conditions for inspection were not met, the U.S.S.R. 
would assume the United States was resuming nuclear weapons tests and would 
therefore resume its own weapons tests.^

Voluntary Suspension oj Tests

On August 22, 1958, the United States had offered to withhold further testing 
of nuclear weapons for a 1-year period from the beginning of negotiations on 
October 31, 1958, provided that the Soviet Union did not test after that date.* 
Since the Soviet Union did conduct tests shortly thereafter, the President an
nounced on November 7, 1958,* that while the United States was relieved of any 
obligations under its offer to suspend the testing of nuclear weapons, it would 
continue its voluntary suspension for the time being.

As far as is known, the Soviet Union has carried out no tests since November 
3, 1958. The President, in order to allow a reasonable period of time for the 
negotiations to proceed, therefore directed on August 26, 1959, that the unilateral 
suspension of tfesting by the United States be extended throughout the calendar 
year 1959.^

In a statement on December 29, 1959,* the President expressed his disappoint
ment in the rate of progress of the negotiations and in the conduct of the Soviet ex
perts during the technical negotiations held in the latter part of 1959 and announced 
that the United States considered itself free to resume’ testing but would not do 
so without announcing its intention in advance. An active program of nuclear 
weapons research, development, and laboratory-type experimentation would 
meanwhile be continued.

Prior to the convening of the political conference on October 31, 1958, the 
United Kingdom made an offer similar to that made by the United States on 
August 22, 1958.® Although the United Kingdom subsequently stated that be
cause of the Soviet tests carried out in November 1958 it was relieved of any ob* 
ligation inherent in that offer, the United Kingdom has since that time taken tfc# 
position that it will not resume nuclear weapons testing as long as the Geneva 
discussions prove useful.^

Following its tests in November 1958, the Soviet Union has consistently stated 
that it would not resume tests, provided that the United States and United King
dom do not carry out any nuclear explosions.®

Technical Developments

In addition to the plenary conference, there have been four technical confer
ences—one in 1958, two in 1959, and one, informal in nature, in 1960.

1958 G e n e v a  C o n f e r e n c e  o p  E x p e r t s

On July 1, 1958, a Conference of Experts To Study the Possibility of Detecting 
Violations of a Possible Agreement on the Suspension of Nuclear Tests was con-

1 See Ambassador Tsarapkin's statement of Aug. 2 (anfc, pp. 185-187)*
* Documents on Disarmament, 19JiS-1969j vol. II, pp. 1111-1112.
* Ibid., p. 1221.
* See ibid,, pp. 1439-1440.
* Ibid,, pp. 1590-1591.
® For the text of the British statement, see ibid., pp. 1112-1113.
 ̂See The Times (London), Aug. 28, 1959, p. 7.

* E.g., Premier Khrushchev's statement of Dec. 30, 1959 {Documents on Dis^ 
armamtnt, 1946-1959, vol. II, p. 1590, n. 1),
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-vened.at Geneva to explore the technical feasibility of policing a possible nuclear 
weapons test ban agreement. It was composed of experts from the United 
States, the United Kingdom, France, and Canada on one side, and the U.S.S.R., 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Rumania on the other. The Conference concluded 
on August 21, 1958, with agreement that an effective control system could be 
devised to police a test ban.

Specifically, the experts described a control system designed to detect and iden
tify nuclear explosions, with good probability, down to about 1 kiloton of yieM, 
provided such explosions occurred on the earth^s surface and at less than 10 kilo
meters of altitude. Certain phenomena caused by nuclear detonations may be 
detected by sensitive instruments and may be used to estimate the time and the 
place of a detonation. These phenomena include sound waves, earth shock 
waves, radio pulses, optical and gamma radiation, and radioactive debris. The 
experts recommended that control posts be established and equipped with appa
ratus for detecting these phenomena.

It was recognized that underground explosions and very high altitude explo
sions presented special problems to a detection system. On underground explo
sions, the experts said ‘̂that the problem of detecting and identifying underground 
explosions is one of the most difficult, and that, to a large extent, it determines 
the characteristics of the network of control posts.”  ̂ As to high-altitude explo
sions, the experts stated that the recommended system would have a ‘'good prob
ability of detecting, but not always of identifying, explosions taking place at 
altitudes from 10 to 50 kilometre.’’  ̂ The system did not include means to detect 
and identify nuclear explosions at altitudes above 30-50 kilometers.

The problem of identifying underground disturbances—either natural or 
manmade—is complicated by the fact that such events can now be detected 
only by the shock waves which are produced in the earth. When a single seismo
graph picks up such waves, there is no way of distinguishing an explosion from 
a natural earthquake. In theory, an explosion should produce an upward 
movement of the earth at all points of the compass. Earthquakes, however, 
produce upward movements of the earth in two opposing directions and downward 
movements of the earth in the other two directions. The experts concluded 
that this distinction might be used to identify positively shocks produced by 
earthquakes, provided the shocks were recorded by seismographs surrounding 
the origin of the shocks. Experimental evidence relating to nuclear explosions 
available to the experts came principally from a single detonation in Nevada 
in the fall of 1957. The experts concluded, mainly on the basis of this evidence, 
that the control system they described had a good probability of identifying as 
such about, 90 percent of continental earthquakes giving signals equivalent to 
those produced by 5 kiloton (or larger) nuclear explosions, and that from 20 
to 100 seismic signals in a year would require on-site inspection for identification.

High-altitude explosions produce another kind of difficulty for the detecting 
system. If the explosion occurs at a point sufficiently high above the earth’s 
surface, no shock waves or radioactive debris are introduced into the earth’s 
atmosphere. The experts recognized that some special system would have to 
be devised to prevent nuclear explosions from being carried out undetected in 
the regions beyond the earth’s atmosphere. Suggestions were made that artificial 
satellites, radio techniques, and apparatus to detect light phenomena might

1 Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1108.
2 Ibid., p. 1109.
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be useful in detecting nuclear detonations in those regions, but the experts 
made no concrete recommendations for such techniques.

The system unanimously recommended by the experts called for 160-170 land 
control posts, 10 control posts on ships, aircraft sampling operations, and on-site 
inspection of events which could be suspected of being nuclear explosions. In 
addition to seismographs each control post would be equipped with instruments 
for recording radio and sound waves produced by nuclear explosions conducted 
in the atmosphere. There would also be apparatus for the collection of debris 
produced by the nuclear detonation. This last apparatus is especially important, 
because the collection of radioactive debris is the only method of positively 
identifying a nuclear explosion. Not only do earthquakes produce signals which 
might be confused with underground explosions, but such natural phenomena 
as lightning and meteors also produce signals similar to those caused by nuclear 
explosions. In sum the experts came to the conclusion that ‘*it is technically 
feasible to establish [within] the capabilities and limitations indicated . . . , a 
workable and effective control system to detect violations of an agreement on the 
worldwide suspension of nuclear weapons tests.” ^

H i g h - A l t i t u d e  C o n f e r e n c e

The convening of the first technical conference of 1959 was agreed to by the 
three negotiating powers in June 1959. Agreement stemmed from Chairman 
Khrushchev’s letter of May 14, 1959,2 in which he expressed a willingness to join 
in technical discussions as proposed by the United States and the United Kingdom 
on the problem of detecting high-altitude nuclear explosions. The high-altitude 
area was the only one in which the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts had failed 
to provide a set of agreed conclusions.

Experts from the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union 
accordingly met at Geneva from June 22 until July 10, 1959. At the completion 
of its work the technical working group submitted an agreed report to the Con
ference, making the following general recommendations:

That five to six earth satellites, to be equipped with counters for the detection 
of neutrons, prompt gamma rays, delayed gamma rays and soft X-rays, be placed 
in orbits at altitudes of more than 30,000 kilometers so as to ensure complete 
surveillance of the earth and outer space;

That if it were thought necessary for technical or economic reasons to establish 
an earth satellite system at low altitudes, such system could be set up as an 
alternative to the above;

That a satellite 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;

That, if it were thought necessary to expand the capabilities of the system to 
provide increased coverage of the regions behind the moon and the sun, a system  
of four satellites be placed in appropriate solar orbit;

That ground control posts be equipped with instruments for observing direct 
visible light, for observing fluorescence in the upper atmosphere, for measuring the 
absorption of cosmic radio noise in the ionosphere and for measuring radio signals.®

1 Ibid., p. 1106.
2 Ibid., p. 1411.
3 For the text of the recommendations, see ibid,j pp. 1432-1434.
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U n d b b g r o u n d  D e t e c t i o n  C o n f b b e n c b

The second technical conference in 1959 came about only after very protracted 
and diflBcult negotiations.

As a result of underground nuclear explosions carried out in Nevada in the fall 
of 1958, new evidence concerning the identification of underground explosions 
became available to United States scientists. The data, when thoroughly ana
lyzed, led to two conclusions: (1) The method of distinguishing earthquakes from 
explosions by the direction of the earth^s movement, as reported on seismographs, 
is less effective than previously estimated; and (2) the number of earthquakes per 
year equivalent to a nuclear explosion of a given yield is about double that pre
viously estimated. As a result of these conclusions, the annual number of uniden
tified continental earthquakes equivalent to a 5-kiloton yield or larger were now 
believed to be at least 10 times greater than had been previously estimated. 
Identification would require on-site inspection as recommended by the experts, 
including the possibility of drilling for radioactive debris to determine positively 
whether a nuclear test had occurred.

The difficulties which these estimates create for a detection system were obvious 
While the data did not invalidate the system originally recommended by the 
experts, it made clear that its capabilities with respect to identification of under
ground events were substantially lower than the experts had estimated.

The new seismic data was submitted on January 6, 1959, to the other partici
pants in the current negotiations.^ The United States proposed at that time that 
the three delegations convene a small technical committee in Geneva to consider 
the new data and how the capability of the control system with regard to under
ground explosions might be improved.

The Soviet delegation refused to consider the data and claimed that it was 
submitted solely to place an obstacle in the way of agreement. Moreover, they 
maintained that the Conference of Experts provided the technical basis for the 
present political conference and any modifications to the total system could only 
be considered by the control commission when it is established. The United 
States took the position that the control system must be based upon the latest 
up-to-date scientific information, for without effective control no agreement can 
be reached or would be meaningful.

P a n e l  o n  S e i s m i c  I m p r o v e m e n t

With this in mind, the United States had asked its scientists to study the new 
seismic data with a view to restoring the original effectiveness of the Geneva 
system through modification in detection and identification techniques, and, at 
the request of the Department of State, the President's Special Assistant for 
Science and Technology had, on December 28, 1958, appointed a Panel on Seismic 
Improvement, under the chairmanship of Lloyd Berkner, president of Associated 
Universities, Inc., to review in the light of this new seismic data the feasibility of 
improving the detection system recommended at the 1958 technical conference. 
This panel reported its findings on March 16, 1959.* Subsequently the panel also 
submitted a detailed report entitled **The Need for Fundamental Research in 
Seismology.^' ^

1 Ibid,, pp. 1335-1336; GEN/DNT/25.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1367-1371.
• Ibid., pp. 1378-1392.
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The panel's findings were submitted to the Conference in Geneva on June 12,
1959.' The following general analysis summarizes the conclusions contained in 
the panel’s report:

Considering the network of 180 control posts, as proposed by the Geneva experts 
in 1958, the panel concluded that, by equipping each post with long-period seis
mographs and arrays of 100 seismometers (rather than only 10 as was proposed 
in 1958), the originally estimated capability of the Geneva control system could 
be partially restored.

In addition, the panel believed that, by a vigorous research and development 
program in seismology, the identification capability originally ascribed by the 
Geneva experts to the control system might actually be attained in about a 3-year 
period.

Further, the panel indicated that very significant improvements in the efl5- 
ciency of the detection system could also be realized by setting up, in addition to 
the 180 manned posts, an auxiliary network of unmanned seismic stations.

Finally, the panel pointed out that consideration would have to be given to 
the possibility that the present or future capabilities of the Geneva system might 
be reduced by the intentional concealment of underground tests. The panel con- 
<;luded that decoupling techniques existed that could reduce the seismic signal by 
a factor of 10 or more. Moreover, the panel reported that 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. In view of the many com
plexities involved, the panel stated that it would be necessary for these ideas to 
be tested by appropriately designed experiments to determine how large a de- 
<;oupling factor could actually be realized in practice. It suggested that many 
of these tests could be carried out with high explosives but that complete evalua
tion of the theory probably could not b  ̂ made without nuclear explosions.

Although the United States continued to emphasize the importance of the new 
seismic data to the problem of underground test detection and continued to press 
for joint consideration of the data, the Soviet Union long rejected such proposals 
and charged that the introduction of new data on January 5 and the panel's 
report on June 12 were calculated attempts on the part of the United States to  
obstruct progress toward an agreement to ban nuclear weapons tests.

T e c h n i c a l  W oj^k i n q  G r o u p  2

Finally, on November 3, 1959, after 10 months of prodding by the United 
States and the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union proposed the formation of a 
technical working group of experts which would meet to draft objective criteria 
on the basis of which inspection teams would be sent to the site of unidentified 
underground events. At the same time, it was indicated that the group could 
consider other data bearing on the underground detection problem. This, accord
ing to the Soviet delegate to the Conference, the Soviet Union was prepared to 
do in order to eliminate the ‘̂ artificial obstacle" that the United States had put 
up to the negotiations by insisting on consideration of its new seismic data.

The Conference of Experts, which arose out of this November 3 Soviet proposal, 
came to be known as Technical Working Group 2, and it met officially 21 times 
in the period November 25 to December 18, 1:959, inclusive.

Technical Working Group 2 was given the task of considering the question of 
the use of objective instrument readings in connection with the selection of an 

«vent that cannot be identified by the international control organ and that could

' See ihid,y p. 1423.
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be suspected of being a nuclear explosion, in order to determine a basis for initiat
ing on-site inspections. As part of its work the group, proceeding from the dis
cussions and the conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts of 1958, was 
also to consider all data and studies relevant to the detection and identification 
of seismic events and possible improvements of techniques and instrumentation.

In prior technical conferences dealing with control aspects of nuclear testing 
the Soviet scientists had generally carried out their work in an objective manner. 
Unfortunately, however, the conduct of the Soviet scientists during the final 
stages of this meeting was characterized by strong political overtones, and they 
refused to consider much of the data submitted by the United States. At the 
end of the technical conference each of the three scientific delegations submitted 
separate reports on their areas of disagreement to the parent conference. The 
reports of the United States and the United Kingdom were, however, essentially 
in agreement on substance. A joint report* was submitted to the conference 
also.i It dealt with possible techniques and instrumentation that could improve 
the detection and identification of seismic events—the one area in which agreement 
was reached.

The Soviet scientists rejected new data submitted by the U.S. scientists in 
regard to the '̂first motion^’ technique, which the 1958 Conference of Experts 
had considered to be the primary means of discriminating between earthquakes 
and explosions by the use of seismographs and which the new U.S. data indicated 
was a much less effective methojd of discrimination than was recognized at that time.

The Soviet experts also rejected the U.S. calculations relative to decoupling 
and to the possibilities of successfully concealing underground tests, which 
theoretically showed that the seismic signal of a given explosion could be reduced 
three hundredfold or more.

Finally, the Soviet scientists rejected technical criteria to determine the basis 
for on-site inspection proposed by the United States. The criteria were based 
on our experts’ belief that, given the present state of scientific capabilities, very 
few seismic signals could be positively identified as caused by earthquakes without 
on-site inspection. While the report of the U.S.S.R. delegation to Technical 
Working Group 2 did not contain any criteria, the criteria proposed by the 
U.S.S.R. during the conference would have been such as to classify the U.S. 
underground nuclear test Blanca (19 kilotons) as an earthquake.

The refusal of the Soviet scientists to accept or discuss seriously the above 
matters left the problem of underground detection whbUy unresolved until, in 
response to the U.S. proposal of February 11, 1960,  ̂ the Soviet Union, on May 3, 
indicated its willingness to engage '̂ at once” in a seismic research program.^ 
This expressed “willingness” culminated in the calling of an experts’ conference 
on coordinating seismic research programs.

With the Soviet Union’s readiness to enter into a discussion looking toward 
the coordination of national seismic research programs as indicated in its May 3 
declaration, the Unitied States on May 7 announced plans for an expanded 
research program for fiscal year 1961.^

The program, known as Project Vela, had been initiated in 1959 and evolved 
from recommendations made by the Panel on Seismic Improvement (Berkner

1 The texts of all these reports are printed in Documents on Disarmanent^ 1945-' 
1969, vol. II, pp. 1558-1587.

2 Ante, pp. 33-39.
3 See ante, pp. 83-86.
 ̂ Antej pp. 86-87.
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panel). The enlarged program called for increased basic research in seismology; 
procurement of instruments for a worldwide seismic research program; 
development of improved seismic instruments; construction and operation of 
prototype seismic detection stations; and an experimental program of underground 
detonations encompassing both high-explosive and, where necessary, nuclear 
explosions.

It was made clear in conjunction with the announcement that any nuclear 
experiments conducted would in no way relate to nuclear weapons development 
and that appropriate safeguards would be arranged to assure other interested 
nations of this fact. Hope was also expressed that in view of the Soviet Union’s 
positive response to a three-nation research program, as stated in its May 3 
declaration, it would be possible to determine areas in which joint research, 
including the use of nuclear detonations, could be most profitably undertaken by  
the three nations.

E x p e r t s ’ C o n f e r e n c e  o n  C o o r d i n a t i o n  o f  R e s e a r c h

As noted above, technical experts of the U.S., U.K., and U.S.S.R. met to 
discuss ways and means by which a coordinated seismic research program could 
be carried out to avoid duplication and to standardize research methods to 
insure agreement as to the results of research experiments. During the course 
of the meetings, covering a period from May 11 to May 27, 1960, the three parties 
separately outlined their respective plans for extensive seismic research including 
plans for chemical detonations. The U.S. experts, in addition, presented plans 
for U.S. nuclear detonations.

The results of the experts* discussions were reported separately and informally 
to the heads of the political delegations. In sum, there seemed to be a wide 
area of technical agreement on needed research and its objectives, but a number 
of problems with political aspects remained unresolved. These primarily con
cerned the question of nuclear versus chemical explosions and whether program 
coordination must, as the Soviets insisted, await the signing of a treaty.

Following the experts’ reports to the political conference the Soviet representa
tive, in direct contradiction of the Soviet experts’ presentation during the course 
of the May meetings, stated that any early research was unnecessary, that the 
U.S.S.R. would carry out no research program whatsoever on Soviet soil, and 
would, in particular, not conduct the high-explosive detonations which the Soviet 
scientists had indicated they would carry out.  ̂ Moreover, he declared that, if 
the United States wished to carry out its program, it must be open to full partici
pation and prior agreements by Soviet scientists, thus suggesting that the Soviet 
Union should have the right to veto elements of the U.S. national research 
program. As a consequence of this basic shift in the Soviet position, the entire 
research program and the political problems inherent in it remained unsettled.

1 See ante, pp. 121-126.
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tests

Polish proposal and statement, 257,
325

Soviet proposal and statem-Bnts, 4-7, 
83-86, 392, 393
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Nuclear tests, cessation or suspension 
of—Continued 

U.K.-U.S. proposal and statement,
77-78, 392-393 

U.S. proposals and statements, 31-33,
35-36, 287-289, 369-371, 390- 
392, 397

Underground tests. See Under
ground nuclear explosions: Mor
atorium 

Nuclear weapons:
Elimination of, U.K. proposal for 

technical experts^ study of prob
lem of verification of, U.S. state
ment, 321 

Pissionable materials. See Fission
able materials 

Means of delivery of, destruction of: 
French proposal, 80-81 
Soviet proposal and statements, 

99, 103, 107, 204, 233-234, 236, 
244, 291 

U.S. proposal, 130, 323 
Prohibition on production, transfers, 

and use of:
Communist Chinese statement, 

180-181
General Assembly resolution, 373 
Irish proposal, 212-213, 371-372 
Polish proposal, 257-258, 325 
Soviet proposal and statement, 

107-109, 244-246 
10-Power proposal, 343-345 
U.S. statements, 46, 48-49, 371- 

372
Stocks of. See Stockpiles of nuclear 

weapons 
Tests. See Nuclear tests 
U.N. committee to study effects of 

use of on human life and health, 
on the world economy, and on 
the cultural heritage of mankind, 
Polish proposal, 257 

U.S. supply to Federal Republic of 
Germany, Soviet statement, 169 

Universal dissemination of informa
tion on consequences on use of, 
Polish proposal, 347-348

Oceanic Islands, control post phasing 
in, U.K. statement, 266, 268-269; 
U.S. proposal, 164

On-site inspection, criteria for and in
spection quotas:

Soviet statements, 40-44, 72-73, 77, 
172-180 

U.K. statement, 22-25 
U.S. proposal and statements, 37-38, 

54-56, 154, 159-161, 360-362, 
363, 394

Open and closed societies, U.S. state
ments, 94, 316 

*^Open skies,’  ̂ U.S. proposal. See 
Aerial inspection 

Operations center in detection and iden
tification system, U.S. proposal, 156 

Outer space:
Ban on stationing weapons of mass 

destruction in, U.S. proposal, 129; 
Western proposal, 70, 221 

Control of, for peaceful uses only: 
Canadian statement, 250 
U.S. proposal, 225-226, 321-322 
Western proposal, 71 

Prohibition on uses of, Soviet propos
al, 107, 244

Panel on Seismic Improvement, recom
mendations of, U.S. statement, 400- 
401

Paris Heads of Government meeting: 
Collapse of, Soviet statement, 170;

U.S. statement, 88-96 
French statement, 81 
German statement, 1-2 
Soviet statement, 20 

Peaceful coexistence, Soviet statement, 
92n

Photography, aerial. See Aerial inspec
tion

Plebiscite on disarmament problems, 
universal, Polish proposal, 256 

Poland, proposals on:
Disarmament, 254-260 
General and complete disarmament, 

establishing conditions for, 325-
326

Universal dissemination of informa
tion on consequences of a nuclear 
war, 347-348 

Police force, international, Soviet state
ments, 276, 298; U.S. proposal, 50, 
130

Pravda, 200-208, 349-354
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Preparatory commission, draft treaty 
on discontinuance of nuclear weap
on tests provision for, 386-387 

Privileges and immunities, draft treaty 
on discontinuance of nuclear weap
on tests provisions for, 379, 381-386 

Project Vela. See Vela Project

Radiochemical laboratory, central, U.S.
proposal, 155, 159 

Reconnaissance, aerial. See Aerial in
spection

Regional oflSces in detection and identi
fication system, U.S. proposal, 156, 
164

Research {see also Technical confer
ences) :

Detection and identification of under
ground nuclear explosions, joint 
program (U.K., U.S., U.S.S.R.): 

Duration of, relationship to mora
torium. See Underground nu
clear explosions: Moratorium 

Safeguards against use for military 
purposes, Soviet proposal and 
statement, 121-126, 185-187;
U.S. proposal and statement, 
112-118, 142-152, 396-397 

Soviet statements, 73, 75, 76, 83-86, 
278-280, 392, 393 

U.K.-U.S. statement, 78 
U.S. proposal and statement, 31-32,

36-37, 87, 358-360 
Disarmament, need for increase in, 

U.S. statement, 63-65 
Research and development center, 

U.S. proposal, 154 
U.S. Vela Project. See Vela Project 

Research Institute, U.S. Arms Control, 
proposed, U.S. statement, 64-65 

Rockets. See Missiles and rockets

Sadovsky, Mikhail A., 113n, 114n 
Safeguards. See Control 
Scientific research. See Research 
Security Council:

Representation on, Soviet proposal, 
276, 298; U.S. statement, 319 

Resolution on maintenance of peace 
and security and disarmament, 
96-98

Veto power, Soviet statement, 118- 
119

Seismic detection and identification of 
nuclear explosions. See Under
ground nuclear explosions 

Seismic Improvement, Panel on, rec
ommendations of, U.S. statement,
400-401

Ship-based control posts, U.K. state
ment, 266, 270; U.S. proposal, 154,
157-158, 164 

Sixth world conference against atomic 
and hydrogen bombs and for total 
disarmament, 180-181 

Southern Hemisphere, control post 
phasing in, U.K. statement, 264- 
265; U.S. proposal, 164 

Soviet-bloc coimtries:
Proposal on general and complete 

disarmament, 79-80 
Walkout from Ten Nation Committee 

on Disarmament. See under Ten 
Nation Committee on Disarma
ment

Soviet Union (/or proposals and state” 
ments on specific subjects, see sub- 
ject):

Armed forces, proposed levels for and 
reductions in. See under Armed 
forces 

Control posts in:
U.K. statement, 268, 269, 270 
U.S. proposal, 164 
Soviet statement, 303-309 

Negotiating with, U.S. statement, 
92-93

Seven-Year Plan, 206-208 
Soviet delegate to 15th session of 

General Assembly, question of, 
208

Space vehicles, notification of proposed 
launchings. Western proposal, 68 

Stassen, Harold E., 201 
SteUe, Charles C., 251-253, 304,335-343 
Stockpiles of nuclear weapons:

Destruction of, Soviet proposal, 109, 
246

NATO, U.S. statement, 372 
Transfer to peaceful uses, U.S. pro

posal, 228, 320-321 
Submarine fleet, Soviet statement, 13 
Summit meetings. See Heads of Gov

ernment
Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R., 16-18, 

18-22
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Surprise attack, measures for prevention 
of:

Canadian proposal, 249 
Soviet statements, 94n 
U.K. statement, 274 
U.S. proposal and statement, 48  ̂129, 

322-323 
Western proposal, 70

Tass statement, 39-40 
Technical conferences:

Experts^ study of inspection and 
control system, U.K. proposal, 
275, 300-301; U.S. proposal, 330 

Experts^ conference on coordination 
of research, U.S. statement, 87, 
403

High-altitude nuclear test detection, 
recommendations, U.S. state
ment, 391, 398-399 

Technical Working Gi:o.up 2, work of, 
U.S. statement, 401-402 

Underground nuclear test detection, 
U.S. statement, 391; 398, 400 

Ten Nation Committe on Disarmament: 
Enlargement of, Soviet proposal, 250- 

251, 353-354; U.S. statement, 
250«r-251^

Geneva conference of:
Final communique, 195 
Negotiations in and Soviet-bloc 

withdrawal from:
Canadian statement, 248-249 
Soviet statements, 66-67, 132- 

136, 137-139, 167-172, 182- 
183, 202-203, 232-238, 294 

U.S. statements, 44, 46, 47, 
66, 131, 140^142, 165, 166-167, 
194-195, 216-223, 310-312 

Western statement, 208-211 
Proposals in:

Soviet-bloc proposal, 79-80 
Soviet proposal, 100-111 
U.S. proposal, 126-131 
Western proposal, 68-71, 81-82 

U.S. delegation official report on, 
188-198

Role of in treaty for general and com
plete disarmament, U.S. proposal, 
128-129

Ten-Power proposal on prohibition on 
use of nuclear weapons, 343-345

Treaties, agreements, etc., proposed: 
Discontinuance of nuclear weapon 

tests:
Agreed parts of draft treaty, U.S. 

statement, 356-357; text, 376- 
387

Detection and identification sys
tem, draft treaty, U.S. proposal, 
153-165

General and complete disarmament: 
Role pf Ten Nation Committee on 

Disarmament in. U.S. proposal, 
128-129

Soviet proposal on basic provisions, 
105-111, 241-248 

Tripartite proposal (Italy, U.K., U.S.) 
on general and complete disarma
ment, 299-300 

Tsarapkin, Semen K., 40-44, 72-75, 
76-77, 83-86, 121-126, 172-180, 
185-187, 277-287, 302-309, 359 

Twelve-Pbwer proposal on general and 
complete disarmament, 345-347

U -2 incident, U.S. statement, 89-91 
Underdeveloped countries, use of sav

ings for economic aid to, Soviet 
proposj^ 111, 248 

Underground nuclear explosions: 
Detection and identification of: 

Control system, Soviet statement, 
302-309; U.K. statement, 263- 
271; U.S. proposal and statement, 
153-165, 362-364, 393-396 

Joint research program. See 
under Research 

Soviet statements, 74-75, 76-79 
Technical conferences on, work of, 

U.S. statements, 391, 398, 400,
401-402 

U.K.-U.S. statement, 78 
U.S. research program. See Vela 

Project
U.S. statements, 33-35, 53-57 

Moratorium on:
Soviet proposal and statements, 75, 

76-77, 83-86, 126, 180, 277-287, 
393

U.K.-U.S. proposal and statement, 
78, 392-393 

U.S. proposal and statement, 251- 
253, 335-343 

U.S. statement, 287-288, 289
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Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
See Soviet Union 

United Kingdom {see also Western 
proposals), proposals and state
ments on:

Disarmament problems and inter
national inspection and control, 
271-275

General and complete disarmament, 
proposal with Italy and U.S. on, 
299-300

Inspection and control in, U.K.
willingness to accept, 272 

Installation schedule of control sys
tem for detection and identifica
tion of underground tests, 263- 
271

Nonaggression pact in Europe,
259-260

Nuclear tests, cessation of, statement 
with U.S. on, 77-78 

Nuclear tests, control and inspec
tion of a discontinuance of, 22-25 

Technical experts^ study of inspec
tion and control system, 300-301 

United Nations:
Aerial inspection system, Soviet state

ments, 94w; U.S. proposal, 91, 
94-95, 323 

Change in structure of, -Soviet pro
posal, 276, 298; U.S-. statement, 
319

Chinese Communist representation 
in, Soviet statement, 241 

General Assembly. See General 
Assembly 

International police force under, So
viet statements, 276, 298; U.S. 
proposal, 50, 130 

Role in control of outer space and 
prevention of surprise attack, 
U.S. proposal, 322-323 

Security Council. See Security 
Council

United Nations Committee on the 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, 250 

United Nations committee to study 
effects of the use of nuclear weap
ons on human life and health, on 
the world economy, and on the 
cultural heritage of mankind, 
Polish proposal, 257

United Nations Disarmament Commis-- 
sion. See Disarmament Commis
sion, U.N.

United States (for proposals and state  ̂
ments on specific subjects  ̂ see sub
ject) :

Armed forces, proposed levels for and 
reductions in. See under Armed 
forces 

Control posts in:
Soviet statement, 307-308 
U.K. statement, 268, 269, 270 
U.S. proposal, 164 

Inspection in, U.S. willingness to- 
submit to, 227 

Nuclear tests. See Vela Project 
United States Disarmament Adminis

tration, establishment of, 225 
Universal plebiscite on disarmament 

problems, Polish proposal, 256

Vela Project (U.S. research program 
on seismic detection), Soviet 
statement, 279; U.S. statements, 
86-87, 116, 252, 402-403 

Veto power in the Security Council, 
Soviet statement, 118-119 

Veto power over operations of control 
system for detection of nuclear 
tests, U.S. statement, ^93-394

Wadsworth, James J., 33-39, 51-57, 
112-118, 142-152, 296-297, 309- 
325, 326-335, 354-364 

Water and air sampling operations, U.S..
proposal, 154, 158-159, 164 

Weapons of mass destruction {see als0 ‘ 
Nuclear weapons):

Destruction of means of delivery of:. 
French proposal, 80-81 
Soviet proposal and statements, 99,.

103,107,204, 233-234, 236,244,291 
U.S. proposal, 130, 323 

Prohibition of production and reduc
tion of stocks of, Western pro
posal, 71

Weather center in detection and 
identification system for suspected' 
nuclear explosions, U.S. proposal,.
156
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Western proposals (see also Tripartite 
proposal):

General and complete disarmament, 
68-71, 81-82 

Ten Nation Committee on Disarma
ment, report to Disarmament 
Commission on work of, 208-211

White, Lincoln, 15-16, 26n, 181n 
White House statements, 31-33, 86-87  
Wilcox, Francis 0 ., 369-372 
World conference against atomic and 

hydrogen bombs and for total 
disarmament, sixth, 180-181 

Wright, Michael, 22-25, 263-271








