
^ocuments

m

Disarmament
1961

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL 

AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY



UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

PUBLICATION 5

Released August 1962

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Qovenunent Printing Ofllce 
Washington 26, D.C. - Price $2.26



MI'K 1 Y 1363

c  s '
/fi/

FOREWORD

After its establishment in September 1961, the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency assumed responsibility for continu
ing the Docvments on Disarmament series, previously prepared in 
the Historical Office, Department of State.^ The Agency plans to 
continue the series on an annual basis. The present volume, like its 
predecessors, contains basic documents regarding international nego
tiations on disarmament and related matters. Some material on rele
vant major political issues is included to show the wider context 
within which disarmament developments took place. Key papers on 
the establishment of the United States Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency are also printed.

The 1961 volume has the same general format as the preceding 
volumes. The documents are arranged in chronological order, and 
the following reference aids are included:

(1) A table of contents.
(2) A list of abbreviations.
(3) A list of international organizations and conferences.
(4) A bibliography.
(5) A list of persons.
(6) A topical list of documents.
(7) An index.

Abbreviations used in footnotes are explained in the list of 
abbreviations.

The papers were compiled and annotated by Eobert W. Lambert 
under the general supervision of Charles R. Grellner, Chief, Reference 
Research Staff. Ruth Ihara and other members of the Reference 
Research Staff also assisted in the preparation of the publication. 
Helpful suggestions were received from Ronald I. Spiers, William J. 
Gehron, and other officers of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency.

Technical editing was done in the Division of Publishing Services, 
Department of State, under the direction of the Chief of the General 
Editing Branch, Dorothy M. Hine, by Joseph J. Moriarty, Bertha J. 
Hartman, and other members of the staff. The index was prepared 
by John J. Lee of the same Branch.

 ̂The first two volumes, covering the years 1945-1959, were released as Depart
ment of State publication 7008 (1960). The 1960 volume was issued as Deport
ment of State publication 7172 (1961).
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Report by Premier Khrushchev on the Moscow Conference 
of Communist Parties {Extracts}, January 6, 1961 ^

Our epoch is the epoch of the triumph of Marxism-Leninism:
The analysis of the world situation at the beginning of the sixties 

can only evoke in every fighter in the great communist movement 
feelings of profound satisfaction and legitimate pride. Indeed, com
rades, life has greatly surpassed even the boldest and most optimistic 
predictions and expectations. Once it was customary to say that his
tory was working for socialism; at the same time, one remembered 
that mankind would dump capitalism and that socialism would be 
victorious. Today, it is possible to assert that socialism is working for 
history, for the basic content of the contemporary historical process 
constitutes the establishment and consolidation of socialism on an 
international scale.

The new era differs from all the preceding ones in the universal 
historic triumph of socialism initiated in October 1917. Since then 
Marxist-Leninist teaching has been achieving one triumphal victory 
after another, and now its great strength and its transforming role are 
felt not only within individual countries and continents but in social 
development in all parts of the world.

There are a number of reasons which make the march of socialism 
invincible. In  the first place, Marxism-Leninism today dominates the 
minds of literally hundreds of millions of people and thereby consti
tutes, if one is to apply Marx’s words, a mighty material force. 
Furthermore, Marxism-Leninism now appears before mankind not 
only as a theory but as a living reality. The socialist society which 
is being created in the boundless expanses of Europe and Asia today 
represents this teaching.

Now a force does not exist in the world, nor can one exist, that can 
hold back the increasing tendency by which the masses see with their 
own eyes and, so to speak, feel with their own hands, what socialism 
is like— n̂o, not in books and manifestoes, but in life, in practice.

^Moscow radio broadcast, Jan. 19, 1961. The report was deUvered at a 
meeting of Communist Party organizations.
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There is now no force in the world that can stem the movement toward 
socialism by the peoples in all the new countries.

Another circumstance is of prime importance. I f  yesterday hun
dreds of millions of people in Asia, Africa, and Latin America were 
suppressed by the yoke of the imperialist civilizers, today the picture 
is radically changing. The revolutionary emergence of more and 
more peoples into the world arena creates exceptionally favorable 
conditions for an unprecedented broadening of the sphere of influence 
of Marxism-Leninism.

The time is not far away when Marxism-Leninism will possess the 
minds of the majority of the world’s population. What has been 
going on in the world in the 43 years since the triumph of the October 
Revolution completely confirms the scientific accuracy and vitality of 
the Leninist theory of the world socialist revolution.

Under current conditions it is useful to recall, in Lenin’s terms, the 
actual process of the world socialist revolution, the forces partici
pating in it. The socialist revolution, Lenin indicated, will not be 
solely and largely a struggle by the revolutionary proletarians in each 
country against its own bourgeoisie. No, it will be a struggle by all 
the colonies and countries oppressed by imperialism, of all dependent 
countries, against international imperialism.

Stressing that this struggle is aimed primarily at national liberation, 
Lenin said: I t  is quite clear that in the future decisive battles of the 
world revolution, the movement of the majority of the population of 
the globe at first aimed at national liberation will turn against 
capitalism and imperialism and may play a much greater revolu
tionary part than we expect.

Socialist revolution has achieved victory in a large number of coun
tries, socialism has become a powerful world system, the colonial sys
tem of imperialism verges on complete disintegration, and imperialism 
is in a state of decline and crisis. The definition of our epoch must 
reflect these decisive events.

The statement of the conference provides the following definition of 
our era: Our era, whose essence is the transition from capitalism to 
socialism begun by the great October Socialist Revolution, is an era 
of the struggle of two diametrically opposed social systems, an era 
of socialist revolutions and national liberation revolutions, an era of 
the collapse of capitalism and of liquidation of the colonial system, an 
era of the change to the road of socialism by more and more nations, 
and of the triumph of socialism and communism on a world scale.

For the first time in history, the present balance of power in the 
world arena enables the socialist camp and other peace-loving forces
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to pursue the completely realistic task of compelling the imperialists, 
under the threat of the downfall of their system, not to unleash a 
world war.

In connection with the possibility of averting a world war, I  should 
like to dwell on the question concerning the prospects for a further 
development of the general crisis of capitalism. I t  is generally known 
that both World War I  and World War I I  exerted enormous influence 
on the emergence and deepening of the general crisis of capitalism. 
Does it follow from this that a world war is a necessary condition 
for a further intensification of the general crisis of capitalism? Such 
a conclusion would be profoundly incorrect since it distorts the 
Marxist-Leninist theory of the socialist revolution and conflicts with 
the real reasons for revolution. A proletarian revolution does not 
result from military cataclysms; it is first of all a consequence of the 
development of the class struggle and of the internal contradictions 
of capitalism.

I t is perfectly obvious that the establishment of the world system 
of socialism, the quick progress of the disintegration of the colonial 
system, the unprecedented upsurge of the struggle of the working 
class for its rights and interests— t̂hat all this undermines the support 
for capitalism, intensifies its general crisis. The losses of capitalism 
as a result of these blows are irreparable. This refers both to the entire 
system of capitalism and to its main power, the United States.

The mightiest power of capitalism has found itself most affected 
by the general crisis. In  the postwar years the blows of economic 
shocks have fallen with particular frequency. In the postwar period, 
the United States has experienced three critical production slumps: 
1948-1949, 1953-1954, and particularly 1957-1958. During the past 
year, according to estimates of the American press, U.S. industrial 
production increased by only 2 percent. For 1961, American econo
mists predict not an increase but a decline of about 3.7 percent in 
production, and maybe even more. In  the USSR production increased 
about 10 percent in 1960.

As regards the economy of the other capitalist countries, it is also 
characterized by increasing instability.

Today the capitalist world is not divided into two imperialist camps, 
as it was on the eve of both world wars. Nevertheless, it is far from 
united and is divided by a cruel internal struggle. Even the window 
of the so-called Atlantic solidarity hides an ugly picture of internal 
discords and conflicts; the opposition to U.S. leadership and diktat 
is increasing.

The revival of German militarism and revanchism in the center of 
Europe restores a most complicated range of Anglo-German, Franco-
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German, and other imperialist contradictions. I f  we compare the 
present position of capitalism with its position after World War II , 
it becomes clear that a great deepening in the general crisis of capital
ism has taken place.

Having profoundly analyzed the whole international situation, the 
conference reached a conclusion which is of great theoretical and 
political significance. This conclusion states:

The development of the common crisis of capitalism has reached a 
new stage. The peculiarity of this stage is that it emerged not in 
connection with the world war, but in conditions of competition and 
struggle between the two systems; in the ever-increasing change in 
the correlation of forces to the advantage of socialism; in the acute 
aggravation of all the contradictions of imperialism; under condi
tions when the successful struggle of the peace-loving forces for estab
lishment and stabilization of world coexistence has prevented the 
imperialists from undermining world peace with their aggressive 
actions; and under conditions of an increasing struggle by the masses 
for democracy, national liberation, and socialism.

The prevention of a new war is the question of all questions:
Ck)mrades, questions of war and peace were at the center of attention 

at the conference. The participants were fully aware that the prob
lem of preventing a global thermonuclear war is the most burning and 
vital problem for mankind. V. I. Lenin pointed out that since World 
War I the question of war and peace has become the cardinal question 
in the entire policy of all countries on earth, a question of life and 
death for tens of millions of people. These words of Lenin resound 
with increased force in our days, when an application of the new means 
of mass destruction threatens unprecedented devastation and the death 
of hundreds of millions of people.

There is now no more urgent task than the prevention of such a 
catastrophe. The conference has discovered and outlined ways of 
using even more effectively the new opportunities of preventing a 
world war which emerged as a result of the formation of the socialist 
camp, the growth of its might, and the new balance of power. The 
peoples believe that communists will use the entire might of the so
cialist system and the increased strength of the international working 
class to deliver mankind from the horrors of war. Marx, Engels, 
and Lenin considered that the historic mission of the working class 
and its communist vanguard consisted not only in abolishing the op
pression of exploitation, poverty, and lack of rights, but in ridding 
mankind of bloody wars.

V. I. Lenin nurtured our party in a spirit of implacable struggle 
against imperialism, for stable peace and friendship among all peo-
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pies. These principles have always been and continue to be the es
sence of our foreign policy. Our party remembers Lenin’s words to 
the effect that while dying and disintegrating, capitalism is still 
capable of causing great calamities to mankind. The party always 
maintains the greatest vigilance regarding the danger emanating from 
imperialism. I t  nurtures the Soviet people in this spirit and does 
everything necessary to make it impossible for the enemy ever to catch 
us unawares.

We warn of a threat of war in order to raise the vigilance and 
energy of the peoples and to mobilize them for the struggle to prevent 
world war. The attitude of the CPSU toward problems of war and 
peace are generally known. I t  has been more than once expounded 
in decisions of congresses and in other documents of our party.

Wars have followed the division of the society into classes, i.e., the 
basis for the beginning of all wars will be finally eliminated only when 
the division of the society into hostile antagonistic classes is abolished. 
The victory of the working class throughout the world and the victory 
of socialism will bring about the removal of all social and national 
causes of the outbreak of wars, and mankind will be able to rid itself 
forever of that dreadful plight.

In modern conditions the following categories of wars should be 
distinguished: World wars, local wars, liberation wars, and popular 
uprisings. This is necessary to work out the correct tactics with re
gard to these wars.

Let us begin with the question of world wars. Communists are the 
most determined opponents of world wars, just as they are generally 
opponents of wars among states. These wars are needed only by 
imperialists to seize the territories of others, and to enslave and 
plunder other peoples. Before the formation of the w’orld socialist 
camp the working class had no opportunity to make a determining 
impact on the solution of the question of whether there should or 
should not be world wars. In these conditions the best representatives 
of the working class raised the slogan of turning imperialist wars 
into civil wars, or to exploit the situation that had arisen to seize 
power.

This kind of situation arose during the World War I  and was clas
sically used by the Bolshevik party and Lenin. In our times different 
conditions have developed. The world socialist camp is making an 
ever-growing impact, through its economic might and its armed forces, 
on the solution of problems of war and peace.

Of course, there also are among the imperialist countries acute 
contradictions and antagonisms, as well as the desire to profit at the 
expense of others who are weaker; yet imperialists now must keep an 
eye on the Soviet Union and the whole socialist camp, and are afraid
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of starting wars among themselves. They are trying to play down 
their differences; they have set up military blocs in which they have 
involved many capitalist countries. Although these blocs are being 
torn by internal struggle, their members—as they themselves say— 
are united in their hatred of communism and, of course, by the nature 
and aspirations of imperialism.

In  present conditions, the most probable wars are wars among capi
talist and imperialist countries, and this too should not be ruled out.

Wars are chiefly prepared by imperialists against socialist countries, 
and in the first place against the Soviet Union as the most powerful 
of the socialist states. Imperialists would wish to undermine our 
might and thus reestablish the former domination of monopolistic 
capital. The task is to create impassable obstacles against the un
leashing of wars by imperialists. We possess increasing possibilities 
for placing obstacles in the path of the warmongers. Consequently, 
we can forestall the outbreak of a world war.

Of course, as yet we are unable to completely exclude the possibility 
of wars, for the imperialist states exist. However, the unleashing 
of wars has become a much more complicated business for the im
perialists than it was before the emergence of the mighty socialist 
camp. Imperialists can unleash a war, but they must think hard 
about the consequences.

I  have already said that even if the crazy Hitler had realized what a 
devastating rout was in store for his bloody gamble and had seen that 
he would have to conmiit suicide, he would have thought twice before 
starting a war against the Soviet Union. Then there were but two 
socialist coimtries, the Soviet Union and the Mongolian People’s 
Eepublic, and yet we routed the aggressors, having also exploited the 
contradictions between imperialist states.

The picture now is quite different: the socialist countries, which 
represent a mighty force, now oppose the imperialist camp. I t  would 
be a mistake to minimize the strength of the socialist camp and its 
influence on the course of world events and thus on the solution of 
the question of whether wars will take place. In  conditions where a 
mighty socialist camp exists, possessing powerful armed forces, the 
peoples, by mobilization of all their forces for active struggle against 
the warmongering imperialists, can indisputably prevent war and 
thus insure peaceful coexistence.

A word or two about local wars. A lot is being said nowadays in 
the imperialist camp about local wars, and they are even making small- 
caliber atomic weapons for use in such wars; a special theory of local 
wars has been concocted. Is this fortuitous? Of course not. Cer
tain imperialist circles, fearing that world war might end in the com
plete collapse of capitalism, are putting their money on unleashing 
local wars.
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There have been local wars and they may occur again in the future, 
but opportunities for imperialists to unleash these wars too are be
coming fewer and fewer. A small imperialist war, regardless of 
which imperialist begins it, may grow into a world thermonuclear 
rocket war. We must therefore combat both world wars and local 
wars.

As an example of a local war unleashed by the imperialists, we may 
take the Anglo-French-Israeli aggression against Egypt. They 
wanted to strangle Egypt and thus intimidate the Arab countries 
struggling for independence, and also to frighten the other peoples of 
Asia and Africa. British statesmen, including Eden, spoke quite 
openly of their desire to deal summarily with Egypt when we were in 
London. We told them frankly: I f  you start a war, you will lose it; 
we will not remain neutral. When that war started, the United Na
tions formally condemned it, but this did not worry the aggressors and 
t hey went on with their dirty deed and even thought they had almost 
achieved their ends. The Soviet Union and the whole socialist camp 
came to the defense of Egypt. The Soviet Government’s stark warn
ing to Eden and Guy Mollet stopped the war. The local war, the 
venture in Egypt, failed miserably.

This was in 1956, when the balance of power between the countries 
of socialism and the countries of imperialism was not the same as it 
is today. We were not as mighty then as we are today. In  addition, 
the rulers of Britain, France, and Israel reckoned on being able to 
utilize the difficulties which had arisen in Hungary and Poland. 
Spokesmen of imperialist states were whispering into our ears: You 
have your difficulties in Hungary, we have ours in Egypt; therefore 
do not interfere in our affairs. Yet we gave a due reply to these whis
perers. We did not shut our eyes to their bandit deeda We inter
fered and stopped their aggression. Here is an example of how a 
local war started by the imperialist was stopped as a result of the 
interference by the Soviet Union and the entire socialist camp.

I  have already said that local wars are also not excluded in the 
future. Therefore, our task is to be always on guard; mobilizing both 
the forces of the socialist camp and the peoples of the world, all the 
peace-loving forces, for prevention of aggressive wars. I f  the peoples 
of all countries are imited and mobilized, if they wage a tireless strug
gle, uniting their efforts both inside each country and on a world scale, 
wars can be averted.

Now a word about national liberation wars. The armed struggle 
by the Vietnamese people or the war of the Algerian people, which is 
already in its seventh year, serve as the latest examples of such wars. 
These wars began as an uprising by the colonial peoples against their 
oppressors and changed into guerrilla warfare. Liberation wars will 
continue to exist as long as imperialism exists, as long as colonialism



8 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

exists. These are revolutionary wars. Such wars are not only ad
missible but inevitable, since the colonialists do not grant independence 
voluntarily. Therefore, the peoples can attain their freedom and in
dependence only by struggle, including armed struggle.

How is it that the U.S. imperialists, while desirous of helping the 
French colonialists in every way, decided against direct intervention 
in the war in Vietnam ? They did not intervene because they knew 
that if they did help France with armed forces, Vietnam would get 
relevant aid from China, the Soviet Union, and other socialist coun
tries, which could lead to a world war. The outcome of the war is 
known. North Vietnam was victorious.

At present, a similar war is taking place in Algeria. What kind of 
war is it? I t  is the uprising of the Arab people in Algeria against 
French colonizers. I t  is being conducted in the form of a partisan 
war. The imperialists in the United States and Britain render 
assistance to their French allies with arms. Moreover, they have al
lowed France, a participant in NATO, to transfer its troops from 
Europe for the struggle against the Algerian people.

The Algerian people, too, receive assistance from neighboring and 
other countries that sympathize with their peace-loving aspirations. 
But it is a liberation war of a people for its independence, it is a 
sacred war. We recognize such wars, we help and will help the peo
ples striving for their independence.

Or let us take Cuba’s example. A war took place there too. But it 
also started as an uprising against the internal tyrannical regime 
supported by U.S. imperialism. Batista was a protege of the United 
States. The latter rendered active assistance to him. However, the 
United States did not interfere in that war directly with its armed 
forces. The Cuban people, under the leadership of Fidel Castro, 
have won.

Can such wars flare up in the future? They can. Can there be 
such uprisings ? There can. But these are wars which are national 
uprisings. In other words, can conditions be created where a people 
will lose their patience and rise in arms? They can. What is the 
attitude of the Marxists toward such uprisings? A most positive one. 
These uprisings must not be identified with wars among states, with 
local wars, since in these uprisings the people are fighting for imple
mentation of their right for self-determination, for independent social 
and national development. These are uprisings against rotten reac
tionary regimes, against the colonizers. The communists fully sup
port such just wars and march in the front rank with the peoples 
waging liberation struggles.

Comrades, mankind has come close to the historic point where it 
can solve all problems which were beyond the strength of former
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generations. This also concerns the most vital issue, the prevention 
of a world war. The working class, which already leads a large part 
of the world—and the time will come when it will lead the whole 
world—cannot allow the forces doomed to ruin to drag hundreds of 
millions of people to the grave with them.

A world war in present conditions would be a rocket and nuclear 
war, the most destructive war in history. Among hydrogen bombs 
already tested are those in which the power of one bomb exceeds by 
several times the force of all explosives used during the World War 
I I —and even during all of mankind’s existence. According to scien
tific calculations, the explosion of a single hydrogen bomb in an indus
trial area can destroy up to 1.5 million people, and cause death from 
radiation to another 400,000.

Even a medium-sized hydrogen bomb is sufficient to wipe a large 
town off the face of the earth. British scientists have concluded that 
four megaton bombs, one each for London, Birmingham, Lancashire, 
and Yorkshire would destroy at least 20 million people. According 
to data submitted to the Senate by American experts, losses after 24 
hours of nuclear war are expected to total 50 to 75 million people.^

Pauling, a well-known American scientist, states: The areas likely 
to suffer strong nuclear blows are inhabited by about 1 billion people. 
In  60 days from the moment of atomic attack, 500 to 750 million peo
ple could perish.^ Nuclear war would also bring innumerable hard
ships to the peoples of those countries not directly subjected to bomb
ing; in particular, many millions would perish as a result of the lethal 
consequences of radiation.

We know that if the imperialist madmen unleash a world war cap
italism would be wiped out and annihilated by the peoples. But we 
are resolutely opposed to war, first of all because we are concerned for 
the destiny of mankind, its present and its future. We know that in 
the event of; war it is the working people and their vanguard, the 
working class, that would suffer most. We remember how Vladimir 
Ilyich Lenin formulated the question, pf the destiny of the working 
class. As early as in the first few years after the revolution, when the 
world’s first state of workers and peasants was in a state of siege, 
Ilyich taught that if we save the working man, the main producing 
force of mankind, we will save everything, but we will perish if we 
fail to save him.

 ̂The official summary states that a hypothetical nuclear attack on the United 
States would “cost the lives of approximately 50 million Americans, with some 
20 million others sustaining serious injuries’* {Biological and Enviromnental 
Effects of Nuclear War: Bummary-Analysis of Hearings, June 22-26, 1959 [Jt. 
Com. print, 86th Oong., 1st sess.], p. 5.) Using 1959 i)opulation estimates, it was 
believed that 22.8 million would be killed on the first day and 25.7 million others 
fatally injured {iMd., p. 17).

* Linus Pauling, No More War (New York, 1959), p. 141.
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Now there is more than one worker-peasant state in the worJd, there 
is an entire system of socialist states. Our duty to history is to insure 
peace and peaceful development of this great offspring of the inter
national working class and to protect the peoples of all countries from 
another destructive war. The victory of socialism throughout the 
world, which is inevitable because of the laws of historic development, 
is now near. For this victory, wars among states are not necessary.

A sober appraisal of the inevitable consequences of nuclear war is 
the indispensable condition for a persistent pursuance of a policy of 
preventing war and of mobilizing the masses for the solution of this 
task.

After all, the very appreciation of the threat of devastating war 
strengthens the will of the masses to struggle against war. There
fore it is essential to warn the masses of the most dangerous conse
quences of a new world war and, thereby, to rouse the sacred wrath of 
the peoples against those who are preparing this crime.

The possibility of preventing war is not something like a gift. 
Peace cannot be begged for; it can only be assured by active pur
poseful struggle. That is why we have waged and will wage such a 
struggle.

The entire foreign policy of the Soviet Union is directed toward 
the strengthening of peace. The growing might of our state has been 
used by us and will in the future be used not to threaten anyone, not to 
fan the fear of war, but to steadfastly pursue a policy of struggle 
against the danger of war, for the prevention of a world war. We 
have been and are prompted by the desire to maintain and strengthen 
friendly relations with all peoples in the interests of peace, on the 
basis of the principles of pea.ceful coexistence.

Comrades, life itself bears out the correctness of the Leninist policy 
of peaceful coexistence of states with diverse social systems, consist
ently pursued by the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries. 
Our party considers the policy of peaceful coexistence, which has 
been handed down to us by Lenin, to be the general line of our foreign 
policy. Peaceful coexistence is the high road of international rela
tions between socialist and capitalist countries. The consistent 
implementation of the policy of peaceful coexistence strengthens the 
position of the world socialist system, promotes the growth of its 
economic might, its international prestige and influence among the 
people’s masses, and creates for it favorable foreign-political possi
bilities in peaceful competition with capitalism.

Because the countries of the socialist camp are putting into effect a 
correct policy, a policy of active struggle against the imperialist war
mongers, the prestige of the Soviet Union and of all socialist countries 
has risen to an unprecedented height. I t  is, after all, a fact that coun
tries of socialism now have very good international positions.
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The prestige of fraternal parties in the capitalist states, operating 
in particularly difficult conditions, is also growing from day to day. 
The world today acknowledges that the active, effective, influential 
foreign policy of the Soviet Union, of all socialist countries, draws to 
the side of peace and socialism more and more millions of people.

The policy of actively struggling for peace has imparted dynamic 
force to the foreign policy acts of the socialist countries. In recent 
years, the initiative in the international arena has been in the hands 
of the Soviet Union, the socialist countries, while the imperialist 
states and their governments defend themselves with their backs to 
the wall and their prestige and foreign political stock have never been 
so low.

Peaceful coexistence helps to develop the forces of progress, the 
forces struggling for socialism, and in capitalist countries it facili
tates the activities of communist parties and other progressive organi
zations of the working class. I t  facilitates the struggle the people 
wage against aggressive military blocs, against foreign military bases. 
I t helps the national liberation movement to gain successes.

Thus, the policy of peaceful coexistence, as regards its social con
tent, is a form of intense economic, political, and ideological struggle 
of the proletariat against the aggressive forces of imperialism in the 
international arena.

The struggle against imperialism can be successful only if its ag
gressive acts are resolutely rebuffed. Verbal exhortations will not 
contain the imperialist adventurers. There is only one way of bring
ing imperialism to heel, the unflagging consolidation of the economic, 
political, and military might of the socialist states, an all-out unifica
tion and consolidation of the world revolutionary movement and the 
mobilization of the broad popular masses for the struggle to prevent 
the danger of war.

The CPSU and Soviet Government will continue with determina
tion to do everything to enhance the military might of our country, 
since the imperialists continue the arms race. In rebuffing the aggres
sive actions of imperialism, our party and government display firm
ness and presence of mind. We always seek to direct the development 
of events in a way which insures that, while defending the interests 
of the socialist camp, we do not provide the imperialist provocateurs 
with a chance to unleash a new world war.

We set ourselves the task of exposiug the aggressive essence of all 
military-political alignments of the imperialists like NATO, SEATO, 
and CENTO, of seeking their isolation and ultimate liquidation. We 
have repeatedly stated that in those circumstances we are willing to 
terminate the Warsaw Treaty. All peoples in the world gain from 
the liquidation of military alignments. This would be a most im
portant concrete contribution to the consolidation of peace, improve
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ment of the international atmosphere, and a major success of the 
policy of peaceful coexistence. In  spite of all their efforts the im
perialists lately have not succeeded in involving a single new state in 
their military alignments. I t  is significant that all new independent 
states have declared their intention to pursue a policy of nonparticipa
tion in military blocs.

The struggle against the revival of German militarism is of particu
lar importance for the consolidation of peace in Europe, and not only 
in Europe.

The Soviet Union is waging this struggle together with the GDE, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and other socialist countries in various direc
tions. The most important of these is the struggle for a peace treaty.

The program of peaceful German settlement submitted by socialist 
states and the solution on this basis of the question of West Berlin have 
to a great extent assisted in exposing the aggressive circles of the 
United States, the German Federal Republic, and other NATO par
ticipants as opponents of a relaxation of tension.

The international positions of the GDR— t̂he outpost of socialism in 
Western Europe—have become stronger. The positions of the United 
States, Great Britain, and France have turned out to be particularly 
vulnerable in West Berlin. These powers are still trying to cling to 
the old statutes. They cannot fail to understand that sooner or later 
an end will come to the occupational regime in this city. I t  is essen
tial to continue, step by step, to bring the aggressive imperialist circles 
to their senses, to compel them to take the actual position into account. 
I f  they are stubborn, we will adopt decisive measures. We will con
clude a peace treaty with the GDE because we are fully determined to 
insure the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany at last, to do 
away with the occupational regime in West Berlin, and, thus, to 
eradicate this splinter from the heart of Europe.

Comrades, if the problem of all problems of our time is that of avert
ing a new war, the most radical way of solving it is disarmament. The 
conference of representatives of Marxist-Leninist parties has declared 
that the implementation of the program of general and complete dis
armament, put forward by the Soviet Union, could be of historic 
significance for the destiny of mankind. Our struggle for disarma
ment is not a tactical move. We sincerely want disarmament. Here 
we stand fully on the positions of Marxism-Leninism. At the end of 
the last century, Engels indicated that disarmament was possible and 
qualified it as a “guarantee of peace.” In our time the slogan of 
disarmament was first put forward as a practical task by Vladimir 
Ilyich Lenin and the first Soviet proposals on full or partial disarma
ment—if the capitalists will not agree on full disarmament—were 
submitted at the Genoa conference.^

 ̂See post, p. 174, n. 1.
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The struggle for disarmament is the most important factor for avert
ing war. I t  is an effective struggle against imperialism. In such a 
struggle the socialist camp has the majority of mankind on its side. 
The ideals of peace and progress are our vital ideals. After all, the 
constituent manifesto of the First International, written by Marx, 
contained an appeal that the simple laws of morality and justice, which 
ought to guide private individuals, shoidd become the highest laws in 
relations between nations.

When we raise the slogan of the struggle for peace without weapons 
and without war, we naturally take into account that under modern 
conditions, while two different world social systems exist, there still 
are in the imperialist camp some forces, and quite considerable ones at 
that, which not only do not support this slogan but fight against it.

The present international communist and workers movement has 
attained such might and organization that it poses for itself the 
practical task of delivering mankind from the calamities of a new war. 
The statement of the conference says: The communists see their his
torical mission not only in abolition of exploitation and poverty all 
over the world and in excluding forever the possibility of any war in 
the life of human society, but in delivering mankind in the current 
era from the nightmare of a new world war. The communist parties 
in all countries will devote all their strength and energy to the realiza
tion of this great historic mission.

Bourgeois and revisionist politicians allege that the development 
of the national liberation movement is independent of the working 
class struggle for socialism, independent of the socialist states’ sup
port, that it is the colonizers who grant freedom to the peoples of 
former colonial countries. Such inventions are launched to isolate 
the young independent states from the socialist camp, to prove that on 
the international stage they should, allegedly, play the part of some 
kind of third force and not oppose imperialism.

Is it necessary to mention that such reasoning is downright charla
tanism? I t  is a historical fact that before the victory of the Great 
October Socialist Revolution nations were not able to break the shack
les of colonialism. History has proved that without the establishment 
of socialism, if only in a part of the world, there could have been no 
question of the abolition of colonialism. The imperialist powers, pri
marily the United States, are exerting every effort to attach to their 
own system the countries which have freed themselves from the yoke 
of colonialism, and thus to strengthen the position of world capitalism 
by providing it—as the bourgeois ideologists say—with new blood, to 
rejuvenate and consolidate it.
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If  one faces facts, it cannot be ignored that the imperialists possess 
strong economic inducements for influencing the liberated countries. 
They are still able to enmesh certain politically independent countries 
in the net of economic dependence. Now, when the establishment of 
overt colonial regimes is impossible, the imperialists resort to camou
flaged forms of enslaving and looting the liberated countries.

At the same time the colonial powers maintain internal reactionary 
forces everywhere in the liberated countries. They attempt to im
plant puppet dictatorial regimes and draw these countries into ag
gressive blocks. Although the sharpest divergencies are observed 
among the imperialist states, they often act jointly against the na
tional liberation movement. But if all the factors influencing the fate 
of the peoples who have thrown off colonialism are taken into consid
eration, the conclusion is that the trends of social progress opposed to 
imperialism will eventually prevail. However, these questions are 
settled in the acute struggle within each country.

From the tribune of the congress we declared before the whole world 
that in the communist movement, just as in the socialist camp, there 
has existed and exists complete equality of rights and solidarity of 
all communist and workers parties and socialist countries. The CPSU 
in reality does not exercise leadership over other parties. In the com
munist movement there are no parties that are superior or subordinate. 
All communist parties are equal and independent. All carry respon
sibility for the destiny of the communist movement, for its victories 
and failures. Each communist and workers party is responsible to 
the working class, the working people of its own country, to the en
tire international workers and communist movement.

The role of the Soviet Union does not lie in the fact that it leads 
other socialist countries but in the fact that it was the first to blaze 
the trail to socialism, is the most powerful country in the world so
cialist system, has amassed a great deal of positive experience in the 
struggle for the building of socialism, and was the first to enter the 
period of comprehensive construction of communism. I t  is stressed 
in the statement that the universally acknowledged vanguard of the 
world commimist movement has been and still remains the CPSU, as 
the most experienced and hardened unit of the international com
munist movement.

At the moment, when there exists a large group of socialist coun
tries, each of which is faced with its own tasks, when there are 87 
communist and workers parties functioning, each of which moreover 
is also faced with its own tasks, it is not possible for leadership over 
socialist coimtries and communist parties to be exercised from any 
center at all. This is neither possible nor necessary.
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There have grown up m the communist parties hardened Marxist- 
Leninist cadres capable of leading their own parties, their countries, 
However, in practice, as is well known, the CPSU does not give di
rectives to any other parties. The fact that we are called the leader 
gives no advantages either to our party or to other parties. On the 
contrary, it only creates difficulties.

• • • • • • •

. . .  I  would like to refer to our invariable endeavor to strengthen 
the bonds of fraternal friendship with the Chinese Communist Party, 
with the great Chinese people. In our relations with the Chinese 
Communist Party our party is always guided by the fact that the 
friendship of the two great peoples, the cohesion of our two parties— 
the largest in the international communist movement—is of excep
tional importance in the struggle for the triumph of our common 
cause. Our party has always made, and will continue to make, every 
effort to strengthen this great friendship. With People’s China, with 
the Chinese communists, just as with the communists of all countries, 
we share one goal, the safeguarding of peace and the building of com
munism ; we share common interests, the happiness and well-being of 
the working people; and we share the common basis of firm principles, 
Marxism-Leninism.

The CPSU and Soviet people will do everything to insure that the 
unity of our parties and our peoples will increasingly strengthen so 
as not only to disappoint the enemies but to shake them even more 
with our imity and to attain our great goal— t̂he triumph of 
communism.

Comrades, we live at a splendid tim e: communism has become the 
invincible force of our century. The further successes of communism 
depend to an enormous degree on our will, our unity, our foresight and 
resolve. Through their struggle and their labor, communists, the 
working class, will attain the great goals of communism on earth. 
Men of the future, communists of the next generations will envy us. 
In  their thoughts they will always revert to our days when the lines 
from the party anthem ‘‘We shall build our own new world and those 
who were nothing will become everything!” resounded with particu
lar force.

The CPSU has been, is, and shall be true to the teaching of Marx
ism-Leninism, to proletarian internationalism and friendship among 
peoples. I t  will always struggle for imiversal peace, for the victory 
of communism as we were taught by great Lenin.
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State of the Union Address by President Kennedy to the 
Congress [Extracts}, January 30, 1961 ^

IV.

But all these [domestic] problems pale when placed beside those 
which confront us around the world. No man entering upon this 
office, regardless of his party, regardless of his previous service in 
Washington, could fail to be staggered upon learning—even in this 
brief 10-day period— t̂he harsh enormity of the trials through which 
we must pass in the next 4 years. Each day the crises multiply. 
Each day their solution grows more difficult. Each day we draw 
nearer the hour of maximum danger, as weapons spread and hostile 
forces grow stronger. I  feel I  must inform the Congress that our 
analyses over the last 10 days make it clear that—in each of the prin
cipal areas of crisis—the tide of events has been running out and 
time has not been our friend.

In Asia, the relentless pressures of the Chinese Communists menace 
the security of the entire area—from the borders of India and south 
Viet-Nam to the jungles of Laos, struggling to protect its newly won 
independence. We seek in Laos what we seek in all Asia, and, indeed, 
in all of the world—freedom for the people and independence for the 
government. And this Nation shall persevere in our pursuit of these 
objectives.

In Africa, the Congo has been brutally tom by civil strife, political 
unrest, and public disorder. We shall continue to support the heroic 
efforts of the United Nations to restore peace and order—efforts which 
are now endangered by mounting tensions, unsolved problems, and 
decreasing support from many member states.

In Latin America, Communist agents seeking to exploit that region’s 
peaceful revolution of hope have established a base on Cuba, only 90 
miles from our shores. Our objection with Cuba is not over the 
people’s drive for a better life. Our objection is to their domination by 
foreign and domestic tyrannies. Cuban social and economic reform 
should be encouraged. Questions of economic and trade policy can 
always be negotiated. But Communist domination in this hemisphere 
can never be negotiated.

We are pledged to work with our sister Kepublics to free the 
Americas of all such foreign domination and all tyranny, working 
toward the goal of a free hemisphere of free governments, extending 
from Cape Horn to the Arctic Circle.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 13,1961, pp. 210-214.
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In Europe our alliances are unfulfilled and in some disarray/ The 
unity of NATO has been weakened by economic rivalry and partially 
eroded by national interest. I t  has not yet fully mobilized its resources 
nor fully achieved a common outlook. Yet no Atlantic power can meet 
on its own the mutual problems now facing us in defense, foreign aid, 
monetary reserves, and a host of other areas; and our close ties with 
those whose hopes and interests we share are among this Nation’s 
most powerful assets.

Our greatest challenge is still the world that lies beyond the cold 
war— b̂ut the first great obstacle is still our relations with the Soviet 
Union and Conmiimist China. We must never be lulled into believing 
that either power has yielded its ambitions for world domination— 
ambitions which they forcefully restated only a short time ago. On 
the contrary, our task is to convince them that aggression and subver
sion will not be profitable routes to pursue these ends. Open and peace
ful competition—for prestige, for markets, for scientific achievement, 
even for men’s minds—is something else again. For if freedom and 
communism were to compete for man’s allegiance in a world at peace, 
I  would look to the future with ever-increasing confidence.

To meet this array of challenges—to fulfill the role we cannot avoid 
on the world scene—we must reexamine and revise our whole arsenal 
of tools: military, economic, and political.

One must not overshadow the other. On the Presidential coat of 
arms, the American eagle holds in his right talon the olive branch, 
while in his left he holds a bundle of arrows. We intend to give equal 
attention to both.

Firsts we rrmst strengthen our military tools. We are moving into 
a period of uncertain risk and great commitment in which both the 
military and diplomatic possibilities require a free-world force so 
powerful as to make any aggression clearly futile. Yet in the past, 
lack of a consistent, coherent military strategy, the absence of basic 
assumptions about our national requirements, and the faulty estimates 
and duplication arising from interservice rivalries have all made it 
difficult to assess accurately how adequate—or inadequate—our de
fenses really are.

I  have, therefore, instructed the Secretary of Defense to reappraise 
our entire defense strategy—our ability to fulfill our commitments— 
the effectiveness, vulnerability, and dispersal of our strategic bases, 
forces, and warning systems—the efficiency and economy of our opera
tion and organization—the elimination of obsolete bases and installa
tions—and the adequacy, modernization, and mobility of our present 
conventional and nuclear forces and weapons systems in the light 
of present and future dangers. I  have asked for preliminary conclu
sions by the end of February—and I  then shall recommend whatever

629270— 62------ 3
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legislative, budgetary, or executive action is needed in the light of 
these conclusions.^

In  the meantime, I  have asked the Defense Secretary to initiate 
immediately three new steps most clearly needed now:

(a) First, I  have directed prompt attention to increase our airlift 
capacity. Obtaining additional air transport mobility—and obtaining 
it now—will better assure the ability of our conventional forces to 
respond, with discrimination and speed, to any problem at any spot on 
the globe at any moment’s notice. In  particular it will enable us to 
meet any deliberate effort to avoid or divert our forces by starting 
limited wars in widely scattered parts of the world.

(b) I  have directed prompt action to step up our Polaris submarine 
program. Using unobligated shipbuilding funds now (to let contracts 
originally scheduled for the next fiscal year) will build and place on 
station—at least 9 months earlier than planned—substantially more 
units of a crucial deterrent—a fleet that will never attack first, but 
possess sufficient powers of retaliation, concealed beneath the seas, to 
discourage any aggressor from launching an attack upon our security.

(c) I  have directed prompt action to accelerate our entire missile 
program. Until the Secretary of Defense’s reappraisal is completed, 
the emphasis here will be largely on improved organization and deci
sion-making—on cutting down the wasteful duplications and the 
time-lag that have handicapped our whole family of missiles. I f  we 
are to keep the peace, we need an invulnerable missile force powerful 
enough to deter any aggressor from even threatening an attack that 
he would know could not destroy enough of our force to prevent his 
own destruction. For as I  said upon taking the oath of office: “Only 
when our arms are sufficient beyond doubt can we be certain beyond 
doubt that they will never be employed.” ^

SecoTidly  ̂we must improve o u t  economic tools. Our role is essential 
and unavoidable in the construction of a sound and expanding econ
omy for the entire non-Communist world, helping other nations build 
the strength to meet their own problems, to satisfy their own aspira
tions—to surmount their own dangers. The problems in achieving 
this goal are towering and unprecedented— t̂he response must be tower
ing and unprecedented as well, much as lend-lease and the Marshall 
plan were in earlier years, which brought such fruitful results.

• • • • • • •

Third^ we must sharpen our political and diplomatic tools— t̂he 
means of cooperation and agreement on which an enforceable world 
order must ultimately rest.

 ̂See post, pp. 65-79.
** Department of State BuUeti/it, Feb. 6,1961, p. 175.
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(a) I  have already taken steps to coordinate and expand our disar
mament effort— t̂o increase our programs of research and study—and 
to make arms control a central goal of our national policy under my 
direction. The deadly arms race, and the huge resources it absorbs, 
have too long overshadowed all else we must do. We must prevent 
that arms race from spreading to new nations, to new nuclear powers, 
and to the reaches of outer space. We must make certain that our 
negotiators are better informed and better prepared— t̂o formulate 
workable proposals of our own and to make sound judgments about 
the proposals of others.

I  have asked the other governments concerned to agree to a reason
able delay in the talks on a nuclear test ban—and it is our intention to 
resume negotiations prepared to reach a final agreement with any 
nation that is equally willing to agree to an effective and enforceable 
treaty.

(b) We must increase our support of the United Nations as an in
strument to end the cold war instead of an arena in which to fight it. 
In  recognition of its increasing importance and the doubling of its 
membership

—we are enlarging and strengthening our own mission to the U.N.
—we shall help insure that it is properly financed.
—we shall work to see that the integrity of the office of the Secre

tary-General is maintained.
—^And I  would address a special plea to the smaller nations of the 

world— t̂o join with us in strengthening this Organization, which is 
far more essential to their security than it is to ours— t̂he only body 
in the world where no nation need be powerful to be secure, where 
every nation has an equal voice, and where any nation can exert in
fluence not according to the strength of its armies but according to the 
strength of its ideas. I t  deserves the support of all.

(c) Finally, this administration intends to explore promptly all 
possible areas of cooperation with the Soviet Union and other nations 
“to invoke the wonders of science instead of its terrors.”  ̂ Specifi
cally, I  now invite all nations—including the Soviet Union—to join 
with us in developing a weather prediction program, in a new com
munications satellite program, and in preparation for probing the dis
tant planets of Mars and Venus, probes which may someday unlock the 
deepest secrets of the universe.

Today this country is ahead in the science and technology of space, 
while the Soviet Union is ahead in the capacity to lift large vehicles 
into orbit. Both nations would help themselves as well as other na
tions by removing these endeavors from the bitter and wasteful com-



20 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

petition of the cold war. The United States would be willing to join 
with the Soviet Union and the scientists of all nations in a greater 
effort to make the fruits of this new knowledge available to all—and, 
beyond that, in an effort to extend farm technology to hungry na
tions— t̂o wipe out disease— t̂o increase the exchanges of scientists and 
their knowledge—and to make our own laboratories available to tech
nicians of other lands who lack the facilities to pursue their own work. 
Where nature makes natural allies of us all, we can demonstrate that 
beneficial relations are possible even with those with whom we most 
deeply disagree—and this must someday be the basis of world peace 
and law.

V.

For only with complete dedication by us all to the national interest 
can we bring our country through the troubled years that lie ahead. 
Our problems are critical. The tide is unfavorable. The news will 
be worse before it is better. And while hoping and working for the 
best, we should prepare ourselves now for the worst.

We cannot escape our dangers—^neither must we let them drive us 
into panic or narrow isolation. In  many areas of the world where the 
balance of power already rests with our adversaries, the forces of 
freedom are sharply divided. I t  is one of the ironies of our time that 
the techniques of a harsh and repressive system should be able to instill 
discipline and ardor in its servants—while the blessings of liberty 
have too often stood for privilege, materialism, and a life of ease.

But I  have a different view of liberty.
Life in 1961 will not be easy. Wishing it, predicting it, even asking 

for it, will not make it so. There will be further setbacks before the 
tide is turned. But turn it we must. The hopes of all mankind rest 
upon us— n̂ot simply upon those of us in this Chamber, but upon the 
peasant in Laos, the fisherman in Nigeria, the exile from Cuba, the 
spirit that moves every man and nation who shares our hopes for 
freedom and the future. And in the final analysis, they rest most of 
all upon the pride and perseverance of our fellow citizens of the 
great Kepublic.

In  the words of a great President [Franklin D. Eoosevelt], whose 
birthday we honor today, closing his final state of the Union message 
16 years ago, “We pray that we may be worthy of the unlimited op
portunities that God has given us.” ^

" lUd., Jan. 7,1945, p. 28.
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I .  I n t r o d u c t io n

1. Under Article III.A.5 of the Statute the Agency is authorized

to establish and administer safeguards designed to ensure that special fission
able and other materials, services, equipment, facilities, and information made 
available by the Agency or at its request or under its supervision or control 
are not used in such a way as to further any military purpose; and to apply 
safeguards, at the request of the parties, to any bilateral or multilateral ar
rangement, or, at the request of a State, to any of that state’s activities in the 
field of atomic energy.^

2. The principles and procedures established for the information 
and appropriate guidance of Member States as well as for the guidance 
of the Board itself in the administration of safeguards by the Agency, 
are based on the pertinent provisions of the Statute and enable:

(a) A State or group of States applying for assistance by or 
through the Agency to consider in advance the nature of the 
safeguards that the Agency would attach;

(b) The parties to a bilateral or multilateral arrangement, or a 
State, to determine how Agency safeguards might be applied 
to their activities if they so request; and

^lAEA doc. INFCIRC/26, Mar. 30, 1961. The IAEA Board of Governors
approved the safeguards on Jan. 31. The bracketed footnotes are in the original.

 ̂American Foreign Policy: Current Documents ̂ 1956, p. 916.
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(c) The Board to determine readily what safeguards should be 
attached to Agency projects or applied to arrangements that 
the Agency has been requested to safeguard, and embodied 
in the relevant agreements.

3. Agency safeguards will be applied to materials and facilities 
voluntarily placed under Agency safeguards by a State or States. 
Where two or more States request the Agency to administer the safe- 
rguards provisions of an agreement between those States, the Agency 
will apply those provisions provided that they are consistent with the 
procedures laid down in this document. The administration of safe
guards by the Agency under this paragraph shall be governed by an 
agreement pursuant to the Statute between the Agency and the State 
<or States concerned which shall be made for a specified period.

4. This document specifies:

{a) The principles that are to be followed by the Agency in de
termining the safeguards that are to be attached and applied 
to various types of assistance, and

(b) The procedures to implement these principles.

The safeguards procedures cover the anticipated requirements by the 
Agency in the immediate future and relate only to research, test and 
power reactors with less than 100 megawatts thermal output, to the 
source and special fissionable material used and produced in these 
reactors and to small research and development facilities. Procedures 
covering other types of nuclear facilities will be developed as the 
probable need for them becomes evident. In regard to produced ma
terial, the safeguards provided for in this docimient relate only to 
first generation produced material.

5. The principles and procedures for the attachment and applica
tion of safeguards by the Agency which are set forth hereafter shall 
be subject to a general review after two years, in the light of the actual 
experience gained by the Agency as well as of the technological de
velopment which has taken place.

II . D e f i n i t i o n s

6. “Agency” means the International Atomic Energy Agency.
7. “Statute” means the Statute of the Agency.
8. “Board” means the Board of Governors of the Agency.
9. “Director General” means the Director General of the Agency.
10. “Nuclear material” means any source and/or special fissionable 

material as defined in Article XX of the Statute.
11. “Enrichment” means the percentage by weight of the isotope 

uranium-235 in the total uranium present.
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12. “Depleted uranium” means uranium in which the percentage by 
weight of the isotope uranium-235 in the total uranium present is less 
than that occurring in natural uranium.

13. “Reactor” means any device that can be operated so as to main
tain a controlled, self-sustaining fission chain reaction.

14. “Eeactor facility” means a reactor including appurtenant facili
ties such as fuel storage or cooling facilities or other portions of the 
plant in which nuclear materials are handled or used.

15. “Principal nuclear facility” means reactor facilities, plants for 
processing special fissionable or irradiated source material, plants for 
separating the isotopes of uranium or isotopes of plutonium and such 
other facilities or plants which may be designated by the Board.

16. “Supplied or processed by the Agency” means supplied or 
processed by the Agency directly, or supplied or processed with the 
assistance of the Agency when, in the opinion of the Board, that as
sistance is of a substantial nature.

17. “Diversion” means the use by a recipient State of fissionable or 
other materials, facilities or equipment supplied by the Agency so as 
to further any military purpose or in violation of any other condition 
prescribed in the agreement between the Agency and the State con
cerning the use of such materials, facilities or equipment.

18. “Agency safeguards” means the measures pursuant to the Stat
ute to prevent loss or diversion of materials, specialized equipment or 
principal nuclear facilities.

19. “Attachment of safeguards” means the requirement to apply 
appropriate safeguard procedures.

20. “Application of safeguards” to materials or facilities means the 
implementation of appropriate safeguards procedures.

21. “PN [ ]̂ material” and “PN facility” mean materials and 
facilities:

(a) Supplied by the Agency or to which Agency safeguards are 
otherwise attached;

(b) Placed under Agency safeguards by agreement with the 
State or States concerned ;

(c) Allocated by a State for peaceful purposes exclusively, pro
vided the State concerned voluntarily sends the Agency 
notification thereof in connection with Agency safeguards; or

(d) Supplied from a source external to a State under an agree
ment that they shall not be used to further a military purpose 
or otherwise safeguarded in that State by other organizations 
or States, provided that all parties concerned shall have 
voluntarily notified the Agency in connection with Agency

[̂ ] This abbreviation means “peaceful nnclear”.
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safeguards of the material or facilities supplied or otherwise 
safeguarded in the State so that the Agency can take account 
thereof.

III. P r i n c i p l e s  o f  A g e n c y  S a f e g u a r d s

A. General'prinoifles

22. The principal factors considered by the Board for determining 
the relevance of particular safeguards for various types of materials 
and facilities will depend upon the form, scope and amount of the 
assistance supplied by the Agency, the specific character of each in
dividual project and the degree to which the assistance can further a 
military purpose. The Agency and the State with which a safeguards 
agreement is to be concluded, will take into account all pertinent 
circumstances existing at the time.

23. The provisions of this document together with any other provi
sions which may be agreed upon in the course of negotiations will only 
become legally binding after the entry into force of a specific agree
ment including such provisions.

B. PmncAfles of attojchment

24. The attachment of Agency safeguards to Agency projects will 
take into consideration all PN materials and PN facilities in the State.

25. Agency safeguards will be attached to nuclear materials sup
plied by the Agency whenever the total amount of PN material in a 
State exceeds a certain minimum, and will also be attached to special 
fissionable material produced in or by the use of material to which 
Agency safeguards are thus attached. Agency safeguards will be 
attached to nuclear material used, produced or processed in a principal 
nuclear facility to which Agency safeguards are attached.

26. Agency safeguards will be attached to principal nuclear facili
ties supplied or substantially assisted by the Agency. [ ]̂ I f  in the 
opinion of the Board specialized equipment or non-nuclear material 
supplied by the Agency could substantially assist a principal nuclear 
facility or could in other ways further a military purpose. Agency 
safeguards will be attached to such equipment or material even when 
it is not in a principal nuclear facility.

27. No Agency safeguards will be attached to mines, to mining 
equipment or to ore-processing plants.

C. PrzThci'ples of application

28. The application of Agency safeguards to Agency projects will 
take into consideration all PN materials and PN facilities in the State.

29. Agency safeguards will be applied to :

[̂ ] Subject to the exemptions provided for in paragraph 36 below.
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(a) Nuclear material to which Agency safeguards are attached;
(b) Nuclear material while it is intermixed with nuclear material 

to which Agency safeguards are attached; and
(c) Nuclear material in Member States to which Agency safe

guards are attached at the request of Member States.

30. Agency safeguards will be applied to :

(a) Facilities [ ]̂ to which Agency safeguards are attached;
(b) Facilities [ ]̂ while they are processing, using, or storing ma

terials to which Agency safeguards are attached; and
(c) Facilities [̂ ] in Member States to which Agency safeguards

are attached at the request of Member States.

31. Agency safeguards will be applied to specialized equipment and 
non-nuclear materials to which Agency safeguards are attached and to 
facilities [ ]̂ incorporating these items.

IV. A t t a c h m e n t  a n d  T e r m i n a t i o n  o r  A g e n c y  S a f e g u a r d s

A .  Attachment to nuclear materials

32. (a) Agency safeguards will be attached to source material sup
plied by the Agency and to special fissionable material 
produced in or by the use of such material, except when 
the quantity of PN source material in a State, including 
the material supplied by the Agency, does not exceed :

(i) In the case of natural uranium or depleted uranium 
with a uranium-235 content of 0.5 per cent or 
greater—10 metric tons;

(ii) In  the case of depleted uranium with a uranium-235 
content of less than 0.6 per cent— 2̂0 metric tons;

(iii) In the case of thorium— 2̂0 metric tons.

(b) Agency safeguards will be attached to special fissionable 
material supplied by the Agency and to special fissionable 
material produced in or by the use of such material, except 
when the quantity of PN special fissionable material in a 
State, including the material supplied by the Agency, does 
not exceed 200 grams of plutonium, uranium-233 or fully 
enriched uranium or its equivalent in the case of partially 
enriched uranium. [ ]̂ Safeguards will be applied in a 
nominal manner when the amount of PN special fissionable 
material in a State does not exceed 1,000 grams [^].

C] The word “facility*’ is used in the sense defined in paragraphs 14 and 15 
taken together.

[̂ ] Equivalent amounts can be determined from the equation in the Appendix. 
The equivalent amounts of plutonium and uranium-233 are the same as for 
fully enriched uranium.
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33. Agency safeguards will be attached to special fissionable mate
rial produced in a principal nuclear facility to which Agency safe
guards are attached.

34. Agency safeguards will be attached to nuclear material proc
essed or used in a principal nuclear facility to which Agency safe
guards are attached.

35. Agency safeguards will be attached to all special fissionable 
material produced in a reactor to which Agency safeguards are not 
attached but which contains nuclear material to which Agency safe
guards are attached, if such material permits the reactor to operate 
at more than 200 per cent of the power at which it could operate with
out such material.

B. Attachment to facilities^ equipment and non-nuclear material

36. Agency safeguards will be attached to principal nuclear facili
ties supplied or, in the opinion of the Board, substantially assisted by 
the Agency. Reactors which, after an inspection at initial criticality, 
are assessed by the Board to have a maximum calculated power for 
continuous operation of less than 3 thermal megawatts shall be ex
empted from such attachment provided that the total such power of 
reactors thus exempted in any State may not exceed 6 thermal 
megawatts.

37. Agency safeguards will be attached to specialized equipment 
and non-nuclear material supplied by the Agency, which in the opin
ion of the Board could substantially assist a principal nuclear facility, 
other than a reactor with a maximum calculated power for continuous 
operation of less than 3 thermal megawatts, or could in other ways 
further a military purpose, even when such specialized equipment or 
non-nuclear material is not in a principal nuclear facility. The Board 
may from time to time designate certain specific specialized equipment 
and non-nuclear material as being items which would be considered 
capable of substantially assisting a principal nuclear facility or in 
other ways of furthering a military purpose.

C. Termination or suspension of Agency safeguards

38. The attachment of Agency safeguards to a facility, to materials 
or to equipment will terminate when there are no conditions as listed 
in paragraphs 32 to 37 above that require attachment of Agency 
safeguards.

39. The attachment of Agency safeguards to nuclear material will 
be suspended while it is transferred solely for the purpose of process
ing, reprocessing or testing to any other Member State or to any 
group of States or to an international organization imder an agree
ment between the parties concerned approved by the Agency, (̂ r to a
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facility within the State to which safeguards are not attached under 
an arrangement approved by the Agency, provided th a t:

(a) The agreement or the arrangement requires that a party 
thereto place under Agency safeguards, at a time to be agreed 
and with due allowance for processing losses, an amount of 
nuclear material at least equal to that transferred between 
States or within a Member State and not otherwise subject 
to safeguards; or

(b) The quantities of materials so received or sent out by any 
State in accordance with this paragraph are not at any time 
in excess of the amounts shown in subparagraph 32(a) above 
in the case of source material, or 1,000 grams of plutonium, 
uranium-233 or fully enriched uranium or its equivalent in 
the case of special fissionable material.

V. A p p l i c a t i o n  o r  A g e n c y  S a f e g u a r d s

A. General 'procedures concerning application to all types of facili
ties and materials

(a) Introduction

40. Agency safeguards will be applied to facilities and to materials 
in facilities in accordance with agreements entered into by the Agency 
with the State or States concerned. The application of such safe
guards shall be as specified in the agreements and may extend, as 
appropriate, to the following:

(a) The Agency shall examine the design and approve it only 
from the viewpoint of assuring that it will not further any 
military purpose and that it will permit effective application 
of Agency safeguards;

(b) The State shall maintain a system of records as agreed with 
the Agency of the material and facilities to which Agency 
safeguards are to be applied;

(c) The State shall submit to the Agency routine and special 
reports on the facilities and the materials under safeguards; 
and

(d) The State shall permit inspections by the Agency to account 
for material to which Agency safeguards are applied and 
to detect diversion.

41. The Agency staff shall not disclose any industrial secret or other 
confidential information coming to their knowledge by reason of the 
application of Agency safeguards except to the Director General and 
such other staff of the Agency as he may authorize to have such infor
mation for discharging their official duties.
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(b) Procedure for approval of design

42. The design of facilities existing at the time of the signing of 
the project agreement shall be approved by the Agency in order to 
determine, in so far as it is able, whether the facility will further any 
military purpose and that the facility will permit the effective appli
cation of Agency safeguards. In  the event of additional facilities 
being designed which require the application of safeguards or in the 
event of a substantial change in the design of facilities already 
approved under the project agreement, the State will advise the 
Agency accordingly and submit such designs for examination and ap
proval together with any information that the Agency may request.

43. The Agency shall make its decision about approval of these de
signs as expeditiously as possible after the submission of the informa
tion by the State.

(c) Procedure for agreement of the records system

44. The State shall agree with the Agency a plan for the system of 
records for each facility and material to which Agency safeguards 
are to be applied. A draft of this plan shall be submitted by the State 
in sufficient time to permit review by the Agency and adoption by the 
State of an agreed system before the records need to be used. Any 
changes in this plan shall similarly be agreed with the Agency.

45. The records shall include operating records for nuclear facili
ties, as well as accounting records of material and equipment, to which 
Agency safeguards are applied.

46. All records shall be retained for at least two years.

(d) Procedure for submission of reports

(i) General considerations

47. The State shall agree with the Agency a plan for the system of 
reports for each facility and material to which Agency safeguards are 
to be applied. A draft of this plan shall be submitted by the State in 
sufficient time to permit review by the Agency and adoption by the 
State of the agreed plan before the first report is required to be sub
mitted.

(ii) Routine reports

48. The State shall submit the following routine reports to the 
Agency:

(a) Operating reports showing the use that has been made of the 
facility and the material in the facility since the last report 
and as far as possible the program of work which is going to 
be carried out in the facility and with the material; and
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(b) Accounting reports showing the receipt, issue and location of 
the material to which Agency safeguards are applied.

49. The State shall submit the first routine report at the time of the 
first operation of the facility under Agency safeguards or at the time 
when material to which Agency safeguards are attached is first re
ceived at the facility.

50. At the request of the Agency the State shall submit amplifica
tions or elucidations of routine reports referred to in paragraph 48 
above, in the event of unusual circumstances as determined by the 
Agency.

(iii) Special reports

51. The State shall notify the Agency within forty-eight hours by 
the most expeditious means available:

(a) I f  any unusual incident occurs, involving an actual or po
tential loss, destruction or damage of any facility or ma
terial to which Agency safeguards are applied; or

(b) I f  material is lost or unaccounted for in quantities that ex
ceed those normal operating losses or unaccounted-for quan
tities that are accepted by the Agency to be characteristic of 
the facility involved.

52. The State shall submit to the Agency a report at least two 
weeks before:

(a) Any proposed transfer or other transaction that will result 
in a change in the quantity of materials to which Agency 
safeguards are applied in the State, or a significant change 
in any facility or complex of facilities considered as a unit 
for this purpose by agreement with the Agency; and

(b) Any proposed major change in the planned future program 
as reported in the routine reports.

53. The State shall submit any additional special reports requested 
by the Agency concerning matters referred to in paragraphs 51 and 52 
above.

(e) Procedure for inspections

(i) Eoutine inspections

54. The Agency may make routine inspections of the facility and 
material to which Agency safeguards are applied, beginning at a time 
specified in the project agreement.



30 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

55. Inspections will include the examination of the facility to en
sure that it is constructed in accordance with the approved design, 
and the testing of any equipment or instruments that are to be used 
to measure material in the facility to which Agency safeguards are to 
be applied. The testing of instruments and equipment shall be car
ried out only to the extent necessary to test their proper functioning, 
without reference to their design.

56. Eoutine inspections after the facility is in operation shall nor
mally include:

(a) Examination of the facility and/or material to which Agency 
safeguards are applied;

(b) Audit of reports and records;
(c) Verification of the amounts of material to which Agency 

safeguards are applied, by physical inspection, measurement 
and sampling; and

(d) Examination and testing of the measurement instruments.

57. I f  the Agency considers that all the routine inspections that are 
authorized are not required, fewer inspections may be carried out.

(ii) Special inspections

58. I f  an examination of the special reports made under paragraphs 
51 and 52 above indicates the need for a special inspection, the Agency 
is entitled to carry out such an inspection, to investigate the occurrence.

59. In  the event of imforeseen circumstances requiring immediate 
action, a special inspection may be made provided that a report shall 
be made to the Board on the circumstances leading to such inspection.

(f) Nominal safeguards

60. I f  the quantities of PN special fissionable material in the State 
are such that material supplied by the Agency qualifies for the appli
cation of safeguards in a nominal manner as specified in sub-para
graph 32 (b) above the following shall apply:

(a) Only one routine report shall be required each year regarding 
the material and the facilities which are processing, using, 
or storing such material;

(b) No routine inspections shall be carried out; and
(c) Special reports will be submitted and special inspections per

formed as necessary.
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B. Additional 'procedures for a'p'plication to reactor facilities

(a) Introduction

61. The following additional provisions apply to reactor facilities. 
In  the present procedures only reactors below 100 thermal megawatts 
are considered.

(b) Frequency of routine reports
62. The frequency of routine reports for a facility shall normally be 

twice a year. The actual frequency for a given facility shall be de
termined in relation to the frequency of inspection of that facility.

(c) Frequency of routine inspections

63. Eoutine inspections shall be made of each facility to which safe
guards are applied except those subject only to nominal safeguards.

64. The number of inspections will be kept to a minimum consistent 
with the effective application of safeguards.

65. The frequency of inspection of a reactor facility shall take into 
account the following considerations:

(a) The possession by the State or States of an irradiated fuel 
reprocessing facility;

(b) The nature of the reactor facility;
(c) The nature of the nuclear material used or produced in the

reactor facility; and
(d) The amount of nuclear material used or produced in the 

reactor facility.

In  the light of these considerations, routine inspections shall be con
ducted at such a frequency that in the interval between inspections the 
total possible error in the measurement of the quantity of nuclear 
material used or produced by the reactor facility [ ]̂ cannot amount 
to more than 0.2 kilograms nf plutonium, uranium-233 or fully en
riched uranium-235 or tutsir equivalents. The maximum frequency 
of routine inspections for a reactor facility shall be as shown in the 
table below. The first colimm of this table indicates the annual 
usage [̂ ] or the maximum potential production of plutonium, ura
nium-233 or uranium-235 expressed in equivalent kilograms, and the 
second column indicates the corresponding inspection frequencies.

n  For the purposes of this document ‘‘the total possible error in the measure
ment of the quantity of nuclear material used or produced by the reactor facility” 
shall mean one standard deviation of the measurement.

[̂ ] Annual usage is the equivalent yearly throughput or inventory, whichever 
is larger, and “equivalent” is used in the sense in which it is used in paragraph 
32 above and in the Appendix.
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Frequency of routine inspections [̂ ]

A nnual usage or m aximum po ten tia l Maximumi num ber
production of P u , u ran ium -233  or of rou tine  ingpec-

u ran ium -235  (equ ivalen t kilogram s) tions per year

From 0.2 to 1------------------------------------------------------------------------------  None
(Nominal 

safeguards)
More than 1 up to 5-----------------------------------------------------------------------  1
More than 5 up to 10---------------------------------------------------------------------- 2
More than 10 up to 15--------------------------------------------------------------------  3
More than 15 up to 20--------------------------------------------------------------------  4
More than 20 up to 25--------------------------------------------------------------------  5
More than 25 up to 30--------------------------------------------------------------------  6

The ^appropriate number of routine inspections will be stated in each 
project agreement and provision made therein for changes in case of 
changed conditions.

C. Additional 'procedures for application to research and develop- 
ment facilities other than reactor facilities

66. In this paragraph the only research and development facilities 
that are provided for are those in a State which possesses PN special 
fissionable material in quantities that qualify, in accordance with sub- 
paragraph 32(b) above, for the application of safeguards in a nomi
nal manner. For such facilities the application shall be limited to 
-that shown in paragraph 60 above.

[̂ ] Examples of the application of the principle illustrated in the above table 
are given in the following table; they are calculated on the basis of typical 
operating conditions at the reactor facility:

Illustrative frequencies of routine inspection

Type of reactor facility Design power

Enrichment 
of fuel (per 

cent)
Number of routine 
inspections per year

Homogeneous research________ 50 K W .._ 20_____ \ None, subject to
Heavy water research_________ 3 MW___ Natural. I the provisions of
Pool research_______ ________ 1 MW___ 20_____ 1 paragraphs 32
Pool research________________ 2 MW___ 90-------- , j and 36 above
Graphite moderated research 4 MW Natural- 1
Test or large research_________ 30 MW.__ 20_____ 2
Pressurized water power_______ 40 MWT.. 4______ 2
Boiling water power__________ 58 MWT_. 4.2____ 2
Test or large research_________ 20 MW.__ 90_____ 4
Graphite moderated power____ 100 MWT. Natural- 6
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APPENDIX

Equivalent amoimts of enriched wramvm

1. The amount of partially enriched uranium that is equivalent to 
200 grams of fully enriched uranium, is given by the equation:

0.2
Amount of uranium in kilograms=

(100)2
2. The amount of partially enriched uranium equivalent to x kilo

grams of fully enriched uranium can be determined by substituting 
X for the figure 0.2 in the equation in paragraph 1 above.

Statement by President Kennedy Regarding the Geneva 
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, March 14, 1961 ^

Ambassador Arthur H. Dean leaves on Wednesday [March 15] 
for Geneva to head the United States Delegation to the Conference 
on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests where on March 21 
negotiations among the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will be resumed.

Our nation is indeed fortunate to have the services of Ambassador 
Dean at this decisive stage of the sessions. He has accumulated ex
tensive experience in international negotiation of difficult and complex 
issues. I  know that he will present the American point of view with 
the greatest clarity and skill.

Ambassador Dean and the United States Delegation will be engaged 
in an enterprise which could not only contribute to halting the prolif
eration of nuclear weapons but also have important implications for 
the future of disarmament and arms limitation negotiations and the 
future peace and security of the world.

The United States Government is determined to do all that is pos
sible to conclude a safeguarded agreement on a sound and equitable 
basis.

The United States and British Delegations have labored for two 
and one-half years at the Conference to reach agreement with the 
USSR on a treaty under which nuclear weapon tests would be pro
hibited and an adequate control system established. While much

 ̂White House press release, Mar. 14,1961. 
629270— 62-------4
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groundwork for a treaty has been laid, critical issues remain to be 
resolved.

In recent weeks, the United States has undertaken a thorough re
view of the technical and political problems still outstanding. As 
a result, the United States Delegation will return to the conference 
table with proposals which could constitute the basis for a treaty 
fair to all contracting parties. I t  is my hope that the proposals will 
be accepted and that the negotiators will be able to proceed with all 
appropriate speed toward the conclusion of the first international 
arms control agreement in the nuclear age.

London Statement by the Commonwealth Prime Ministers, 
March 17, 1961'

A im

1. The aim must be to achieve total world-wide disarmament, sub
ject to effective inspection and control.

2. In  view of the slaughter and destruction experienced in so-called 
“conventional” wars and of the difficulty of preventing a conven
tional war, once started, from developing into a nuclear war, our 
aim must be nothing less than the complete abolition of the means of 
waging war of any kind.

P rinciples

3. An agreement for this purpose should be negotiated as soon as 
possible, on the basis of the following principles—

(a) All national armed forces and armaments must be reduced 
to the levels agreed to be necessary for internal security.

(b) Once started, the process of disarmament should be continued 
without interruption until it is completed, subject to veri
fication at each stage that all parties are duly carrying out 
their undertakings.

(c) The elimination of nuclear and conventional armaments 
must be so phased that at no stage will any country or group 
of countries obtain a signijficant military advantage.

(d) In respect of each phase there should be established, by agree
ment, effective machinery of inspection, which should come

 ̂A/4868, Sept. 14, 1961, and Corr. 1, Oct. 2, 1961. The statement was agreed 
to by the Prime Ministers of the following countries: Australia, Canada, Ceylon, 
Cyprus, Federation of Malaya, Ghana, India, New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Union of South Africa, and the United Kingdom.
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into operation simultaneously with the phase of disarma
ment to which it relates.

(e) Disarmament should be carried out as rapidly as possible 
in progressive stages, within specified periods of time.

(f) At the appropriate stage, a substantial and adequately armed 
military force should be established, to prevent aggression 
and enforce observance of the disarmament agreement; and 
an international authority should be created, in associa
tion with the United Nations, to control this force and to 
ensure that it is not used for any purpose inconsistent with 
the Charter.

4. On the basis of the above principles, it should be possible, given 
goodwill on both sides, to reconcile the present differences of approach 
between the different plans put forward.

N egotiations

5. The principal military Powers should resume direct negotiations 
without delay in close contact with the United Nations, which is 
responsible for disarmament under the Charter. Since peace is the 
concern of the whole world, other nations should also be associated 
with the disarmament negotiations, either directly or through some 
special machinery to be set up by the United Nations, or by both means.

6. Side by side with the political negotiations, experts should start 
working out the details of the inspection systems required for the 
measures of disarmament applicable to each stage, in accordance with 
the practice adopted at the Geneva Nuclear Tests Conference.

7. Every effort should be made to secure rapid agreement to the 
permanent banning of nuclear weapons tests by all nations and to 
arrangements for verifying the observance of the agreement. Such 
an agreement is urgent, since otherwise further countries may soon 
become nuclear Powers, which would increase the danger of war and 
further complicate the problem of disarmament. Moreover, an agree
ment on nuclear tests, apart from its direct advantages, would pro
vide a powerful psychological impetus to agreement over the wider 
field of disarmament.

8. Disarmament without inspection would be as unacceptable as 
inspection without disarmament. Disarmament and inspection are 
integral parts of the same question and must be negotiated together; 
and both must be made as complete and effective as is humanly pos
sible. I t  must, however, be recognized that no safeguards can provide 
100 per cent protection against error or treachery. Nevertheless, the 
risks involved in the process of disarmament must be balanced against 
the risks involved in the continuance of the arms race,

9. I t  is arguable whether the arms race is the cause or the result 
of distrust between nations. But it is clear that the problems of dis
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armament and international confidence are closely linked. Therefore, 
while striving for the abolition of armaments, all nations must actively 
endeavour to reduce tension by helping to remove other causes of 
friction and suspicion.

Address by Secretary of State Rusk at the University of 
California at Berkeley, March 20, 1961 ^

I t is a great privilege for me to take part in the Charter Day exer
cises of the University of California at Berkeley. I  have done so 
before, in between pitching pennies at the step of Boalt Hall, and am 
one who has watched the University's rise to the front ranks of world 
universities with pride and admiration. You have combined here a 
passion for excellence, the strong support of your governors and leg
islators, and the affection of the people of this State to build a uni
versity system which adds luster to California and draws upon you 
the responsibilities which result from your capacity to contribute. I  
could not be here without a word of appreciation for the many roles 
you are playing in strengthening our relations with the peoples of 
other lands and cultures.

When I  arrived in Washington to assume my new responsibilities I  
found that my colleagues in the Department of State had thought
fully prepared a briefing book on the “major issues” in foreign policy 
which the new administration would face. I t  was three inches thick. 
A tour d’horizon of the world scene shows every continent filled with 
complex situations engaging our national interest and attention; bore
dom is not to be our problem.

At this great University, I  have presumed to think that you might 
be interested in hearing what seem to me to be some of the underlying 
questions which throw light upon the specific situations that fill the 
headlines. My purpose in these brief remarks will be, not to describe 
the jungle, but to try to point to some trails through it; not to create 
new headlines but to make a modest contribution to understanding.

One of the first of these questions is how we shall relate ourselves to 
the far-reaching changes which mark our period of history. I  have 
commented on this before, and shall do so again and again. For 
vast readjustments are taking place, no less significant than was the 
explosion of Europe into other continents in the 15th-19th centuries. 
The idea of national independence is in crescendo and may not run its 
course until we have at least 120 sovereign states in the community of 
nations.

* Department of State press release 146, Mar. 20,1961.
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In the other direction, national states are acting together to reduce 
the meaning of their national boundaries through international ar
rangements of a regional or universal character to handle problems 
which cannot be solved by single states acting alone. The sharper 
edges of sovereignty are being blunted by voluntary action to meet 
practical necessity and gain reciprocal practical advantage. Today, 
March 20, for example, there are more than eleven international con
ferences in progress in some part of the world at which the United 
States is officially represented. The same occurs on every working 
day throughout the year. There is emerging, steadily but largely un
noticed, what a distinguished jurist has called the “common law of 
mankind”.

In vast areas of the world peoples who have lived in misery have 
discovered that hunger, disease and ignorance are not a part of an in
escapable environment but that somethinig can be done about them. 
The so-called “revolution of rising expectations” is real and govern
ments which do not respond with vigorous effort cannot hope to 
survive.

Beaching out for domination in the midst of these changes is a com
munist world which is bringing large resources and renewed energy 
to the extension of its controls in Latin America, Africa, the Middle 
East and Asia. I t  would be a mistake for us to imderestimate the 
formidable contest in which we shall be engaged in the decade of the 
sixties.

But the underlying forces producing change are familiar. To state 
them simply, they are a quest for freedom—national and individual— 
a groping for a rule of law, and a yearning for economic and social 
improvement. So identified, our relation to them becomes clear. 
They are congenial forces, rooted in ideas upon which we have built 
our own nation, a striving which has been a part of our own struggle, 
aspirations which we share with human beings in all parts of the world.

Our own role cannot be passive; nor can we afford merely an active 
defense of the status quo. The United States, indeed Western De
mocracy, must take the lead in building a world in which men can be 
free under law, and in which the human spirit will not be subdued by 
hunger, disease and despair. We cannot stand aside from the revo
lutionary forces which we ourselves helped to nourish if we wish our 
own great experiment in freedom to thrive.

A second large question before us is whether the community of na
tions can forge the international instruments we must have to resolve 
conflicts and make cooperation more effective. I  am skeptical when I  
hear that one or another crisis will “decide the fate of the United 
Nations”—^man’s hopes for peace will not be so lightly surrendered. 
But there are times of testing when we leam whether we are moving 
ahead or slipping backward. The success of the United Nations effort
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in the Congo is such a test. There the United Nations has been asked 
to bring order out of chaos, to assist the Congolese to get their house 
in good array, to provide financial and administrative assistance until 
the human and material resources of the country are mobilized, and 
to protect the Congo from interferences from the outside which would 
frustrate both the wishes of the Congolese and the principles of the 
Charter.

I t is not my present purpose to enter into the Congolese part of the 
problem but to draw your attention to the effort to deal with it by 
international action. The first requirement has been to determine a 
United Nations policy; executive agents cannot act effectively unless 
they know what they are expected to accomplish; armed forces need 
to be clear about their mission. The determination of policy is, of 
course, a political process and involves the adjustment of diverse views 
among those who come to the table. A clear mandate cannot issue 
from the Security Council or from the General Assembly unless mem
bers are willing to agree upon a policy—to reduce the variety of na> 
tional policies to an understandable and consistent policy for the 
United Nations itself. The United States supported the most recent 
Security Council resolution on the Congo  ̂not because we thought it 
was perfect but because we believed it to be a useful improvement 
upon the previous uncertain mandate.

A second requirement has been the furnishing of troops at the call 
of the Secretary General on behalf of the United Nations. In such 
situations time is of the essence and a ready response is critical. Upon 
arrival, such forces must come under United Nations command and 
policy, for if the several contingents should act upon national direc
tives utter confusion could result. If, for reasons which seem suffi
cient to the governments concerned, particular contingents have to be 
withdrawn, the United Nations should be given considerable discretion 
as to time and circumstances. While we can be grateful to those 
countries who furnished troops in full cooperation with the United 
Nations, experience in the Congo suggests that we must turn once more 
to the possibility of constituting a permanent United Nations force, 
specifically trained and equipped, held in readiness for immediate use.

A United Nations responsibility in a country like the Congo is an 
expensive operation; it requires money, and in large amounts. The 
effort cannot succeed unless member governments put aside their par- 
ticular views and provide the resources properly levied by the General 
Assembly. These are admittedly burdensome, but conflict is more so,, 
and we are talking about the maintenance of peace. I f  the United 
States has thus far assumed more than its share of United Nations 
costs in the Congo, it is because we believe that United Nations pres-

* Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 13,1961, p. 359.
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ence and action in that country must not fail because of the financial 
defaults of some of its members; its failure would involve heavier 
burdens more costly still.

Recent attacks upon the Secretary General and proposals to substi
tute a triumvirate for a single executive agent must be looked upon 
as an attempt to reduce the United Nations to ineffectiveness.^ The 
United States cannot accept so serious an undermining of the agree
ments and purposes of the Charter. We have committed ourselves 
to the United Nations as an indispensable instrument of peace. But 
if it is important to us, so it is to the generality of its membership who 
must look to it for their safety and for attention to their interests in 
a turbulent world. The United Nations must accomplish its task in 
the Congo both because of the Congo and because it must ready itself 
for other, as yet unidentified, crises in the years ahead where effective 
international action may be the difference between war and peace.

A third of the larger questions before us is how we are to deal with 
the issues commonly called the cold war. The cold war was not in
vented in the West; it was born in the assault upon freedom which 
arose out of the ashes of World War Two. We might have hoped 
that the fires of that struggle might have consumed ambitions to 
dominate others and that, at long last, man might have established 
his relations on the law of the Charter. But such has not been the 
case. The issues called the cold war are real and cannot be merely 
wished away. They must be faced and met. But how we meet them 
makes a difference. They will not be scolded away by invective nor 
frightened away by bluster. They must be met with determination, 
confidence and sophistication. Unnecessary or pointless irritations 
should be removed; channels of communication should be kept open 
to make it the more possible to find points at which tension might be 
relieved. Our discussion, public or private, should be marked by 
civility; our manners should conform to our own dignity and power 
and to our good repute throughout the world. But our purposes and 
policy must be clearly expressed to avoid miscalculation or an under
estimation of our determination to defend the cause of freedom. Per
haps most important of all, we should keep our eyes on the world 
beyond the cold war, the world we see when men come to their senses, 
the world which men have dreamed about for centuries. For, in build
ing that world, we shall have friends in all parts of the earth, we 
shall find strength in the very nature of man, we shall share purposes 
which make natural allies of us all. I f  defending freedom is to be 
called waging the cold war, then wage it we must, but we would 
prefer to bring it to an end. JFor we look forward to a time when

 ̂ See Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclea/r Weapon Tests:
Histoi y and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 121-122.
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contest will be unnecessary because the freedom of man will be firmly 
established.

A fourth central question is whether we cannot now move realisti
cally toward disarmament. The dismal history of man’s attempts to 
lay down his arms and to live in peace is not encouraging. I  suppose 
there is no subject to which I  have given more personal attention 
during my adult years than to this. I  sympathize with those who look 
upon disarmament negotiations as an elaborate minuet. But we dare 
not yield to cynicism or despair. The burden of arms is staggering 
and the very nature of modem weapons adds to general tension. We 
must try again, with imagination, prudence and persistence, to move 
from endless discussion to practical steps—small steps if necessary, 
large steps if possible.

Tomorrow, the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet 
Union will resume negotiations at Geneva on a treaty to ban the 
testing of nuclear weapons. President Kennedy has instructed our 
delegation, led by Mr. Arthur Dean, to enter these talks with great 
seriousness of purpose.^ A treaty which succeeds in halting nuclear 
tests, under adequate inspection and control, might not in itself repre
sent a major step in the reduction of arms— b̂ut it would be a first and 
a most significant one. We very much hope that all others at the 
table will recognize the pregnant meaning of success in this effort and 
bring to the talks a resolve to reach a prompt and reasonable 
conclusion.

Meanwhile, our study of general disarmament problems moves 
ahead under the leadership of Mr. John J. McCloy and our disarma
ment administration. There is no need to repeat here the several 
proposals which various nations have contributed to recent disar
mament discussion. The matter needs a fresh and imaginative review 
by all concerned. There can be no doubt about the readiness of the 
United States to work for a practical plan. Our history shows a 
democracy’s deep reluctance to bear arms in times of peace—to the 
point where we have learned that weakness, too, can be a danger. 
After World War Two, for example, we demobilized until we had no 
division and no air group ready for combat. Our defense budget was 
one-fourth of its present level. The rebuilding of our strength was a 
necessity undertaken reluctantly, forced upon us by those who would 
not join in building a peaceful world.

Disarmament would be simple in a world in which the major polit
ical issues have been resolved. Since we cannot expect an early end 
to rivalry and discord, and since an arms race adds to tension, our 
present task is the far more difficult one of finding measures which 
will safely permit reductions in arms while a world of law and order

 ̂See post, pp. 55-65.
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is coming into being. This is why effective inspection and control 
are required, why progressive steps appear to be a prudent procedure, 
why the constitutional structure for settling disputes must be strength
ened, and why effective international police forces are needed to sup
port the processes of law. The purpose is a peaceful world—and in 
a peaceful world large military establishments would have no place; 
the building of that world puts us on the road to disarmament.

We should not suppose that the problem of disarmament is limited 
to the great powers or to the Northern Hemisphere. The burden of 
arms can fall upon all nations, large and small. While the so-called 
great powers are exploring the possibilities of major arms reductions, 
other nations may find that they, too, can review their situations and 
make a useful contribution. President Kennedy has endorsed the 
suggestion made in Latin America, for example, that “the time has 
come to take the first steps toward sensible limitations of arms”.

There may be other nations, at some distance from the great centers 
of military power, who may find it to their advantage to undertake 
agreements among themselves to limit their arms to internal security 
purposes. Such agreements would help to prevent a diversion of 
resources sorely needed for economic and social development and 
would, in addition, make it less likely that they would be drawn into 
the larger arms race which we are trying to end.

In signing the United Nations Charter we committed ourselves to 
disarmament as a solemn purpose; it has now become an imperative 
goal. The path toward disarmament is tortuous and full of pitfalls. 
There are risks along that path, but there are more frightful risks 
if we do not try once more, with the combination of deep purpose 
and clear thought we shall require.

Among the pervasive questions which affect our foreign relations 
are some which concern us primarily here at home. President Ken
nedy has moved promptly to invigorate the Executive Branch to see 
that action is taken when it is required. We can no longer afford 
merely to knock the tail feathers out of our problems as they pass us 
by. Delay or inaction should be intentional, not caused by neglect 
or entrenched bureaucratic habit. As the pace of events accelerates, 
cumbersome machinery must be simplified. Kesponsibilities are being 
assigned to known individuals, in specified departments, rather than 
to faceless committees. Ideas are being given a chance to grow into 
policy, not strangled at birth by procedural entanglements. Coordi
nation becomes a responsibility of the action agency, not a device to 
spread hidden vetoes around the city of Washington.

A similarly realistic view is being taken of the use of available 
resources for the tasks at hand. With regard to foreign aid, for ex
ample, we are moving to simplify organization and to assign greater
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responsibilities to those in charge of country programs abroad. We 
shall need a basis for long range planning and commitment in foreign 
aid, both to enable us to do first things first and to permit us to work 
out with other countries the eflfort which they must undertake if our 
assistance is to have practical results. The President is asking our 
own citizens for the resources we need to contribute at critical points 
to economic and social development abroad, but others must give us 
something to support. Development cannot be exported from one 
country to another; foreign aid can only be the critical increment; 
development comes out of the national effort of a people stimulated 
by the promise of a new era, led by governments dedicated to the task.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, March 21, 1961 ^

Gentlemen, before we pass on to the strictly business part of our 
meeting I  should like, as Chairman and as the representative of the 
Soviet Union, to welcome here the two other delegations on their aus
picious return after an unusually lengthy recess in our Conference.

I  welcome with great satisfaction the presence here of the “veterans” 
of our negotiations, the United Kingdom representatives, Mr. 
Ormsby-Gore and Sir Michael Wright. We hope for constructive 
collaboration on their part in the course of the forthcoming 
negotiations.

We are meeting here after an interval of more than three months 
in our work. During that time a number of important events have 
taken place in the world. The results of these events, or at least of 
one of them, have been reflected in our Conference in a very direct 
manner, and so we see new faces at this table. First of all I  have 
in mind the representative of the United States, Mr. Arthur Dean. 
I  should like to take this opportunity of welcoming him here in the 
most sincere manner on behalf of the Soviet delegation, and I  do not 
think I  shall make a mistake if I  express these words of welcome also 
on behalf of my colleague, the United Kingdom representative.

We trust that Mr. Dean will use his varied experience and abilities 
so as to contribute to the successful completion of the work of our 
Conference. The fact that Mr. Dean is not personally responsible for 
what happened here before he came will help him to look at matters

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
•and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 452-465.
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in the proper light, without any bias, exaggeration or distortion, and 
then it will be easy to find the shortest and surest way to reach agree
ment.

We also welcome here Mr. Narayanan, who has been present at our 
negotiations for several years, and the staff of the Secretariat under 
his direction, for whose services to our Conference we are grateful.

We began our work in 1958. As you see, a considerable length of 
time has passed. 1958 went by, so did 1959, and then 1960, and finally 
1961 arrived, yet we are still negotiating and still unable to reach 
^igreement on a treaty for the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. 
This shows, on the one hand, the great patience of the participants in 
these negotiations and, on the other hand, points to the fact that not 
all the participants in the negotiations have striven as they should have 
xione for the speediest possible prohibition of nuclear weapon tests for 
all time.

I  think I  shall be expressing the views of us all if I  say that after 
nearly three years of painstaking work there now exists every oppor
tunity for concluding such an agreement in the very near future pro
vided, of course, that all the participants in the negotiations display 
good will. I t  is in this sense that I  should like to make an appeal to 
my colleagues sitting at this table.

In resuming our negotiations we hope that our partners will show 
goodwill and accept the fair and logical proposals submitted by the 
Soviet Union on the points still at issue—^proposals that take into 
account the rights and interests of both sides.

Such an approach will give us the green light on the road to the 
speediest possible conclusion of an agreement. We hope that, with 
the appearance of new representatives from the United States, com
mon sense and good will will prevail and that we shall be able to 
conclude successfully and rapidly the task set before us.

I  should now like to set forth the views of the Soviet Union on the 
course of our negotiations and to remind you of the efforts which the 
Soviet Union has made for the speediest possible conclusion of an 
agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests everywhere.

The Soviet Union entered into negotiations in October 1958 with 
the firm conviction that a treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests for 
«ver could be worked out in a very short time.

During the whole course of the negotiations it did everythin^g in 
its power in order that a comprehensive treaty on the discontinuance 
of all nuclear weapon tests should be worked out and put into opera
tion as quickly as possible.

I t  was not our fault that the negotiations dragged on.
The measure of agreement that has up till now been achieved at 

our Conference is the result of the enormous efforts on the part of
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the Soviet Union, the result of its good will, perseverance and con
siderable concessions.

The Soviet Union has always considered and still considers that 
a treaty on the banning of all nuclear weapon tests forever together 
with the establishment of appropriate control would best meet the 
interests of the peoples of the whole world, including the interests 
of the peoples of the nuclear Powers themselves. However, less than 
three months after the beginning of negotiations the United States 
began insistently to pursue a policy aimed at renouncing a compre
hensive treaty. The start of the matter was on 5 January 1959 when 
the United States submitted so-called “new seismic data”.̂  The sub
mission of these data, in the intention of the United States side, 
was to serve as a reason for departing from the recommendations 
and conclusions of the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts  ̂ which 
envisaged the conclusion of a comprehensive treaty on the banning 
of all nuclear weapon tests forever. The United States embarked on 
this course, despite the fact that the aforesaid recommendations and 
conclusions had already been agreed upon and approved by all the 
participants in these negotiations, namely, by the Grovemments of the 
United States of America, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union. 
A year later, in February 1960, the United States representative in
troduced a proposal for the conclusion of a treaty under which the 
banning of undergroimd nuclear tests would be limited to a certain 
threshold.^ This meant that nuclear detonations below the threshold 
magnitude would not be covered by the prohibition. The Western 
Powers made this question a serious obstacle in the path of the nego
tiations. The Soviet Union, in an endeavour to surmount this bar
rier, moved towards meeting the views of the United States and 
accepted its proposal provided that a moratorium were declared on 
small-yield detonations, which temporarily would be outside the scope 
of the treaty.^

This move of the Soviet Union was an important concession to the 
Western Powers on one of the most basic points of principle of the 
treaty, and demonstrated the readiness of the USSR to show its 
good will in the interests of the speedy conclusion of a treaty.

On a number of other questions the United States also departed 
from the agreed and government-approved conclusions of the 1958 
Conference of Experts, conclusions which are the scientific and tech
nical basis of the present negotiations. This departure was justi-

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 331-334.
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fied by the United States on the ground that everything had not yet 
been worked out in regard to method^ for identifying underground 
explosions. However, this argument of the United States opponents 
of an agreement on a comprehensive treaty prohibiting all types of 
nuclear detonations for all time is not valid, because at this Con
ference full agreement has been reached between us on the further 
improvement of the means and methods of control. Moreover, agree
ment has also been reached on the procedure for introducing such 
improved means and methods into the control system. Therefore, 
only lack of good will can explain the United States demand for 
reconsideration of the control system on which agreement had been 
reached in principle at the Geneva Conference of Experts in the 
summer of 1958. We consider that these arguments put forward by 
the United States are not convincing and are groundless. The fact 
cannot be disputed that in every scientific and technical problem 
there are possibilities for further improvement of means and methods. 
Why therefore should this essentially progressive factor be used as 
an obstacle to agreement? We consider that such an approach is 
wrong and does not stand up to criticism. As a matter of fact, in 
whatever field we take, the process of the development and improve
ment of scientific and technical means and methods is going on con
tinuously. Consequently, if we were to adopt the point of view 
held by the United States, it would never be possible to reach agree
ment on any question that is in a state of movement and not static. 
Such tactics at our Conference undoubtedly slowed down the gen
eral course of the negotiations, gave rise to endless complications 
and created more and more difficulties and obstacles in the path of 
the negotiations.

Although the Soviet Union has been and is still opposed to any 
revision of the conclusions of the Geneva Conference of Experts, 
nevertheless, in an endeavour to avoid a breakdown in the negotia
tions, the Soviet Union has on a number of occasions made conces
sions to the Western Powers. Thus the Soviet Union agreed to the 
conducting of a joint research programme on the improvement of 
seismic methods of detection through the use of nuclear detonations, 
though for its part the Soviet Union sees no need to carry out such 
detonations and does not intend to carry out any in its own territory.

Very important concessions have been made by the Soviet Union 
on various questions concerning the organization of a control system.

The importance of agreed action by the original participants in the 
negotiations in the course of the work of the control organization 
has been recognized by the Western Powers themselves. Nevertheless 
they were against the USSR proposal for unanimity of the United 
States, the United Kingdom and the USSR when decisions are taken 
in the control commission on a number of most important questions
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relating to the operation of the control system.^ In December 1959 
the Soviet Union expressed its readiness to waive this proposal and to 
establish the procedure of adopting decisions by a two-thirds major
ity of votes of the members of the control commission.^ A t the same 
time the Soviet Union made yet another very important concession 
and declared that it was prepared to agree to the proposals of the 
United States and the United Kingdom concerning the procedure 
for recruiting the staff of the headquarters and the control posts. In  
spite of this, the Western Powers continued to maintain their old 
positions and prevented any forward movement along the path to
wards agreement on a treaty. They still refuse to carry right through 
and to write into the treaty the principle of recruiting personnel 
from among the citizens of non-nuclear States, a principle to which 
they had agreed in the course of the work of the Conference.

I  could mention a number of other concessions by the Soviet Union 
in regard to important questions of the future treaty. The fact should 
also be pointed out that the Soviet Union, in endeavouring in every 
possible way to speed up the work of the Conference, has in many 
instances accepted proposals and wordings submitted by the Western 
delegations, and has not insisted on its own proposals and wordings 
in regard to these questions.

At the present time agreement could speedily be reached on all 
outstanding questions on the basis of the proposals submitted by 
the Soviet Union. These Soviet proposals ensure effective control 
over compliance with the treaty on the prohibition of nuclear tests, 
and at the same time—and this is very important for the agreement— 
the interests of both the sides participating in the negotiations are 
taken into account. This applies to the Soviet proposals on such very 
important issues as the duration of the moratorium; the control of 
the nuclear detonations which the United States wishes to carry out 
as part of a scientific research programme on underground explosions; 
the composition of the control commission; the number of control 
posts and the time limits for their establishment; the inspection quota; 
the staffing of control posts and inspection teams; the control of nuclear 
detonations for peaceful purposes, and so on.

Unfortunately, the outgoing United States Government did not take 
the same attitude during the previous negotiations. I t  refused to 
accept the Soviet Union’s reasonable proposal and was obviously 
following the line that if any treaty at all were ever worked out, 
it should be such a treaty as would, on the one hand, give the United 
States the possibility of conducting tests of certain types of nuclear

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
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weapons, and on the other hand, would provide for a control and 
inspection system which could easily be used for intelligence work 
and in which the United States would have a dominating position, 
whilst the Soviet Union would be placed in a dependent, or even a 
subordinate, position.

L^t us take for example the question of the distribution of seats 
in the control commission, the responsible, governing body of the 
control organization. A t the Conference, as is well known, agreement 
was reached that the control commission should consist of seven 
members.^ I t  must be admitted that, both the United States repre
sentative and the United Kingdom representative, in the course of the 
preliminary discussions on the question of the composition of the 
control commission, repeatedly and very emphatically stressed the 
fact that they did not intend in any way to allow a situation to be 
brought about in which any Power or group of Powers would be 
in a dominating position in the control commission, and that both 
sides should be in a position of equality in the control commission.

Guided by this agreed principle, the Soviet Union proposed that 
the seven seats in the control commission should be distributed in the 
following manner: three seats for the United States, the United 
Kingdom and their allies; three seats for the Soviet Union and its 
allies, and one seat for a neutral State.

However, contrary to the principle of parity of the two sides, which 
we had agreed between ourselves, the United States proposed to 
distribute the seven seats in the following manner: three seats for 
the United States of America, the United Kingdom and their allies; 
two seats for the Soviet Union and its allies; and two seats for the 
representatives of neutral States.

There is no need to adduce any proof to show that this United 
States proposal is contrary to the principle which we have agreed, 
since the United States takes three seats in the control commission 
for itself and its Allies and gives two seats to the Soviet Union and 
its allies. Thus the United States of America is trying to assure for 
itself a dominant position in the control commission.

Let us take the question of the duration of the moratorium on under
ground nuclear detonations below an agreed threshold of magnitude.

Basing itself on a realistic estimate of the duration of the scientific 
research programme, made both by the Soviet and—I stress this— t̂he 
American scientists, the Soviet Government proposed that the dura
tion of a moratorium should be set within the limits of 4-5 years on 
the understanding that, if, on the expiration of this period, no posi
tive results have been achieved, the question of the ensuing situation

* Documents on Disarmament, 1360, p. 377.
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should be examined and further steps be taken to find ways of pro
hibiting all types of nuclear weapon tests.

After a six months’ silence the United States submitted on 27 Sep
tember 1960 its proposal for a moratorium.^ Having set aside, on no 
grounds whatever, the estimates made by its own scientists regarding 
the length of time required for scientific research, the United States 
side declared that two years for carrying out the scientific research 
programme and three additional months for its evaluation would be 
quite sufficient. The United States therefore proposed that the dura
tion of the moratorium should be limited to 27 months. As a result, 
the impression is created that the main concern of the United States is 
not the desire to improve and make more effective the means and 
methods of control in regard to small yield underground detonations, 
but to be rid of the moratorium as soon as possible. This impression 
has been strengthened by the statement of the United States to the 
effect that, if the two-year programme of seismic research does not 
produce the desired results, the United States reserves itself the right 
to resume nuclear weapons tests. Hence, this proposal of the United 
States regarding the moratorium was dictated not by the desire to en
sure the possibility of completing the research with a view to making 
the treaty unconditionally comprehensive, that is to say, a treaty pro
hibiting all nuclear weapons without exception, but by the desire to 
gain freedom of action and have a free hand in order to resume nuclear 
tests as soon as possible.

If  we consider the other important unsolved problems, here too, we 
immediately perceive the undisguised desire of the United States 
arbitrarily to expand the control system and its functions beyond what 
is required for carrying out effective control and also to ensure for 
itself a dominant position in the control organization.

As is well known, the experts in 1958 formulated recommendations 
which are the basis for working out a scheme for the establishment of 
control posts. Basing itself on these recommendations, the Soviet 
Union submitted on 11 August 1960, a proposal that the control posts 
should be constructed and put into operation by stages.^ During the 
first stage which would last for four years, 15 control posts would have 
to be set up on the territory of the USSR. The United States and the 
United Kingdom rejected that Soviet proposal without putting for
ward any serious arguments at all and on 29 September ® and 3 October 
1960  ̂ spoke in support of their own proposal that 21 control posts 
would be required on Soviet Union territory. As the Soviet delega-

 ̂lUd., pp. 251-253.
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tion has already pointed out, the arguments advanced by the Western 
Powers in support of their proposals were of the most general charac
ter and not supported by any convincing proofs. Here for example is 
what the United States representative said at the two hundred and 
fifty-ninth meeting:

. . .  it is quite possible, using the experts’ grid, to have a varying number of 
IK)sts in Soviet territory, which we have estimated might run from fifteen to 
twenty-eight. The Soviet delegation has chosen the minimum number. We 
ourselves have said that to propose taking a maximum number—say, twenty- 
eight—^would tend to bring about some reduction in the capacity of the system 
south of the Soviet frontier. {GEN/DNT/PV.259, page 10)

From this statement by the United States delegation it follows in 
the first place that the United States agrees that fifteen control posts 
for the Soviet Union is not an arbitrary figure but one which is well 
founded and would ensure effective control. Secondly, the United 
States insists on the number of control posts in the USSR being in
creased over and above the well-founded figures proposed by the So
viet Union, obviously .with the intention of ensuring the widest possible 
coverage by control from the territory of the USSR over other States 
adjoining the USSE in Asia. But this, I  would say, does not enter 
into our task. In  view of the fact that the number of control posts 
for Asia has already been agreed and fixed, the attempt to set up as 
many control posts as possible in the Asian territories of Soviet Eussia 
would lead to a weaker network of control posts in other parts of Asia 
and would therefore reduce the effectiveness of a world-wide control 
system.

As regards the time schedule for the setting up of control posts, here 
the Western countries have even begun to move backwards. After 
they had declared officially that they accepted a period of four years 
proposed by the Soviet side for the first stage, they then split up the 
first stage into two phases of two years each, and proposed that the 
first batch of control posts should be put into operation in two years’ 
time. This, of course, is not acceptance of our proposal of four years 
for the first stage, but is a move backwards.

The Western Powers justify this attitude of theirs by asserting the 
need to proceed as quickly as possible to carry out on-site inspection, 
and in doing so they fail to take into accoimt the actual possibilities. 
Is this not evident from the United States’ proposal to put into opera
tion each control post or any other means of control piecemeal, stage 
by stage, as they are established, although it should be plain to anyone 
that this would lead to a number of difficulties both in the work of 
these components of the control system and in completing their estab
lishment? This kind of proposal clearly shows that the excessive 
demands of the West in the field of control are not dictated by the 
requirements of control over compliance with an agreement on the

629270— 62-------5
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cessation of nuclear weapon tests, but, if we are to call things by their 
proper names, by considerations of military intelligence.

From the very beginning of the negotiations, the United States and 
the United Kingdom have adopted also on the subject of the number 
of inspections an unrealistic and extreme position remote from any 
feasibility in practice in the existing conditions, both on account of 
political reasons, and on accoimt of the uncertainty and insufficiency 
of existing scientific and technical data in the field of seismology. The 
gist of this position is that the United States, evidently from con
siderations far removed from those of control, is striving to secure for 
itself the right to send into the Soviet Union as many inspection teams 
as possible. In  seeking a technical foundation for such an extreme 
position, the United States began to insist that the number of annual 
inspections should be established in relation to the number of 
earthquakes.

The question of the number of inspections resulted in an impasse. 
In  order to remove the question from this impasse, the British Prime 
Minister, Mr. Macmillan, during his visit to Moscow in February 1959, 
proposed that the question of the number of inspections should be 
resolved on the basis of a political compromise. He proposed the es
tablishment of small annual inspection quotas, without their being 
linked to any controversial technical considerations. By way of an 
example, he named certain figures for an annual quota of inspections 
on the territory of the Soviet Union. Mr. Macmillan’s proposal was 
received with understanding in Moscow and was accepted by the Soviet 
Union as a compromise which would make it possible to bring the ne
gotiations on the subject in Geneva out of the impasse. The Soviet 
delegation named a figure for the annual quota of inspections for the 
Soviet Union, which was close to the one mentioned by the British 
Prime Minister. Thus, on this question as well, we made a very im
portant concession. However, the United States stubbornly continued 
to stand by its original position. I t  is clearly impossible to reach 
agreement on such a basis, and this must be as clear to you as it is to 
us. I t  is clear to any luibiased person as to which of the participants 
in these negotiations has adopted a flexible attitude and who has dug 
in his toes and is refusing to move forward.

On the question of the criteria for the dispatch of on-site inspection 
teams the United States has also adopted a position which has been 
slowing down the work of the Conference. I t  continues to insist that 
as many seismic events as possible should be considered eligible for 
inspection, whereas it should be evident to everyone that in this matter 
the appropriate course is to select for possible inspection only those 
seismic events which are seriously suspected of having been caused by 
a nuclear explosion.
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On this question also the Soviet Union made a big concession to 
the United States and the United Kingdom by submitting its pro
posals for simplified criteria on the basis of which the inspecting side 
would have the right to carry out, within the limits of an established 
quota, the inspection of any event that was not an earthquake.^ With 
this proposal the Soviet Union eliminated all technical arguments 
about this important aspect of control; but the United States has 
continued to insist on its unfoimded demands in regard to criteria.

Finally, even on such a question as the staffing of the control or
ganization the Western Powers are maintaining a position which 
cannot be regarded as a realistic one which would take into account 
to the same extent the interests of both sides in the treaty. Although 
the United States and the United Kingdom have agreed verbally on 
the need for equal representation of both sides in all the components 
of the control system, they are in practice striving to ensure for 
themselves a predominant position to the detriment of the Soviet 
Union’s interests.

Where effective control is really necessary and where it touches 
the United States itself, the United States Government has been 
resolutely opposed to the establishment of control. Such a situation 
arose, for example, on the question of safeguards in respect of the 
underground nuclear detonations below threshold magnitude which 
the United States proposes to carry out as part of a scientific research 
programme. The Soviet Union proposed control measures to ensure 
that research detonations would not be used for the purpose of im
proving nuclear weapons.^ However, up till now the United States 
has not agreed to such measures being carried out.

Thus, up to the present, the position of the United States on all 
the key problems in our negotiations has been clearly negative, and 
this has been the cause of the fruitlessness of this Conference, which 
so far has been unable to reach agreement.

Today I  should also like to dwell on the following. Events which 
have developed over a certain period and which are having an increas
ingly negative effect on the international situation, including our own 
negotiations, have compelled the Soviet Government to give particu
lar attention to the following two questions. I  will mention first of all 
the question of the chief executive officer of the control organization, 
that is, the question of the administrator.

I t  is no secret that the Soviet Union, bearing in mind the practical 
experience of other international organizations, has from the very start 
of our negotiations approached with great caution the question of
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establishing the post of a single administrator, whom the Western 
Powers have endeavoured to endow with extremely wide and re
sponsible powers. Already during the first meeting of the Confer
ence, the Soviet delegation pointed out the danger inherent in this 
proposal of the Western Powers.

The position of the Soviet Union in regard to determining the struc
ture of the executive staff of international organizations is based on 
the necessity of precluding any possibility of its being used in a 
one-sided manner in the interests of any single group of States. 
I t is well known that the world of today consists of three main groups 
of States: the group of Western countries and their allies, the group 
of socialist countries and the group of neutral States. Under these 
circumstances, the appointment of a single head of the executive staff 
of an international organization is easily used, as has been shown in 
practice, by the Western Powers in their own interests, to the detri
ment of peace and international co-operation.

The rightness of the Soviet Union viewpoint has of late been 
conclusively confirmed by events connected with the activity of the 
United Nations Secretary-General in the Congo, where in carrying 
out the decisions of the Security Council he acted on the side of the 
Belgian colonialists and their Western allies. This would not have 
happened if at the head of the executive staff of the United Nations 
there had been not a single Secretary-General but an executive organ, 
in which all the three major groups of States existing in the world 
were equally represented.

I t  was precisely these considerations which led the Soviet Govern
ment to submit for discussion at the Fifteenth Session of the United 
Nations General Assembly a proposal to establish, instead of a single 
Secretary-General, a collective executive organ of the United Nations 
consisting of three persons, each of whom would represent a particu
lar group of States.^ That would provide a definite safeguard that 
the activities of the United Nations executive organ would not be 
carried out to the detriment of any group of States whatever. I t  
would then be transformed into a really democratic body which 
would really be watching over the interests of all United Nations 
Member States.

The Soviet Government of course could not but draw the appro
priate conclusions from the recent development of events and decided 
to take steps that would preclude any similar situation arising in 
connexion with the control organization, on the establishment of 
which we are working here.

Taking all this into account and particularly the fact that it will 
be incumbent on the administrator in the control organization to dis-

 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session  ̂869th Plenary Meeting, 
pp. 82-83.
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charge a number of responsible functions in connexion with imple
menting the decisions of the main governing body—the control com
mission—and carrying out the control measures envisaged by the 
treaty, the Soviet delegation proposed that the single administrator 
of the control system should be replaced by a collective executive 
organ, in which the three main groups of States would be equally 
represented and invested with equal rights.

Accordingly the Soviet delegation submits a proposal for the re
placement of the administrator of the control system by an “admin
istrative council”, consisting of three members, representing 
respectively (1) USSR and its allies—1 member; (2) United States, 
United Kingdom and their allies—the second member; (3) Neutral 
States— t̂he third member of this ‘‘administrative council”. The 
three members of the “administrative council”, who would compose 
the collective executive organ of the control system, would act as a 
single whole and would agree amongst themselves on all steps which 
they would undertake in the execution of their duties.

I t goes without saying that this does away with the question of 
the deputy administrators in the form in which we discussed it 
earlier with a view to having deputy administrators from the sides 
in the treaty.

The delegation of the Soviet Union expresses the hope that the 
United States and United Kingdom representatives will give due 
attention to this important proposal of the Soviet side which is 
dictated by the needs of the times, and that they will agree to adopt 
it without long arguments since it would undoubtedly ensure real 
equality in the position of the three groups of States in the control 
organization.

There is another question which must be raised here by the Soviet 
delegation. I  refer to the problem created by the continuous nuclear 
weapon tests conducted by France at a time when all other States 
have undertaken not to conduct such tests at present. In spite of 
the strong protests of all peoples, in particular of African and Asian 
countries, and also in violation of the resolutions of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations,^ France is continuing nuclear tests 
and declares that she does not intend to renounce conducting them.

In conducting nuclear weapon tests, the French Goveniment is 
actively spurring on the nuclear armaments race. I f  this develop
ment of events is not checked, the number of States possessing nuclear 
weapons will rapidly grow. In that case, it will be much more difficult 
to reach agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear test s, and all the 
more difficult to reach agreement on disarmament.

 ̂See Dociments on Disarmament, 1960, p. 375.
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At the same time the French nuclear explosions reveal the true 
meaning of the position which the Governments of the United States 
and of the United Kingdom have taken up at our Conference, namely, 
by endlessly dragging out the discussions on the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapon tests, they, that is the United States and the United 
Kingdom, have provided their NATO ally—France—with time in 
which to conduct further nuclear weapon tests. All this looks very 
much like what one might term a “division of labour” among the 
allies. We cannot ignore in our negotiations the fact that in con
ducting nuclear weapon tests, France as a member of NATO can, in 
line with her commitments to her allies within the NATO frame
work, carry out for other members of this military group—in other 
words on behalf of the United States and the United Kingdom— 
definite work in connexion with the improvement of nuclear weapons 
and perhaps even the creation of new types of weapons. Such 
activity by the Western countries, while the Soviet Union is honestly 
fulfilling its commitment not to conduct nuclear tests, cannot be 
viewed in any other way except as a desire by the Western Powers 
to obtain for themselves one-sided advantages. All this threatens 
to nullify the possibility of concluding a treaty and to render it 
pointless. Therefore the Soviet Union cannot but express its con
cern at the continuing carrying out by France of nuclear tests and 
at the consequences such action may have for our negotiations at this 
table. We cherish the hope that the Governments of the United 
States of America and the United Kingdom will draw from this the 
necessary conclusions.

Gentlemen, I  should like in conclusion to refer very briefly to the 
path we should follow in entering this new stage of our negotiations 
in order to fulfil successfully the task that has been set before us.

In this connexion I  should like to recall that on 5 December 1960, 
just before our recess, the United States representative told us that 
the United States policy as regards this Conference would be care
fully reviewed. “This is inherent in the changeover of the office of 
the Presidency in my country”, the United States representative 
declared.^

I  should also like to recall the recent correspondence between the 
Government of the United States and the USSR in regard to our 
Conference. The new United States administration in its note of 
25 January 1961 to the Soviet Government declared that it was en
deavouring to make the forthcoming session of the Conference on the 
Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests a constructive one and 
desired to bring the work of this Conference to a successful conclusion.

'GEN/DNT/PV.273, p. 4.
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In  the light of these statements by the United States side we expect 
the United States delegation will now be prepared to adopt a reason
able, thoroughly reviewed attitude, which will enable us to reach 
agreement on the various matters still outstanding.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, March 21,1961 ^

I  thank the representative of the Soviet Union for his kind words 
of greeting. While I  cannot accept all that he has said in his general 
review of the negotiations, or of the state of the world, or of the 
workings of the office of the Secretary-General, or of his analysis of 
the workings of the administrator, I  can nevertheless assure the rep
resentative of the Soviet Union that we are more than anxious to do 
all in our power to help us all reach the long sought common objective 
of the many meetings around this table, that is, to reach a sound and 
effective treaty to ban nuclear weapons tests detonations.

With regard to all the statements about the administrator, and what
ever France may have done, my delegation will of course study our 
colleague’s remarks in the verbatim record before we reply and before 
we draw any conclusions, which we shall outline later.

Today it is a double privilege for me to be able to take my place 
at this table as the head of the United States delegation. First, of 
course, I  feel a deep sense of humility in the realization that Presi
dent Kennedy has seen fit to entrust me with the great responsibility 
for leading the efforts of my country in Geneva to achieve results 
which are equitable and just in these long and drawn-out, but never- 
thele^ highly significant, nuclear test ban negotiations—significant 
not only for us, but for the entire world. Second, I  am indeed 
fortunate to find myself in the company of such distinguished col
leagues from the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union—^men with 
whom I  am already acquainted through pleasant associations at other 
international gatherings. I  am also looking forward to developing 
a real friendship and fruitful collaboration with the distinguished 
representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. 
Narayanan.

Both my colleagues, Mr. Ormsby-Gore and Mr. Tsarapkin, have had 
the good fortune of having been able to acquire over a period of time

^Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nnclewr Weapon Tests: History
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 465-475.
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an intimate knowledge of the history and detailed issues of our Con
ference. For my part, I  have had to compress this learning period 
into a relatively brief time. But this mode of preparation for our 
joint task has provided me with an unusual opportunity, I  hope, to 
develop general over-all perspective in which I have become able to 
see more clearly the basic meaning of the eflForts here of our three 
delegations.

I  trust that the views of my Government will be evident in the re-̂  
marks which follow. Above all, I  would like to emphasize that my 
delegation has returned to Geneva with but one objective. That is, 
to complete the work of drafting and signing as soon as possible a 
sound and fair treaty, and one which is compatible with the frame
work announced on 29 March 1960 by Prime Minister Macmillan 
and President Eisenhower.^ Such a treaty would offer good pros
pects for a permanent ban of nuclear weapon tests throughout the 
world under a system of adequate international controls.

We are, as President Kennedy said but one week ago:

engaged in an enterprise which could not only contribute to halting the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons but also have implications for the future of 
disarmament and arms limitation negotiations and the future peace and se
curity of the world. The United States Government is determined to do all 
that is possible to conclude a safeguarded agreement on a sound and equitable 
basis.2

I  recall, furthermore, the strong words in favour of an effectively 
controlled treaty expressed on many occasions by Premier Khru
shchev, not least of all in his letters of 23 April and 15 [i^] May 1959 
to President Eisenhower.^ I  am sure that all of our Governments 
believe that such a treaty is sorely needed in today’s troubled world as 
a first step in positive collaboration for peaceful ends among the major 
military Powers.

Unfortunately, I have noticed in the past verbatim records of this 
Conference that suspicions all too frequently appear to have been 
held on all sides regarding the motives behind the behaviour and 
positions of other delegations at these talks. Let us hope that little 
time will be wasted henceforth in this way. For my own part, I  
intend to assume that all of us and all three of our Governments mean 
what we and they say when announcing the desire to conclude our 
work fairly, rapidly and successfully. Furthermore, I  am confident 
that this common desire can be translated before too long into a fair 
and equitable treaty containing reasonable and effective provisions.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 77-78.
 ̂Ante, pp. 33-34.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II. pp. 1396-1398, 1409-1431.
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To say this does not at all mean that I  am unaware of the distance 
remaining between our present position and our future goal. But 
whatever genuine differences, of opinion may arise on specific issues, 
all of our attention should be directed to careful and reasonable explo
ration aimed at discovering ways to overcome the remaining obstacles.

In  our efforts around this table we must all be willing to consider 
new approaches which differ in some respects both from our previous 
positions and from our optimal desires. Obviously, adjustments will 
be necessary on each side in the future as they have been in the past.

My hope about the success of our work stems from my belief that 
each side here is returning to work with a full recognition of the 
momentous issues involved. During the past two months the United 
States Government has had every aspect of these negotiations under 
the most intensive review. We considered in great detail the position 
of each delegation on every issue, major and minor, and then, after 
careful study and reflection, we reached decisions on what might be 
offered here in an attempt to resolve these issues. Throughout we 
have consulted with the United Kingdom Government and have now 
arrived at a common position. The specific proposals which I  shall 
now set forth are, I  am happy to say, in every sense the joint proposals 
of the United Kingdom and United States delegations.

At this first meeting I  shall outline our position on the major ques
tions. The necessary elaboration, as well as a review of other prob
lems, will follow at subsequent meetings. If  we can settle these major 
issues in constructive ways we shall be far along toward concluding a 
treaty. I  shall now outline these major positions, as follows.

First, one of our first projects was to review the United States 
seismic research programme as put forward in Geneva last May, to 
see where we might reasonably accommodate ourselves to the views of 
the USSE. We now believe that a somewhat longer period is needed 
for the required research than the two years originally estimated. 
We are also ready to assume now that for all practical purposes the 
official starting date of the research programme will coincide with 
the signature of our treaty, assuming of course that negotiations can 
be concluded in the relatively near future. However, it is still possible 
that we may wish to seek the agreement of the USSE to an earlier start
ing time for the seismic research programme. As regards the content 
of the programme, our scientists have found no basis for changing 
this in any significant respect from that which we outlined last May.

Since we have previously said that the research programme and 
moratorium period should be coterminous we now propose that the 
moratorium should have a duration of three years. As under our 
previous plan, the last few months of this three-year period would be 
utilized for consultations among the three of us to determine what



58 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

should be done with regard to maintaining, changing or eliminating 
the threshold of seismic magnitude 4.75 after the moratorium and its 
attendant limitations on the freedom of action of each of us are due 
to expire. The moratorium would, of course, become effective on the 
date of treaty signature.

Second, on a related issue, namely, on the safeguards which are to 
surround the explosion of nuclear devices in the seismic research pro
gramme, I  can say that the Western Governments are willing to follow 
in general outline the four safeguard steps proposed by the USSE 
at the two hundred and fourteenth meeting on 15 June, 1960.̂

Indeed, our two Governments have long been in general accord on 
some of the four steps. Please note that I  use the words ‘‘in general” 
because the full details of these steps have not been spelled out by 
the USSE.

Although our move, taken in order to reach agreement, involves an 
unprecedented step in this age of heretofore complete secrecy on 
nuclear devices, I  am able to inform you that if agreement on other 
treaty provisions is in sight, the President of the United States is 
prepared to request appropriate action from the Congress in regard 
to the Atomic Energy Act  ̂so as to allow the United States to show 
the Soviet Union the internal mechanism of the nuclear devices to be 
used in the seismic research programme.

This is indeed a forward step in our negotiations. In  return we 
ask only that the Soviet representative confirm his indication made at 
the two hundred and fifty-fourth meeting on 13 October 1960 that, if 
the Soviet Government should, pursuant to a seismic research pro
gramme, decide to detonate its own nuclear research devices, it would 
permit us the same inspection procedure which the United States is 
now proposing.

While on this subject, both Western representatives would like to 
urge their Soviet colleague to have his Government reconsider its 
decision of June last not to implement the seismic research programme 
planned by Soviet experts and communicated to their Western col
leagues during May 1960.

We are certain that the USSE could make a valuable contribution 
to the efforts of the two Western countries. A Soviet seismic research 
programme would clearly be a sign of Soviet good will and readiness 
to co-operate in what will have to be a great range of common endeav
ours involved in implementing this treaty. I t  could be an extension 
of the type of co-ordinated action included in the International Geo
physical Year and would add much to the sum total of scientific 
knowledge.

’ See Documents on Disarmament, I960, pp. 124-125. 
® 68 Stat. 919.
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This is quite apart from the participation, which will occur in any 
case, of Soviet scientists in the carrying out of the United Kingdom 
and United States seismic research programmes. That participation 
will serve a useful purpose. If, at the end of the research programme, 
all three Powers are in general agreement on what has been achieved 
by that programme, it will help each of us to decide what to do at 
the end of the moratorium period.

Third, a matter closely connected with the seismic research safe
guards issue is the problem of the conditions under which nuclear 
devices may be exploded for peaceful purposes, which could play a 
major role in the development of world resources. On the assmnption 
that appropriate action will be taken in regard to the United States 
Atomic Energy Act, the Western delegations are now willing to accept 
the same safeguards procedures for these peaceful purpose detonations 
as for seismic research explosions. They believe, however, that the 
control commission should be given the right to work out in the 
future other possible procedures—which may in due course suggest 
themselves as practical—provided that any such new procedures would 
have been concurred in by all three original parties before they could 
enter into effect.

Fourth, I  now turn to the very difficult question of a ban on tests 
at altitudes above the atmosphere and of the controls to be installed 
to monitor such a ban. Obviously, this is a most important portion 
of our treaty. I  am sure that the position which I  am about to an
nounce will be satisfactory to all of us.

Briefly, the United States and the United Kingdom propose that we 
agree to a total ban at high altitudes and that we adopt the main 
recommendations to monitor this total ban of Technical Working 
Group 1, made on 10 July 1959.̂  This will mean the inclusion in the 
control system of groimd-based equipment, of a satellite to detect 
electrons trapped in the earth’s magnetic field, and of far-earth and 
solar satellites.

I t  should be noted that this is one field in which almost unbelievably 
rapid scientific advances are taking place. There may be a desire 
eventually to modify or alter the system recommended by Technical 
Working Group 1, either because it will no longer seem necessary in 
its entirety or because it does not display adequate capabilities. We 
have already agreed to article 14 of annex I, which provides that the 
commission, with the concurrence of the three original parties, may 
change or eliminate control measures in phases I I  and I I I  of system 
installation.^ This may be particularly relevant to high altitude 
controls. In any case, both for this high altitude area and for all

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1427-1434. 
1960, p. 16S.
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other aspects of the control system, we should like to propose extend
ing this power of the commission to phase I measures as well.

At this point I  may add that it will be possible to install high alti
tude controls only if our three countries co-operate closely in working 
out the details of the system, in developing and improving the essen
tial measuring instruments to be placed aboard the satellites, in launch
ing the satellites themselves, and in co-ordinating the data received. 
Actually, as I  have noted before, this can be one of the most promising 
by-products of the signature of this treaty, namely that we begin to 
work together on projects of vital importance to mankind’s future 
as we all did so effectively in the programmes of the International 
Geophysical Year. It is our earnest hope that the Soviet Union will 
view this challenge as a great common opportunity to establish new 
habits of joint activity to which we each can contribute much.

Fifth, let me move on to the topic of control posts. A considerable 
amount of discussion in previous meetings has been devoted to prob
lems relating to the phasing of the installation of the ground-based 
control system as set forth in aimex I. In particular, the Soviet 
Union has objected to the placement of twenty-one control posts in 
the territory of the Soviet Union. I t  has proposed that some of these 
should be re-allocated to neighbouring areas of Asia, with their con
struction scheduled for phase II.

On the other hand, the Western delegations have stated previously 
that in working out the assignment of the control posts on original 
party territory they were guided by the principle that as great a 
capability for detecting and locating seismic events on a completely 
scientific basis should be developed by the end of phase I  as would 
be both feasible and consistent with the grid spacing recommended by 
the experts in 1958.̂

However, if the Soviet Union still wishes to adhere to its former 
view we would now, after exploring the matter with our scientists and 
in a spirit of co-operation, be willing to move two of the stations which 
we had proposed locating just within the borders of Soviet Asia into 
adjoining territories, thus leaving two in Soviet Europe, one on a 
Soviet island and sixteen in Soviet Asia, or a total of nineteen. In 
turn, the United States would want to reduce the stations on its terri
tory by one, to a total of sixteen, by moving one post across its north
ern or its southern border. The United Kingdom totals would remain 
unchanged.

In other respects we affirm our previous proposal made by the 
United Kingdom and United States at the two hundred and forty- 
eighth and two hundred and forty-ninth meetings, respectively, on 
29 September and 3 October 1960, for a subdivision of the four years

' See iUd., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1106-1111.
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of phase I  into parts A and Furthermore, we urge that on-site 
inspections should start as soon as the control system begins to pro
duce seismic signals which satisfy the objective criteria. This should 
be towards the conclusion of phase I-A , but in any event no later 
than at its end. By this time enough control posts will have been 
built on the territories of the original parties to make the recording 
of such signals a practical certainty.

Sixth, in general we reaffirm our approach to the problem of fixing 
an annual quota for on-site inspections in our three countries. We 
continue to favour the inspection of an agreed percentage of either 
located or unidentified events. As an alternative we, for our part, 
believe it essential to choose an annual number for on-site inspections 
which bears a reasonable scientific relationship to the anticipated 
annual number of seismic events which will remain unidentified in 
each country under the simplified initial criteria. Otherwise no real
istic element of deterrence will be built into the system. I t  is on 
this basis that we have named—and now reaffirm—an annual quota 
of twenty on-site inspections for the Soviet Union.

While on this general subject of inspections I should mention that 
we are now prepared to meet the Soviet proposal made at the one 
hundred and eighth meeting on 9 July 1959 that there be an equal 
quota number set for each original p a r t y T h i s  annual quota of 
twenty on-site inspections would thus apply not only to the Soviet 
Union; but the same quota would apply also in each case to the United 
States and the United Kingdom. Again this illustrates the spirit in 
which we approach this meeting.

And, speaking of matters of quota arrangements and inspection 
procedures, the Western delegations would very much appreciate 
detailed Soviet comments on the Western draft article on inspection 
(GEN/DNT/96) tabled on 13 July 1960 and on the relevant portions 
of annex I  submitted on 20 July 1960.̂

Seventh, one more thing on the subject of on-site inspection. I  
should make it clear that after careful review with our experts we 
do not see any reason for removing our objections to the Soviet 
position regarding criteria.^ In particular, we are advised that the 
criteria on which we have all agreed for locating a seismic event  ̂
which are based on having an adequate number of mutually consist
ent arrival times, are sufficient. To add, as the Soviet Union has 
proposed, a further, scientifically unnecessary requirement that the

 ̂The British statement of Sept. 29, 1960, is printed 1960  ̂pp. 263-271.
For the American statement, see GEN/DNT/PV.249, p. 3.

 ̂Geneva Co^iference on the Discontmuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, p. 59.

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 153 ff.
 ̂Ihid., pp. 42-44.
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event must be located within a given area, could serve unjustifiably 
to eliminate many, if not indeed all, suspicious events from on-site 
inspection.

Eighth, in so far as organizational matters are concerned, I  wish 
to outline these basic points today. We are convinced of the soundness 
of the proposals which we have tabled (i) to regulate the stafl^g of the 
inspection teams, (ii) in relation to special aircraft flights, and (iii) 
in relation to the job of control post chief. All these involve crucial 
pointsi in control operations where self-inspection must be made 
impossible.

Ninth, with regard to budgets, we are willing to agree to what the 
Soviet Union first demanded explicitly in its veto list of 30 January 
1959,̂  and then sought implicitly in its package plan of 14 December 
1959.̂  This is the right of each original party to exercise a veto in the 
commission in approving the total annual budget of the organization, 
though not on individual budget items. In  all other respects normal 
commission decisions on financial items would be taken by a simple 
majority, as will be provided in article 5.

In  this connexion we are also prepared to agree in principle that the 
contributions of the United States and the Soviet Union to the 
organization budget shall be equal, with the United Kingdom paying 
a smaller share.

Tenth, finally I  must mention the composition of the control com
mission itself. I  am about to say here what I  had written before 
hearing the remarks of my colleague from the Soviet Union on the 
administrator to which we will reply later. What the Soviet Union 
is demanding, that is a parity of seats between Western and Soviet 
bloc States, is imprecedented in an international organization. The 
United States delegation has on many past occasions offered cogent 
reasons in justification of a commission made up of the three original 
parties plus one Western ally, one Soviet ally, and two neutrals. We 
thought this perfectly fair then, and continue to think it so now.

Nevertheless, this has failed to satisfy the Soviet Union. Continued 
Soviet insistence on a formula of three Soviet bloc States, one neutral, 
and three Western allies has produced a deadlock so far on this 
subject. We have inevitably had to take this into account in our 
consideration of what might be done to conclude the treaty which we 
would like to see come about.

In  making this review we return to our fundamental concept of 
how the control organization must conduct its affairs if it is to be an 
efficient instrument. That is that the day-to-day scientific operations

Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and, Analysis of Negotiations^ pp. 334-335. 

pp. 377-384.
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of the organization must proceed in such a way that action will not be 
dependent on voting by the control commission.

Of course, the commission will have many important decisions to 
make all the time about the general direction and administration of 
the control organization, about establishing its procedures, and about 
the activities of the staff. However, the commission should not have 
to concern itself with the normal functioning of the control posts and 
of the data processing sections of the headquarters, all of whose work 
will be carried out imder previously established objective rules and 
procedures. The commission will not vote on whether a given seismic 
event does or does not meet the criteria of eligibility for inspection 
or on whether an original party may or may not use up one on-site 
inspection under the quota available to it for inspecting an eligible 
event on the territory of another original party. In other words, 
what I  hope we all want is the adoption of an effective and fast-acting 
control system on which all will have good reason to rely.

We submit that if the control system is to be installed rapidly and 
properly, if the chiefs of control posts and the personnel of inspection 
teams on original party territory are to be nationals of the other side, 
if the seismic criteria are properly drafted so as to make unidentified 
events objectively eligible for inspection, if inspections can be carried 
out promptly by permanently organized and well-trained teams, if the 
annual number of on-site inspections under the quota, for each country, 
is adequate, and if quotas for original party territory can be used 
without commission voting or delay, then we should have an efficiently 
operating control system. In  those circumstances we could be in a 
position to undertake a special and new approach to the question of 
the composition of the commission and to adopt a formula which meets 
the wishes of our Soviet colleagues—at least, as expressed to us prior 
to today’s meeting.

What I  am saying is that, first, contingent on agreement on a con
trol system which is reliable, rapid and effective, and which in its day- 
to-day tasks operates largely independently of control commission 
participation as regards, at the very least, the original parties, and 
further, is contingent on agreement on other vital parts of the treaty, 
the United States and the United Eangdom would be prepared to 
accept East-West parity on the control commission.

Assuming these events, our proposal then would be that, as a part 
of an otherwise acceptable treaty, the commission should consist of 
four Western States, four Soviet bloc States, and three neutrals, for 
a total of eleven. Enlarging the commission from the previously 
agreed figure of seven would allow the burdens of membership to be 
allocated more widely among the parties and would avoid the problem 
of overloading the single neutral member suggested under the previous 
Soviet proposal. I  would ask my distinguished colleague from the
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USSR to give careful consideration to this proposal of ours respecting 
the control commission.

I  have put forward today the broad outline of the over-all Western 
proposals for an “equitable and sound treaty”, to use President Ken
nedy’s words, for the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. I  have 
reaffirmed my Government’s strong desire to conclude a detailed test 
ban treaty as expressed in this outline. I  have explained the general 
approach which my delegation is adopting to the negotiations as such. 
And I  have set forth in broad outline the Western positions on the 
chief issues still outstanding.

All in all, our two delegations have made really major moves. The 
research period has been extended and, with it, the moratorium to the 
same extent. We agree that the internal mechanism of nuclear devices 
to be detonated either in the seismic research programme or for peace
ful purposes shall be inspected, and President Kennedy has stated 
that he is prepared to seek the necessary Congressional action. In 
addition, we are ready to adopt a full ban on high altitude tests and 
to install the high altitude monitoring system recommended by the 
experts. We have proposed a reduction in the number of control posts 
to be constructed in the Soviet Union.

We have agreed to the Soviet proposal which calls for the con
currence of the original parties in the adoption of the annual budget. 
Finally, provided that there is satisfactory agreement on the totality 
of other treaty provisions, including assurance of an effective, reliable 
and fast-acting control system, we will put forward as a part of the 
whole treaty a proposal that calls for the establishing of East-West 
parity in the control commission.

I  think it is clear that our entire re-examination of all proposals 
has been on an objective, scientific basis. In consequence, we have 
adhered to certain of our former carefully considered positions, 
including various items in inspection arrangements such as objective 
criteria for determining the eligibility of events for inspection, ade
quate on-site inspection quotas, a prompt beginning of on-site inspec
tions, and a composition of inspection teams which will exclude 
self-inspection.

Since we have made the major moves which I  have outlined here 
today, the United Kingdom and the United States delegations now 
appeal to the Soviet Union to meet us on these other essential 
requirements.

We have now set forth in general terms an over-all proposal for a 
nuclear test ban treaty which ought to be acceptable to the Soviet 
Union. Wherever possible we have met the Soviet Union more than 
half way. These major contributions to agreement on our part are 
offered in good spirit and with the sincerest intention to reach agree
ment at an early date.
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In view of all that I  have said I  hope that it will now be possible for 
Mr. Tsarapkin to share our view that agreement on this important 
treaty is now in sight. This would mean that the peoples of the world 
could anticipate an end to all nuclear weapon tests anywhere by a 
solemn treaty which would play an important part in bringing lasting 
peace to a troubled world.

Defense Message From President Kennedy to the Congress, 
March 28, 1961 '

To the Congress of the United States :
In my role as Commander in Chief of the American Armed Forces, 

and with my concern over the security of this Nation now and in the 
future, no single question of policy has concerned me more since 
entering upon these responsibilities than the adequacy of our present 
and planned military forces to accomplish our major national security 
objectives.

In January, while ordering certain immediately needed changes, I  
instructed the Secretary of Defense to reappraise our entire defense 
strategy, capacity, commitments and needs in the light of present and 
future dangers. The Secretary of State and others have been con
sulted in this reappraisal, and I  have myself carefully reviewed their 
reports and advice.

Such a review is obviously a tremendous task and it still continues. 
But circumstances do not permit a postponement of all further action 
during the many additional months that a full reappraisal will require. 
Consequently we are now able to present the most urgent and obvious 
recommendations for inclusion in the fiscal 1962 budget.

Meaningful defense budget decisions, however, are not possible 
without preliminary decisions on defense policy, reflecting both 
current strategic assumptions and certain fmidamental principles. 
These basic policies or principles, as stated below, will constitute the 
essential guidelines and standards to be followed by all civilian and 
military personnel who work on behalf of our Nation’s security. The 
budget which follows, if enacted by the Congress under its own 
solemn duty “to provide for the common defense,” is designed to 
implement these assumptions as we now see them, and to chart a 
fresh, clear course for our security in a time of rising dangers and 
persistent hope.

 ̂H. Doc. 123, 87th Cong., 1st sess. 
629270— 62-------6
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I. B a s ic  D e f e n s e  P o l ic ie s

1. The primary purpose of our arms is peace, not war— t̂o make 
certain that they will never have to be used— t̂o deter all wars, general 
or limited, nuclear or conventional, large or small— t̂o convince all 
potential aggressors that any attack would be futile—to provide 
backing for diplomatic settlement of disputes—to insure the adequacy 
of our bargaining power for an end to the arms race. The basic 
problems facing the world today are not susceptible to a military 
solution. Neither our strategy nor our psychology as a nation—and 
certainly not our economy—^must become dependent upon the per
manent maintenance of a large Military Establishment. Our military 
posture must be sufficiently flexible and under control to be consistent 
with our efforts to explore all possibilities and to take every step to 
lessen tensions, to obtain peaceful solutions and to secure arms 
limitations. Diplomacy and defense are no longer distinct alterna
tives, one to be used where the other fails— b̂oth must complement 
each other.

Disarmament, so difficult and so urgent, has been much discussed 
since 1945, but progress has not been made. Recrimination in such 
matters is seldom useful, and we for our part are determined to try 
again. In  so doing, we note that, in the public position of both sides 
in recent years, the determination to be strong has been coupled with 
announced willingness to negotiate. For our part, we know there 
can be dialectical truth in such a position, and we shall do all we can 
to prove it in action. This budget is wholly consistent with our 
earnest desire for serious conversation with the other side on disarma
ment. I f  genuine progress is made, then as tension is reduced, so 
will be our arms.

2. Our arms wUl never be used to strike the first blow in any attack. 
This is not a confession of weakness but a statement of strength. I t  
is our national tradition. We must offset whatever advantage this 
may appear to hand an aggressor by so increasing the capability of our 
forces to respond swiftly and effectively to any aggressive move as to 
convince any would-be aggressor that such a movement would be too 
futile and costly to undertake. In the area of general war, this doc
trine means that such capability must rest with that portion of our 
forces which would survive the initial attack. We are not creating 
forces for a first strike against any other nation. We shall never 
threaten, provoke or initiate aggression— b̂ut if aggression should 
come, our response will be swift and effective.

3. Our arms must be adequate to meet our commitments and insure 
our security, without being bound by arbitrary budget ceilings. This 
Nation can afford to be strong—it cannot afford to be weak. We shall 
do what is needed to make and to keep us strong. We must, of course.
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take advantage of every opportunity to reduce military outlays as a 
result of scientific or managerial progress, new strategic concepts, a 
more efficient, manageable and thus more effective Defense Establish
ment, or international agreements for the control and limitation of 
arms. But we must not shrink from additional costs where they are 
necessary. The additional $650 million in expenditures for fiscal 
1962 which I  am recommending today, while relatively small, are too 
urgent to be governed by a budget largely decided before our defense 
review had been completed. Indeed, in the long run the net effect 
of all the changes I  am recommending will be to provide a more 
economical budget. But I  cannot promise that in later years we need 
not be prepared to spend still more for what is indispensable. Much 
depends on the course followed by other nations. As a proportion of 
gross national product, as a share of our total budget, and in compari
son with our national effort in earlier times of war, this increase in 
defense expenditures is still substantially below what our citizens have 
been willing and are now able to support as insurance on their se
curity—insurance we hope is never needed— b̂ut insurance we must 
nevertheless purchase.

4. Our arms must be subject to ultimate civilian control and com
mand at all times, in war as well as peace. The basic decisions on 
our participation in any conflict and our response to any threat— 
including all decisions relating to the use of nuclear weapons, or the 
escalation of a small war into a large one—^will be made by the regu
larly constituted civilian authorities. This requires effective and 
protected organization, procedures, facilities, and communication 
in the event of attack directed toward this objective, as well as 
defensive measures designed to insure thoughtful and selective 
decisions by the civilian authorities. This message and budget also 
reflect that basic principle. The Secretary of Defense and I  have 
had the earnest counsel of our senior military advisers and many 
others—and in fact they support the great majority of the decisions 
reflected in this budget. But I  have not delegated to anyone else 
the responsibilities for decision which are imposed upon me by the 
Constitution.

5. Our strategic arms and defenses must be adequate to deter 
any deliberate nuclear attack on the United States or our allies— 
loj making clear to any potential aggressor that sufficient retaliatory 
forces will be able to survive a first strike and penetrate his defenses 
in order to inflict unacceptable losses upon him. As I  indicated in 
an address to the Senate some 31 months ago, this deterrence does 
not depend upon a simple comparison of missiles on hand before an 
:attack. I t  has been publicly acknowledged for several years that 
.this Nation has not led the world in missile strength. Moreover, we
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will not strike first in any conflict. But what we have and must 
continue to have is the ability to survive a first blow and respond 
with devastating power. This deterrent power depends not only on 
the number of our missiles and bombers, but on their state of readiness, 
their ability to survive attack, and the flexibility and sureness with 
which we can control them to achieve our national purpose and 
strategic objectives.

6. The strength and deployment of our forces in combination with 
those of our allies should be sufficiently powerful and mobile to pre
vent the steady erosion of the free world through limited wars; and it 
is this role that should constitute the primary mission of our oversea 
forces. Nonnuclear wars, and sublimited or guerrilla warfare, have 
since 1945 constituted the most active and constant threat to free 
world security. Those units of our forces which are stationed over
seas, or designed to fight overseas, can be most usefully oriented toward 
deterring or confining those conflicts which do not justify and must 
not lead to a general nuclear attack. In  the event of a major ag
gression that could not be repulsed by conventional forces, we must 
be prepared to take whatever action with whatever weapons are 
appropriate. But our objective now is to increase our ability to con
fine our response to nonnuclear weapons, and to lessen the incentive 
for any limited aggression by making clear what our response will 
accomplish. In  most areas of the world, the main burden of local 
defense against overt attack, subversion and guerrilla warfare must 
rest on local populations and forces. But given the great likelihood 
and seriousness of this threat, we must be prepared to make a sub
stantial contribution in the form of strong, highly mobile forces 
trained in this type of warfare, some of which must be deployed in 
forward areas, with a substantial airlift and sealift capacity and pre
stocked oversea bases.

7. Our defense posture must be both flexible and determined. Any 
potential aggressor contemplating an attack on any part of the free 
world with any kind of weapons, conventional or nuclear, must know 
that our response will be suitable, selective, swift, and effective. While 
he may be uncertain of its exact nature and location, there must be 
no uncertainty about our determination and capacity to take whatever 
steps are necessary to meet our obligations. We must be able to 
make deliberate choices in weapons and strategy, shift the tempo of 
our production, and alter the direction of our forces to meet rapidly 
changing conditions or objectives at very short notice and under any 
circumstances. Our weapon systems must be usable in a manner 
permitting deliberation and discrimination as to timing, scope, and 
targets in response to civilian authority; and our defenses must be 
secure against prolonged reattack as well as a surprise first strike.
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To purchase productive capacity and to initiate development pro
grams that may never need to be used—as this budget proposes— 
adopts an insurance policy of buying alternative future options.

8. Our defense posture must be designed to reduce the danger of 
irrational or unpremeditated general war— t̂he danger of an unneces
sary escalation of a small war into a large one, or of miscalculation or 
misinterpretation of an incident or enemy intention. Our diplomatic 
efforts to reach agreements on the prevention of surprise attack, an 
end to the spread of nuclear weapons—indeed all our efforts to end 
the arms race—are aimed at this objective. We shall strive for 
improved communication among all nations, to make clear our own 
hitentions and resolution, and to prevent any nation from underesti
mating the response of any other, as has too often happened in the 
past. In addition our own military activities must be safeguarded 
against the possibility of inadvertent triggering incidents. But, even 
more importantly, we must make certain that our retaliatory power 
does not rest on decisions made in ambiguous circumstances, or permit 
a catastrophic mistake.

I t would not be appropriate at this time or in this message to either 
boast of our strength or dwell upon our needs and dangers. I t  is 
sufficient to say that the budgetary recommendations which follow, 
together with other policy, organizational and related changes and 
studies now underway administratively, are designed to provide for 
an increased strength, flexibility, and control in our Defense Establish
ment in accordance with the above policies.

II . , S t r e n g t h e n in g  a n d  P r o t e c t in g  O u r  S t r a t e g ic  D e t e r r e n t

AND D e f e n s e s

A. Improving our missile deterrent: As a power which will never 
strike first, our hopes for anything close to an absolute deterrent must 
rest on weapons which come from hidden, moving, or invulnerable 
bases which will not be wiped out by a surprise attack. A retaliatory 
capacity based on adequate numbers of these weapons would deter 
any aggressor from launching or even threatening an attack—an 
attack he knew could not find or destroy enough of our force to prevent 
his own destruction.

1. Polaris: The ability of the nuclear-powered Polaris submarine 
to operate deep below the surface of the seas for long periods and to 
launch its ballistic, solid-fuel nuclear-armed missiles while submerged 
gives this weapons system a very high degree of mobility and conceal
ment, making it virtually immune to ballistic missile attack.

In the light of the high degree of success attained to date in its 
development, production, and operation, I  strongly recommend that 
the Polaris program be greatly expanded and accelerated. I  have
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earlier directed the Department of Defense, as stated in my state of 
the Union message, to increase the fiscal year 1961 program from 
5 submarine starts to 10, and to accelerate the delivery of these and 
other Polaris submarines still under construction.^ This action will 
provide five more operational submarines about 9 months earlier 
than previously planned.

For fiscal year 1962, I  recommend the construction of 10 more 
Polaris submarines, making a total of 29, plus 1 additional tender. 
These 10 submarines, together with the 10 programed for fiscal year 
1961, are scheduled to be delivered at the rate of 1 a month or 12 a 
year, beginning in June 1963, compared with the previous rate of 5 a 
year. Under this schedule, a force of 29 Polaris submarines can be 
completed and at sea 2 months before the present program called for 
19 boats, and 2 years earlier than would be possible under the old 
5-a-year rate. These 29 submarines, each with a full complement of 
missiles, will be a formidable deterrent force. The sooner they are on 
station, the safer we will be. And our emphasis upon a weapon 
distinguished primarily for its invulnerability is another demonstra
tion of the fact that our posture as a nation is defensive and not 
aggressive.

I  also recommend that the development of the long-range Polaris 
A-3 be accelerated in order to become available a year earlier, at an 
eventual savings in the procurement of the A-2 system.

This longer range missile with improved penetration capability will 
greatly enhance the operational flexibility of the Polaris force and 
reduce its exposure to shore-based antisubmarine warfare measures. 
Finally, we must increase the allowance of Polaris missiles for practice 
firing to provide systematic ‘‘proving ground” data for determining 
and improving operational reliability.

The increases in this program, including $16 million in new obliga- 
tional authority for additional crews, constitute the bulk of the budget 
increases— $̂1.34 billion in new obligational authority on a full funded 
basis, over a 4-year period though only $270 million in expenditures 
in fiscal 1962. I  consider this a wise investment in our future.

2. Minuteman: Another strategic missile system which will play 
a major role in our deterrent force, with a high degree of survivability 
under ballistic missile attack, is the solid-fuel Minuteman. This 
system is planned to be deployed in well-dispersed hardened sites and, 
eventually, in a mobile mode on railroad cars. On the basis of the 
success of tests conducted to date and the importance of this system 
to our overall strategy, I  recommend the following steps:

(1) Certain design changes to improve the reliability, guidance 
accuracy, range, and reentry of this missile should be incorporated

 ̂Ante, p. 18.
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earlier than previously planned, by additional funding for research 
and development.

(2) A more generous allotment of missiles for practice firing should^ 
as in the case of the Polaris, be provided to furnish more operational 
data sooner.

(3) The three mobile Minuteman squadrons funded in the January 
budget should be deferred for the time being and replaced by three 
more fixed-base squadrons (thus increasing the total number of missiles 
added by some two-thirds). Development work on the mobile version 
will continue.

(4) Minuteman capacity production should be doubled to enable 
us to move to still higher levels of strength more swiftly should 
future conditions warrant doubling our production. There are great 
uncertainties as to the future capabilities of others; as to the ultimate 
outcome of struggles now going in many of the world’s trouble spots; 
and as to future technological break throughs either by us or any other 
nation. In  view of these major uncertainties, it is essential that, here 
again, we adopt an insurance philosophy and hedge our risks by buying 
options on alternative courses of action. We can reduce leadtime by 
providing, now, additional standby production capacity that may 
never need to be used, or used only in part, and by constructing 
additional bases which events may prove could safely have been 
postponed to the next fiscal year. But that option is well worth the 
added cost.

Together, these reconmiendations for Minuteman will require the 
addition of $96 million in new obligational authority to the January 
budget estimate.

3. Skybolt: Another type of missile less likely to be completely 
eliminated by enemy attack is the air-to-ground missile carried by 
a plane that can be off the ground before an attack commences. 
Skybolt is a long-range (1,000 miles), air-launched, solid-fuel, nuclear- 
warhead ballistic missile designed to be carried by the B-52 and the 
British V bombers. Its successful development and production may 
extend the useful life of our bombers into the missile age—and its 
range is far superior to the present Hound Dog missiles.

I  recommend that an additional $50 million in new obligational 
authority be added to the 1962 budget to enable this program to go 
forward at an orderly rate.

B. Protecting our bomber deterrent: The considerably more rapid 
growth projected for our ballistic missile force does not eliminate the 
need for manned bombers—although no funds were included in the 
January budget for the further procurement of B-62 heavy bombers 
and B-58 medium bombers, and I  do not propose any. Our existing 
bomber forces constitute our chief hope for deterring attack during



72 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

this period prior to the completion of our missile expansion. How
ever, only those planes that would not be destroyed on the ground in 
the event of a surprise attack striking their base can be considered 
sufficiently invulnerable to deter an aggressor.

I  therefore recommend the following steps to protect our bomber 
deterrent:

1. Airborne alert capacity: That portion of our force which is 
constantly in the air is clearly the least vulnerable portion. I  am 
asking for the funds to continue the present level of indoctrination 
training flights, and to complete the standby capacity and materials 
needed to place one-eighth of our entire heavy bomber force on air
borne alert at any time. I  also strongly urge the reenactment of 
section 512(b) of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act for 
1961,̂  which authorizes the Secretary of Defense, if the President 
determines it is necessary, to provide for the cost of a full airborne 
alert as a deficiency expense approved by the Congress.

2. Increased ground alert force and bomb alarms: Strategic bombers 
standing by on a ground alert of 15 minutes can also have a high degree 
of survivability provided adequate and timely warning is available. 
I  therefore recommend that the proportion of our B-52 and B ^7  
forces on ground alert should be increased until about half of our total 
force is on alert. In addition, bomb alarm detectors and bomb alarm 
signals should be installed at key warning and communication points 
and all SAC bases, to make certain that a dependable notification of 
any surprise attack cannot be eliminated. Forty-five million dollars 
in new obligational authority will pay for all of these measures.

C. Improving our continental defense and warning systems: 
Because of the speed and destructiveness of the intercontinental 
ballistic missile and the secrecy with which it can be launched, timely 
warning of any potential attack is of crucial importance not only for 
preserving our population but also for preserving a sufficient portion 
of our military forces—thus deterring such an attack before it is 
launched. For any attacker knows that every additional minute 
gained means that a larger part of our retaliatory force can be 
launched before it can be destroyed on the ground. We must assure 
ourselves, therefore, that every feasible action is being taken to provide 
such warning.

To supplement the ballistic missile early warning system 
(BMEWS), on which construction is now proceeding as fast as is 
practical, the satellite-borne Midas system, now under development, is 
designed to provide about 30 minutes of warning by detecting missiles 
immediately after launching. Together with BMEWS, Midas would

' 74 Stat. 351.
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greatly increase the assurance and reliability of timely warning. 
I  recommend that an additional $60 million in new obligational au
thority be added to the 1962 budget to accelerate completion of the 
development phase of the Midas program, with the goal of achieving 
an operational system at an earlier date.

For the next several years at least, however, we shall have to con
tinue to provide a defense against manned bomber attack. Such an 
attack is most likely to coincide with, or follow, a ballistic missile 
attack seeking to incapacitate our antibomber defense system. Meas
ures must therefore be taken to enhance the ability of the air defense 
system to cdpe with a combined attack. I  recommend $23 million 
in new obligational authority be added to the 1962 budget for this 
purpose.

D. Improving the command and control of our strategic deter
rent : The basic policies stated at the beginning of this message lay 
new emphasis on improved command and control—^more flexible, more 
selective, more deliberate, better protected and under ultimate civilian 
authority at all times. This requires not only the development and 
installation of new equipment and facilities, but, even more impor
tantly, increased attention to all organizational and procedural ar
rangements for the President and others. The invulnerable and 
continuous command posts and communications centers provided in 
these recommendations (requiring an additional $16 million in new 
obligational authority) are only the beginning of a major but abso
lutely vital effort to achieve a truly unified, nationwide, indestructible 
system to insure high-level command, communication and control and 
a properly authorized response under any conditions.

E. There are a number of other space and research programs related 
to our strategic and continental air defense forces which I  find require 
additional support. These include missile defense and penetration 
aids, Dyna-Soar, Advent, Defender, Discoverer, and certain other 
programs. An additional $226 million in new obligational authority 
is requested to finance them.

III . S t r e n g t h e n in g  O u r A b i l it y  T o D e t e r  or C o n f i n e  L im it e d

W ars

The free world’s security can be endangered not only by a nuclear 
attack, but also by being slowly nibbled away at the periphery, re
gardless of our strategic power, by forces of subversion, infiltration, 
intimidation, indirect or nonovert aggression, internal revolution, 
diplomatic blackmail, guerrilla warfare, or a series of limited wars.

In this area of local wars, we must inevitably count on the coopera
tive efforts of other peoples and nations who share our concern. 
Indeed, their interests are more often directly engaged in such con
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flicts. The self-reliant are also those whom it is easiest to help—and 
for these reasons we must continue and reshape the military assistance 
program which I  have discussed earlier in my special message on 
foreign aid.

But to meet our own extensive commitments and needed improve
ments in conventional forces, I  reconmiend the following:

A. Strengthened capacity to meet limited and guerrilla warfare— 
limited military adventures and threats to the security of the free 
world that are not large enough to justify the label of ‘‘limited war.” 
We need a greater ability to deal with guerrilla forces, insurrections, 
and subversion. Much of our effort to create guerrilla and anti
guerrilla capabilities has in the past been aimed at general war. We 
must be ready now to deal with any size of force, including small, 
externally supported bands of men; and we must help train local 
forces to be equally effective.

B. Expanded research on nonnuclear weapons: A few selected high 
priority areas—strategic systems, air defense and space— ĥave re
ceived the overwhelming proportion of our defense research effort. 
Yet, technology promises great improvements in nonnuclear arma
ments as well; and it is important that we be in the forefront of these 
developments. What is needed are entirely new types of nonnuclear 
weapons and equipment—^with increased firepower, mobility, and 
communications, and more suited to the kind of tasks our limited war 
forces will most likely be required to perform. I  include here anti
submarine warfare as well as land and air operations. I  recommend, 
therefore, an additional $122 million in new obligational authority to 
speed up current limited warfare research and development programs 
and to provide for the initiation of entirely new programs.

C. Increased flexibility of conventional forces: Our capacity to move 
forces in sizable numbers on short notice and to be able to support 
them in one or more crisis areas could avoid the need for a much larger 
commitment later. Following my earlier direction, the Secretary of 
Defense has taken steps both to accelerate and increase the production 
of airlift aircraft. A total of 129 new, longer range, modern airlift 
aircraft will be procured through fiscal year 1962, compared with the 
50 previously programed. An additional $172 million new obliga
tional authority will be required in the 1962 budget to finance this 
expanded program.

These additional aircraft will help to meet our airlift requirements 
until the new specially designed, long-range, jet-powered C-141 trans
port becomes available. A contractor for this program has been 
selected and active development work will soon be started. Adequate 
funds are already included in the January budget to finance this 
program through the coming fiscal year.
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I  am also recommending in this message $40 million in new obliga- 
tional authority for the construction of an additional amphibious 
transport of a new type, increasing both the speed and the capability 
of Marine Corps sealift capacity; and $84 million in new obligational 
authority for an increase in the Navy’s ship rehabilitation and modern
ization program, making possible an increase in the number of ship 
overhauls (as well as a higher level of naval aircraft maintenance).

But additional transport is not enough for quick flexibility. I  am 
recommending $230 million in new obligational authority for increased 
procurement of such items as helicopters, rifles, modern nonnuclear 
weapons, electronics and communications equipment, improved am- 
mimition for artillery and infantry weapons, and torpedoes. Some 
important new advances in ammunition and bombs can make a sizable 
qualitative jump in our limited war capabilities.

D. Increased nonnuclear capacities of fighter aircraft: Manned air
craft will be needed even during the 1965-75 missile era for various 
limited war missions. Target recognition, destruction of all types of 
targets when extreme accuracy is required, and the control of air
space over enemy territory will all continue to be tasks best performed 
by manned aircraft.

Expected phaseout of Navy and Air Force fighters by 1965, together 
with reduced numbers and increasing obsolescence of the remaining 
aircraft, make necessary the development of an advanced tactical 
fighter emphasizing nonnuclear capabilities. I  am requesting $45 
million in new obligational authority for this purpose.

Meanwhile, I  am recomimending $25 million in new obligational 
authority for the modification of the F-105 tactical fighter to improve 
its capability to handle conventionally armed ordnance items, and to 
increase its suitability for airstrips of all types of areas.

E. Increased personnel, training, and readiness for conventional 
forces: I  am recommending $39 million in new obligational authority 
for increases in Army personnel strength to expand guerrilla warfare 
units and round out other existing units, and an increase in the Marine 
Corps to bring it up closer to authorized strength levels. (In addi
tion, personnel is being added to the Navy for Polaris crews, and to 
the Air Force for the ground alert expansion.) The sum of these 
personnel additions is 13,000 men. I  am also recommending $25 
million additional in new obligational authority for pay of retired 
personnel of the military forces.

But more personnel alone is not enough. I  am recommending an 
additional $65 million in new obligational authority for increased 
readiness training of Army and Air Force units. These funds will 
provide for additional field training and mobility exercises for the 
Army and test exercises for the composite air strike forces and MATS
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unit. We recognize the role of exercises and deployments in demon
strating to our friends and opponents our ability to deploy forces 
rapidly in a crisis.

IV. S a v in g s  M a d e  P o s s ib l e  b y  P rogress

The elimination of waste, duplication, and outmoded or unjustifiable 
expenditure items from the Defense budget is a long and arduous 
undertaking, resisted by special arguments and interests from eco~ 
nomic, military, technical, and other special groups. There are 
hundreds of ways, most of them with some merit, for spending billions 
of dollars on defense; and it is understandable that every critic of this 
budget will have a strong preference for economy on some expenditures 
other than those that affect his branch of the service, or his plant, or 
his community.

But hard decisions must be made. Unneeded facilities or projects 
must be phased out. The Defense Establishment must be lean and 
fit, eflSicient and effective, always adjusting to new opportunities and 
advances, and planning for the future. The national interest must 
be weighed against special or local interests; and it is the national 
interest that calls upon us to cut our losses and cut back those pro
grams in which a very dim promise no longer justifies a very large 
cost.

Specifically:

1. Our decision to acquire a very substantial increase in second- 
generation solid-fuel missiles of increased invulnerability (Pplaris and 
Minuteman) enables us to eliminate safely the last two squadrons of 
Titan originally contemplated. These would not have become opera
tional until 1964, and at a cost of $270 million—a cost several times 
that of the Minuteman missiles we are purchasing for the same period 
and could increase with our standby facility. One hundred million 
dollars in the 1962 budget can be saved by this adjustment.

2. The phaseout of a number of B-47 medium bomber wings already 
planned will be accelerated to provide promptly the trained crews 
required for the expanded ground alert program (fiscal 1962 savings: 
$35 million).

3. Additional personnel will also be made available by the immedi
ate phaseout of the subsonic Snark airbreathing long-range missile, 
which is now considered obsolete and of marginal military value in 
view of ICBM developments, the Snark’s low reliability and pene
trability, the lack of positive control over its launchings, and the 
location of the entire wing at an unprotected site (fiscal 1962 savings: 
$7 million).

4. The acquired missile capability programed by this message 
also makes unnecessary and economically unjustifiable the develop
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ment of the B-70 mach 3 manned bomber as a full weapons system 
at this time. The B-70 would not become available in operational 
numbers until well beyond 1965. By that time we expect to have a 
large number of intercontinental ballistic missiles, fully tested and in 
place, as well as a substantial manned bomber force mostly equipped 
with air-to-ground missiles. In  view of the extremely high cost of the 
B-70 system, its lesser survivability as a ground-based system and its 
greater vulnerability in the air compared to missiles, its capabilities 
as a second strike system do not appear to have sufficient advantages 
over a much leas expensive missile, or even a B-52 or successor bomber 
equipped with Skybolt, to justify a request in fiscal 1962 for $358 
million.

We recognize, however, that there are still uncertainties with 
respect to the operational characteristics of our planned missile force. 
We also recognize that there are certain advantages inherent in a 
controlled force of manned bombers. To preserve the option of 
developing this manned bomber weapon system, if we should later 
determine such a system is required, I  recommend that the B-70 
program be carried forward essentially to explore the problems of 
flying at three times the speed of sound with an airframe potentially 
useful as a bomber, with the development of a small number of proto
type aircraft and related bomb-navigation systems. We should also 
explore the possibility of developing a manned bomber system spe
cifically designed to operate in an environment in which both sides 
have large ICBM forces.

Even on this more limited basis, the B-70 project will cost $1.3 
billion before it is completed in 1967. Approximately $800 million 
has already been provided, $220 million is now requested for 1962— 
$138 million less than the amount included in the January budget— 
and the balance will be required in subsequent years. The total 
development program which I  am recommending will cost $1.4 billion 
less than that previously planned.

5. Nearly 15 years and about $1 billion have been devoted to the 
attempted development of a nuclear-powered aircraft; but the possi
bility of achieving a militarily useful aircraft in the foreseeable future 
is still very remote. The January budget already recommended a 
severe curtailment of this project, cutting the level of effort in half by 
limiting the scope to only one of the two different engines under 
development, although not indicating which one. We believe the 
time has come to reach a clean-cut decision in this matter. Trans
ferring the entire subject matter to the Atomic Energy Commission 
budget where it belongs, as a nondefense research item, we propose to 
terminate development effort on both approaches on the nuclear 
powerplant, comprising reactor and engine, and on the airframe; but 
to carry forward scientific research and development in the fields of
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high temperature materials and high performance reactors, which is 
related to AEC’s broad objectives in atomic reactor development, 
including some work at the p rese t plants, making use of their scien
tific teams. This will save an additional $35 million in the Defense 
budget for fiscal 1962 below the figure previously reduced in January, 
and will avoid a future expenditure of at least $1 billion, which would 
have been necessary to achieve first experimental flight.

6. The January budget did not include funds for the continued 
development of the Navy’s Missileer fleet defense aircraft, but fimds 
were included for the continued development of the Eagle missile— 
designed for use by the Missileer—in the hope that it could be adapted 
for use by some other aircraft. I  am now advised that no such 
alternative use is in prospect; and I  have directed the cancellation 
of that project, with a saving estimated at almost $57 million in 
1961 and 1962.

7. The plan to install Polaris missiles on the cruiser Long Beach 
has been canceled. For effectiveness in a nuclear war, the money 
would be better spent on the far less vulnerable Polaris submarines. 
In  a limited war, the cruiser’s utility would be reduced by the presence 
of the missiles (savings in fiscal 1962: $58 million).

8. Finally, technological progress causes obsolescence not only 
in military hardware but also in the facilities constructed for their 
deployment. We must continually review our nearly 7,000 military 
installations in the light of our needs now and in the event of emer
gency. Those bases and installations which are no longer required 
must be inactivated, and disposed of where feasible, and I  have so 
directed the Secretary of Defense. He has already taken steps to 
have 73 domestic and foreign installations discontinued as excess to 
our needs now and at any time in the future; and studies are con
tinuing now to identify additional facilities which are surplus to 
our requirements.

I  am well aware that in many cases these actions will cause hard* 
ships to the communities and individuals involved. We cannot 
permit these actions to be deferred; but the Government will make 
every practicable effort to alleviate these hardships, and I  have 
directed the Secretary of Defense to take every possible step to 
ease the difficulties for those displaced. But it is difficult, with so 
many defense and other budgetary demands, to justify support of 
military installations, with high operating and payroll costs and 
property values, which are no longer required for the defense of the 
Nation. The closing of excess installations overseas will in many 
cases help alleviate our balance of payments deficit.

No net savings are expected to be realized in 1962 from these 
inactivations because of the added costs involved in closing, and no.
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reductions in the 1962 budget are proposed on that account. Sub
stantial savings, approximately $220 million per year, will be realized, 
however, in subsequent years.

(I am also proposing that $320 million of the obligational authority 
required be provided by transfer from the current balances of working 
capital funds in the Defense Department.)

C o n c l u sio n

Our military position today is strong. But positive action must be 
taken now if we are to have the kind of forces we will need for our 
security in the future. Our preparation against danger is our hope 
of safety. The changes in the defense program which I  have recom
mended will greatly enhance the security of this Nation in the 
perilous years which lie ahead. I t  is not pleasant to request additional 
fimds at this time for national security. Our interest, as I  have 
emphasized, lies in peaceful solutions, in reducing tension, in settling 
disputes at the conference table and not on the battlefield. I  am 
hopeful that these policies will help secure these ends. I  commend 
them to the Congress and to the Nation.

J o h n  F. KiENNEDY.

T h e  W h it e  H o u s e , March 28̂  1961.

Statement by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly, March 30, 1961 ^

Taking into account the urgency of the solution of the problem of 
general and complete disarmament the Soviet Union proceeded from 
the fact that it was necessary already at this fifteenth session of the 
General Assembly to agree on directives for subsequent negotiations 
on disarmament and on the composition of the working body which 
is to conduct these negotiations.

However, taking into account the wish of the United States Govern
ment that consideration of the substance of disarmament be tempo
rarily postponed due to the fact that it is not ready to enter into 
negotiations at the present time and would like to start negotiations 
at a later date, the Soviet Government has found it possible not to 
insist on the consideration of the disarmament question at this session 
of the A^embly.

In this connexion an understanding has been reached between the 
Soviet Government and the Government of the United States to con-

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1141, pp. 2-11. See also statement by Ambassador Stevenson 
{mfra).
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tinue during June and July tlieir exchange of opinions on questions 
relating to disarmament and to the resumption of negotiations in an 
appropriate body whose composition is to be agreed upon. An under
standing also has been reached to inform the sixteenth session of the 
General Assembly of the progress made.

We hope that the draft resolution submitted jointly by the delega
tions of the USSR and the United States (A/C.1/L.267) will be 
approved unanimously by the General Assembly.^

Statement by the United States Representative (Stevenson) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, 
March 30, 1961^

The United States desires to do everything possible to put an early 
and a sure end to the arms race which threatens humanity. We are 
eager to resume negotiations soon and under conditions which will 
produce results, and not further disappointments. I t  is only through 
negotiations that we can make progress.

We are intensively studying our disarmament policies in the light of 
developing political, scientific and technical trends. We are, of course, 
hopeful that other States are doing the same. Our study is not com
plete but it is being pressed as rapidly as possible. We shall be ready 
for what we hope will be fruitful negotiations by the end of July. In 
the meantime, exchanges of views will continue during June and July 
between the States concerned on questions relating to disarmament and 
to the resumption of negotiations in an appropriate body whose compo
sition is to be agreed upon.

The Soviet Union and the United States are submitting to this 
Committee a resolution proposing that the General Assembly decide 
to take up at its sixteenth session the problem of disarmament and all 
pending proposals relating to it. We hope that all members of the 
Committee will support this resolution.^

^Identical with resolution approved by the General Assembly on April 21 
(post, p. 126).

* A/C.1/PV.1141, p. 11. At the same meeting the Canadian representative 
made a statement stressing the need for communication between any new dis
armament negotiating body and the Disarmament Commission. The representa
tives of Ethiopia, Nigeria, and the Sudan stated that they reserved their posi
tion on the resolution that they had previously cosponsored {Documents on Dis
armament, 1960, pp. 343-345).
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In  recognition of the interest of the United Nations an understand
ing has been reached between the United States and the Soviet Union 
to inform the sixteenth session of the General Assembly of the progress 
made.

Statement by the French Representative (Berard) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, March 30, 
1961 ^

I  merely wish to explain my delegation’s vote on the draft resolution,
France considers that the solution of the question of disarmament 

is the only one that can give peace and security to the world, which 
needs it so ardently. That is why, since the beginning of the discus
sions on disarmament, we have defended certain principles, especially 
on the question of the development of modern weapons. Without 
those principles, disarmament would not only not achieve its objec
tive but would be a deception that would increase insecurity. We 
have always felt that any technical measures of disarmament must 
be accompanied by a return to mutual confidence, and that any ques
tion of disarmament must carry with it ̂  sincere desire to achieve a 
solution. That is why we welcome with satisfaction the efforts of a 
number of delegations to move closer to each other’s points of view. 
Obviously, this is just the beginning, and we should like this begin
ning of understanding to be the harbinger of successful results in the 
not too distant future.

The French delegation believes that the procedure chosen may con
tribute to successful negotiations. We do not know whether the steps 
envisaged are those that are most likely to lead to understanding. 
Mention has been made of an appropriate body that is to be agreed 
upon. Such a body exists. The Ten-Nation Committee was set up 
with the agreement of its main members; it is qualified to deal with 
these questions and prepare the constructive resolutions which are 
required to lead to a solution of the disarmament question.

We therefore hope that negotiations will be speedily resumed.

 ̂A/0.1/PV.1141, pp. 17-18. M. Berard was explaining the aflSirmative French 
vote in the First Committee on the draft resolution approved by the General 
Assembly on April 21 {post, p. 126).

629270— 62------ 7
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Anglo-American Draft Treaty on the 
Discontinuanceof Nuclear Weapon Tests, April 18,1961 *

Preamble
Article 1.—Obligations to Discontinue

2.—^Establishment of Control Organization
3.—^Elements of (Control Organization
4.—Composition of Control Commission
5.—^Parties or Other Countries Associated with the 

Original Parties
6.—Functions of the Control Commission
7.—Procedures of the Control Commission
8.—The Conference
9.—^Administrator and International Staff

10.—On-Site Inspection of Seismic Events
11.—^Installation and Operation of the System in Parties’ 

Territories
12.—^Undertakings Concerning Co-operation with the 

System
13.—Detonations for Peaceful Purposes
14.—Periodic Review of the System
15.—Finance
16.—Privileges and Immunities
17.—Relationships with Other International 

Organizations
18.—^Annexes
19.—Parties to the Treaty
20.—Signature, Ratification, Acceptance and Entry into 

Force
21.—Registration
22.—Duration
23.—^Amendments
24.—^Authentic Texts

Annex I—Detection and Identification System
II—Privileges and Immunities 

I I I— T̂he Preparatory Commission

Preamble

The Parties to this Treaty
Pursuing the aim of reducing international competition in arma

ments and in the development of new weapons of w ar;

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of "Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 475-521. For amendments to the draft treaty,
see posty pp. 161-162, 325, 327.
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Endeavoring to take a practical step towards the achievement of 
the objectives of the United Nations in the field of disarmament, in
cluding the eventual elimination 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 weapon test explosions;

Recognizing that the establisliment 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 weapon 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:

Article 1 

Obligations to Discontinue
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 weapon 
test explosions at any place under its jurisdiction or control; and

B. to refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way par
ticipating in, the carrying out of nuclear weapon test explosions any
where.

2. The obligations under paragraph 1 of this Article shall apply to 
all nuclear weapon test explosions except those underground ex
plosions which are recorded as seismic events of less than magni
tude 4.75.

Article 2

Establishment of Control Orgamzation
1. For the purpose of assuming that the obligations assumed in this 

Treaty are carried out by the Parties, there is hereby established 
a Control Organization, hereinafter referred to as ‘‘the Organization”, 
upon the terms and conditions set forth in this Treaty and the Annexes 
thereto.

2. Each of the Parties agrees to cooperate promptly and fully with 
the Organization established imder paragraph 1 of this Article and 
to assist the Organization in the discharge of its responsibilities pur
suant to the provisions of this Treaty and the provisions of any 
agreements which the Parties shall have concluded with the Organi
zation.
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Article 3 

Elements of Control Organization

1. The Organization established under Article 2 of this Treaty 
shall consist o f: a Control Commission, hereinafter referred to as “the 
Cominission” ; a Detection and Identification System, hereinafter re
ferred to as “the System” ; a Chief Executive Officer, 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 Organization shall be located at Vienna.

Article 4

Cow/position of Control Cormrdssion ̂
1. The Commission shall consist of the following Parties:

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. Eight other Parties to the Treaty elected by the Conference 
as follows: Three Parties associated with the USSR; two Parties 
associated with either the United Kingdom or the United States; 
three Parties not associated with any of the original Parties.

2. The Parties referred to in paragraph 1 B of this Article shall 
be elected and shall serve for a period of two years; they shall be 
eligible for re-election.

3. The Parties elected to the first elected Commission shall serve 
from the time of their election until the end of the third regular ses
sion of the Conference. The Parties elected at the third regular ses
sion of the Conference, and those elected bieiuiially thereafter, shall 
serve from the end of the Conference at which they were elected until 
the end of the Conference which elects their successors.

4. Each member of the Commission shall have one representative.

Article 5

Parties or Other Countries Associated- with the Original Parties
The determination whether a Party or other country is at any time 

to be regarded for the purposes of this Treaty as associated with any 
of the original Parties shall be made by the Preparatory Commission

^The above revised text is submitted in the context of the statements made 
by tbe United States and United Kingdom Representatives at the 274th, 286th, 
and 289th m^eetings, to the effect that the United States and United Kingdom 
Governments are prepared to accept the above text provided expressly, and not 
otherwise, that agreement is reached by this Conference upon a control system 
which is reliable, rapid and effective—such as is set forth in other articles and 
annexes of the present draft treaty proposal— ând provided that agreement is 
reached upon all other treaty articles and annexes. [Footnote in original.]
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or by the Commission. However, in any case in which advice is jointly 
tendered by the three original Parties, the determination shall be 
made in accordance with that advice.

Article 6

Functions of the Control Oonmdssion
1. The Commission shall establish procedures and standards for 

the installation and operation of all elements of the System, and shall 
maintain supervision over the System to ensure its timely installation 
and effective operation in accordance with the terms of this Treaty 
and its Annexes. The Commission shall determine, after consultation 
with the Parties concerned, the extent to which existing launching, 
tracking, and data receiving and transmission facilities should be used 
in the installation and operation of the satellite systems.

2. A. The Commission shall appoint the Administrator; this ap
pointment shall require the concurring votes of the original Parties.

B. (i) Subject to the approval of the Commission in each case, 
the Administrator shall appoint five Deputy Administrators, includ
ing one First Deputy Administrator who shall act in place of the Ad
ministrator in case of absence or vacancy.

(ii) Approval by the Commission of the appointment of the 
First Deputy Administrator shall require the concurring votes of the 
original Parties.

(iii) Appointment by the Administrator of two Deputy Ad
ministrators shall be made upon the recommendation, or with the 
approval of the Government of the USSR; appointment of the two 
other Deputy Administrators shall be made upon the recommenda
tion, or with the approval, of the Governments of the United Kingdom 
and the United States.

C. The term of office of the Administrator shall be a period of 
three years. The initial term of office of the First Deputy Adminis
trator shall be a period of two years; subsequently, the term of office 
of the First Deputy Administrator shall be a period of three years. 
The term of office of the other Deputy Administrators shall be a period 
of three years.

D. The Administrator and the Deputy Administrators shall be 
eligible for reappointment. An Administrator or Deputy Adminis
trator appointed to fill a vacancy which has occurred before the 
expiration of the term provided for by this Article shall hold office 
only for the remainder of his predecessor’s term but shall be eligible 
for reappointment.^

 ̂On Aug. 30, 1961, Ambassador Dean proposed the addition of a new subpar. 
2E, permitting the removal of the Administrator nnder certain conditions 
{post, p. 325).
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3. The Commission shall establish procedures for disseminating to 
all Parties and interested scientific organizations data produced by 
the System.

4. The Commission shall submit to the Conference an annual report 
and such special reports as the Commission deems necessary on the 
operation of the System and on the activities of the Commission and 
the Administrator in carrying on their respective responsibilities. 
The Commission shall also prepare for the Conference such reports as 
the Organization may make to the United Nations.

5. Except for the location of the Headquarters of the Organization, 
the Commission shall decide upon the location of components of the 
System. Such decisions shall be taken in agreement with the Party 
exercising jurisdiction or control over the territory on which the com
ponent is to be located. I f  any location recommended by the Com
mission should be unacceptable to the Party concerned, the Party 
shall provide, without undue delay, an alternative location which in 
the judgment of the Commission meets the requirements of the Sys
tem, in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty and its Annexes.

6. The Commission shall lay down permanent flight routes, for use 
by special aircraft sampling missions, over the territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of each Party. Such flight routes shall be laid 
down in agreement with the Party concerned and in accordance with 
the standards set forth in Article 7 of Annex I. I f  a permanent flight 
route which the Commission desires to lay down should be unaccept
able to the Party concerned, the Party shall provide, without imdue 
delay, an alternative route which in the judgment of the Conmiission 
meets the requirements of the System.

7. The Commission may conclude agreements with any State or 
authority to aid in the carrying out of the provisions of this Treaty 
and its Annexes.

8. The Commission shall ensure that the most effective and up-to- 
date equipment and techniques are incorporated in the System and, to 
this end, shall ensure that an adequate research and development pro
gram is carried out.

9. The Commission shall establish procedures for the implementa
tion of Article 13 on detonations for peaceful purposes.

10. In  addition to the functions referred to in the preceding para
graphs of this Article, the Commission shall perform such other func
tions as are provided for in this Treaty and its Annexes.

Article 7

Procedures of the Control Gomrrmsion

1. The Commission shall be so organized as to be able to function 
continuously.
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2. The Commission shall meet at such times as it may determine, 
or within twenty-four hours at the request of any member. All mem
bers shall be notified in advance of meetings of the Commission. The 
meetings shall take place at the Headquarters of the Organization 
unless otherwise determined by the Conmiission.

3. The Commission shall adopt its own rules of procedure including 
the method of selecting its chairman.

4. Any Party to the Treaty which does not have a representative 
on the Commission may participate, without vote, in the discussion 
of any question brought before the Commission whenever the latter 
considers that the interests of that Party are specially affected.

5. Except as otherwise expressly provided in this Treaty, decisions 
of the Commission shall be made by a simple majority of the members 
present and voting. Each member of the Commission shall have one 
vote.

Article 8 

The Conference

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 ses
sions shall take place at the Headquarters of the Organization 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 alter
nates and advisers. The cost of attendance of any delegation 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 15 and decisions on amend
ments pursuant to Article 23. Decision 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 recommenda
tions to the Parties or to the Commission or to both on any such 
questions or matters.
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5. The Conference shall:

A. elect States to serve on the Commission in accordance with 
Articled;

B. consider the annual and any special report of the Commission;
C. approve the budget recommended by the Commission in ac

cordance with paragraph 1 of Article 15;
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 Organ
ization and the United Nations or other organizations as provided in 
Article 17, 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 23.

6. The Conference shall have the authority:

A. to take decisions on any matters speciJScally 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.

Article 9

Administrator and Intemxitionod Staff
1. The Administrator shall be the chief executive officer of the 

System and the head of the staff of the Organization. He shall be 
responsible to the Commission and, under its supervision, shall carry 
out its policy directives. He shall have executive responsibility for 
the installation and operation of the System under procedures and 
standards established by the Commission. He shall provide to the 
Commission such advice, reports and assistance as the Commission 
may request.

2. The Administrator and the staff shall not seek or receive instruc
tions concerning the performance of their duties from any authority 
external to the Organization. They shall refrain from any action 
which might reflect on their status as international officials and em
ployees responsible only to the Organization. Each Party undertakes 
to respect the international character of the responsibilities of the 
Administrator and staff and not to seek to influence them in the 
discharge of their duties.

3. Except as otherwise provided in this Treaty, the Administrator 
shall appoint, organize and direct the staff of the Organization in 
accordance with the following provisions:
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A. The staff shall include such qualified scientific, technical and 
other personnel as may be required to carry out the functions of the 
Organization with the highest standards of eflSciency, technical 
competence and integrity.

B. The staffing of individual components of the System shall be 
designed so as to ensure maximum operating efficiency.

C. In  keeping with the foregoing stipulations, the staff of the 
Organization shall be recruited on as wide a geographical basis as 
possible from personnel recommended by, or acceptable to, the govern
ments of the countries of which they are nationals and acceptable to 
the Administrator, subject to the following provisions:

(i) The permanent administrative, scientific and technical 
staff of the Headquarters of the Organization shall, as a whole and 
at all levels, be composed in equal proportions of nationals of the 
USSE, nationals of the United Kingdom or the United States, and 
nationals of other countries. In  cases where deputies, other than the 
Deputy Administrators, to senior officials of the Organization Head
quarters are appointed, a national of the USSR shall have a deputy 
who is a national of the United Kingdom or of the United States, 
and a national of the United Kingdom or the United States shall 
have a deputy who is a national of the USSR.

(ii) In land control posts situated on territory under the juris
diction or control of any of the original Parties, the scientific and 
technical staff of each post shall be composed in equal proportions 
of nationals of the USSR, nationals of the United Kingdom or the 
United States, and nationals of other countries. In  the appointment 
of nationals of other coimtries, preference shall be given, subject 
to other provisions of sub-paragraph C of this Article, to nationals 
of countries exercising jurisdiction or control over territory upon 
which control posts are to be established.

(iii) In  land control posts situated on territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of Parties other than the original Parties, no 
more than one-third of the scientific and technical staff of each post 
shall be composed of nationals of the country exercising jurisdiction 
or control over the territory on which the control post is situated.

(iv) The supporting and auxiliary staffs of each land control 
post shall, wherever possible, be composed of nationals of the country 
exercising jurisdiction or control over the territory on which the 
control post is located.

(v) The scientific and technical staffs of control posts on ships 
or in areas not under the jurisdiction or control of sovereign states 
and the members of the staff of the Organization selected by the 
Administrator for the purposes of paragraph 3 of Article 11 of 
Annex I  shall be composed in equal proportions of nationals of the
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USSR, nationals of the United Kingdom or the United States, and 
nationals of other countries.

(vi) The chief or acting chief of each control post shall be 
a national of a country other than that exercising jurisdiction or con
trol over a territory on which the control post is situated. I f  the 
country exercising jurisdiction or control over such territory is as
sociated with an original Party, the chief or acting chief of the control 
post shall be a national of other than such original Party or a country 
associated with it.

(vii) The chief or acting chief of each control post situated 
on territory under the jurisdiction or control of the United States 
or the United Kingdom shall be a national of the USSR; the chief 
or acting chief of each control post situated on territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of the USSR shall be a national of the United 
States or the United Kingdom.

(viii) The scientiJSlc and technical staffs of on-site inspection 
groups shall be composed of technically qualified personnel who are 
not nationals of the country exercising jurisdiction or control over 
the territory in which the event under investigation may have 
occurred. The Party exercising jurisdiction or control over such 
territory may designate one or more observers to accompany the 
inspection group.

(ix) The scientific and technical staff of any on-site inspec
tion group despatched to conduct an inspection on territory under 
the jurisdiction or control of the USSR shall be composed of nationals 
of the United States or the United Kingdom; the scientific and tech
nical staff of any on-site inspection group despatched to conduct an 
inspection on territory under the jurisdiction or control of the United 
States or the United Kingdom shall be composed of nationals of 
theUSSR.^

(x) The USSR or the United Kingdom and the United States 
may authorize the Administrator to depart from the requirements of 
sub-paragraphs (i) through (ix) above, insofar as they concern the 
appointment of their respective nationals to scientific and technical 
staff positions, either in favor of the nationals of another Party or 
other Parties or without restriction. In each case, the original Party 
or Parties concerned shall furnish the Administrator in writing with 
the authorization, including the period of its duration. Notwith
standing the authorization made under this paragraph, the nationals 
so appointed shall be considered, for the purposes of sub-paragraphs
(i), (ii) and (v) to be nationals of the original Party authorizing the 
departure.

^On Aug. 30, 1961, Ambassador Dean proposed new language for subpars. 
(viii) and (ix) ; for the revised texts, see post, p. 327.
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(xi) In  making appointments under sub-paragraphs ( i) , (ii),
(iii) and (v), the Administrator shall ensure that the administrative, 
scientific and technical staff of the Headquarters of the Organization, 
and the scientific and technical staff of each control post, shall be so 
composed that the total number of nationals of the USSR and of 
countries associated with it shall be equal to the total number of 
nationals of the United States and the United Kingdom and of coun
tries associated with either of them.

(xii) Any adjustment to the proportions in sub-paragraphs
(i), (ii) and (v) above, which may be unavoidable for practical 
reasons, shall be kept to the minimum, and a compensating adjust
ment shall, whenever possible, be made elsewhere in the System.

D. Regulations governing the appointment, remuneration and 
dismissal of staff shall be approved by the Commission.

4r. The Administrator shall prepare for the Commission the budget 
estimates of the Organization.

5. The Administrator shall develop and arrange for the execution 
of a program of research and development for the continuing im
provement of the equipment and techniques used in all components 
of the System, and shall from time to time make recommendations to 
the Commission regarding improvements to be incorporated in the 
System. The program may, with the approval of the Commission, 
include detonations performed to test the effectiveness of the System. 
Any nuclear detonations for this purpose shall be conducted under 
the procedures set forth in Article 13.

6. The Administrator shall prepare recommendations for approval 
by the Commission regarding:

A. specific sites for all components of the System;
B. specific flight patterns for routine air sampling flights;
C. the number and base location of inspection groups;
D. the equipping of all components of the System and the stand

ards and specifications which equipment to be used therein must meet.

7. A. When special aircraft sampling missions are undertaken, the 
Administrator shall appoint two qualified members of the Organiza
tion staff to accompany each aircraft as technical operators. The 
technical operators shall, in accordance with the provisions of Article 
7 of Annex I, verify the execution of the agreed flight plan; operate 
the sampling equipment; direct sampling operation; make appro
priate arrangements for the safe delivery to the Organization of the 
samples collected; and report on the mission to the Administrator.
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B. (i) The technical operators shall not be nationals of

(a) any Party exercising jurisdiction or control over 
territory in which the event under investigation may have 'oc
curred, or of

(b) any original Party which may be associated with the 
Party in paragraph 7 B (i) (a) of this Article, or of

(c) any Party which may be associated with any original 
Party to which paragraphs 7 B (i) (a) or 7 B (i) (b) of this 
Article may refer;

nor, subject to the provisions of sub-paragraph B (ii), shall they be 
nationals of any Party exercising jurisdiction or control over territory 
in the air space over which samples may be taken.

(ii) On flights investigating events which may have occurred 
in territory under the jurisdiction or control of the USSE, the tech
nical operators shall be nationals of the United Kingdom or the 
United States. On flights investigating events which may have oc
curred in territory imder the jurisdiction or control of the United 
Kingdom or the United States, the technical operators shall be na
tionals of the USSR.

C. Any Party exercising jurisdiction or control over territory in 
which the event under investigation may have occurred or in the 
air space over which samples are to be taken may designate an observer 
to accompany the technical operators on the flight.

8. The Administrator shall determine when special aircraft sam
pling missions are required in accordance with the terms of Article 
7 of Annex I  and shall have authority to order the despatch of such 
missions. For missions whose purpose is the collection of samples 
over the territory of a Party or Parties, the Administrator shall select 
routes from among the permanent flight routes laid down by the 
Commission in accordance with paragraph 6 of Article 6; before 
despatch of the mission, the Administrator shall notify all Parties 
over whose territories it will fly and shall inform them of the routes 
selected.

9. The Administrator shall forward to the Commission within 
twenty-four hours after receipt all reports submitted to him by in
spection teams and special aircraft missions, together with any rele
vant data and analyses.

10. The Administrator shall encourage and facilitate the partici
pation by personnel of components of the System in programs of basic 
scientific research, to the extent that such participation would not in
terfere with their primary duties.

11. In addition to the functions referred to in the preceding para
graphs of this Article, the Administrator shall perform such other 
functions as are provided for in this Treaty and its Annexes.
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Article 10 

On-Site Inspeetion of Seismic Events

1. A. The Administrator shall certify immediately by public no
tice at the Headquarters of the Organization whenever he determines 
that an event eligible for on-site inspection in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 8 of Annex I  has occurred. This certifica
tion shall include a specification of the time of origin and location 
of the seismic event, the area eligible for inspection (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the ‘‘certified area”), and the data and analysis upon 
which the determination of eligibility was made. The Administrator 
shall make every effort to make this certification within seventy-twa 
hours after the occurrence of the event.

B. Whenever the Administrator is informed through the Organi
zation that a seismic event of seismic magnitude of 4.75 or above which 
is located by the System has occurred, and if the event is not immedi
ately rendered ineligible for on-site inspection in accordance with 
the provisions of Article 8 of Annex I, he shall immediately make 
public at the Headquarters of the Organization all data relating to 
such a seismic event which could be of assistance

(i) to any Party exercising its right to request an on-site 
inspection under paragraphs 2 and 3 of this Article, or

(ii) to the Comimission in its decision whether to issue a di
rective under paragraph 4 of this Article.

The Administrator shall make every effort to make this data public 
within seventy-two hours after the occurrence of all events referred to 
in this sub-paragraph, except for those events which have subsequently 
been found ineligible for on-site inspection in accordance with sub- 
paragraphs 3 C and 3 D of Article 8 of Annex I.

2. A. If  any portion of the certified area lies in territory under 
the jurisdiction or control of any of the original Parties, the Admin
istrator shall immediately despatch an inspection group to carry out an 
on-site inspection of such portion of the certified area in accordance 
with Annex I, provided th a t:

(i) The USSR requests the inspection of such portion of the 
certified area which lies in territory under the jurisdiction or control 
of the United Kingdom or the United States, and the current annual 
number of inspections for the Party liable to inspection is not 
exhausted, or

(ii) The United Kingdom or the United States requests the 
inspection of such portion of the certified area which lies in territory 
under the jurisdiction or control of the USSR and the current annual 
number of inspections for the USSR is not exhausted, and
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(iii) The request for inspection is made to the Administrator 
not later than fifteen days after the Administrator has made public 
all data relating to the seismic event in question, as specified in para
graph 1 B of this Article.

B. An original Party requesting an on-site inspection pursuant 
to this paragraph shall simultaneously inform the other original 
Parties.

3. A. I f  any portion of a certified area lies in territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of a Party other than an original Party, any 
Party may, not later than fifteen days after the Administrator has 
made public at the Headquarters of the Organization all data relating 
to the seismic event in question as specified in paragraph 1 B of this 
Article, request the Commission to direct an on-site inspection of such 
portion of the certified area.

B. The Commission shall consider and decide upon any such 
request within forty-eight hours after its receipt. If  a certified area 
lies in territory under the jurisdiction or control of more than one 
Party, other than an original Party, the Commission shall make a 
separate decision as to the mspection of that portion of the certified 
area on the territory of each Party concerned. I f  the current annual 
number of inspections of the Party liable to inspection is not exhausted, 
and if the Commission decides that the request to direct an on-site 
inspection should be complied with, the Commission shall direct the 
Administrator to carry out an on-site inspection of the certified area 
lying in that Party’s territory in accordance with Annex I.

C. I f  any portion of a certified area lies in territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of a Party represented on the Commission, 
that Party shall not participate in the decision as to the inspection 
of such portion of the certified area.

D. I f  any portion of a certified area lies in territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of a Party associated with an original Party, 
that original Party and Parties associated with it which are repre
sented on the Commission shall not participate in the decision as to 
the inspection of such portion of the certified area.

4. A. If  any portion of a certified area lies in an area not under 
the jurisdiction or control of any sovereign state, the Administrator 
shall decide whether to undertake an on-site inspection. The Admin
istrator shall notify the Commission of his decision whether to under
take an on-site inspection and shall make every effort to do so within 
seventy-two hours after the occurrence of the event. After the Ad
ministrator notifies the Commission that he has decided to undertake 
an on-site inspection, he shall proceed to have the inspection carried 
out unless he is otherwise directed by the Commission within forty- 
eight hours of such notification.



DRAFT TEST-BAN TREATY, APRIL 18 95

B. The Commission may direct the Administrator to inspect a 
certified area not under the jurisdiction or control of any sovereign 
state, if the Administrator has not already proceeded to do so, not 
later than fifteen days after the Administrator has made public at the 
Headquarters of the Organization all data relating to the seismic 
event in question as specified in paragraph IB of this Article.

C. All on-site inspections under this paragraph shall be carried 
out in accordance with Annex I.

6. The number of on-site inspections which may be carried out in 
territory under the jurisdiction or control of each of the original 
Parties, pursuant to paragraph 2 of this Article, shall be twenty in
spections in each annual period.^

6. A. The number of on-site inspections which may be carried out 
in each annual period in territory under the jurisdiction or control of 
a Party other than an original Party, pursuant to paragraph 3 of 
this Article, shall be, with respect to each such Party, two, or such 
higher number as the Conmiission may, after consultation with the 
Party, determine by a two-thirds majority of those present and voting.

B. Pending the determination of a Party’s number by the Com
mission, the provisional number for that Party shall be one inspection 
in each annual period for each 500,000 square kilometers or remaining 
fraction thereof of territory under its jurisdiction or control, except 
that for each Party the provisional number shall be at least two 
inspections in each annual period. Inspections carried out under a 
Party’s provisional number shall be deducted from the number subse
quently determined for that Party for the annual period in which 
such inspections were initiated. In  the case of acceding Parties, the 
Preparatory Commission shall, after consultation with such Parties, 
promptly recommend, for subsequent approval by the enlarged Pre
paratory Commission an appropriate number of inspections to be 
carried out in each annual period within territory under the jurisdic
tion or control of such Parties.

7. The number of on-site inspections for each Party shall be 
reviewed by the Commission within three years after this Treaty 
enters into force and annually thereafter. In light of each such re
view, which shall take full account of practical experience in the op
eration of the System and of measures taken to maintain or improve its 
effectiveness, the Commission may fix revised numbers, provided that 
no number (A) shall be less than two, (B) nor less than twenty 
per cent of the average annual number of events of seismic magnitude 
4.75 or above which are located by the System in accordance with 
paragraph 2 of Article 8 of Annex I, provided that when criteria for 
the identification of seismic events eligible for on-site inspection are

 ̂The United States and United Kingdom later submitted alternative language 
for par. 5 {post, p. 161).
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agreed, no less than thirty per cent of the events remaining unidenti
fied after the application of such criteria, occurring in territory under 
the jurisdiction or control of the Party to which the number relates. 
Such average annual number shall be based on data from control posts 
and research programs undertaken by the Commission in accordance 
with the provisions of Article 6 for a period prescribed by the 
Conmiission.^

8. The liability of a Party to on-site inspections pursuant to para
graph 2 or 3 of this Article shall commence from the date on which 
the Treaty enters into force for that Party. The annual period in 
which the number of on-site inspections for each Party may be carried 
out shall commence on the date of entry into force of the Treaty and 
thereafter on the anniversary of that date in each succeeding year. 
In the case of a Party which deposits its instrument of ratification or 
acceptance after the date of entry into force of the Treaty, the num
ber of on-site inspections which may be carried out in territory under 
its jurisdiction or control in the period remaining before the next 
anniversary of the date of entry into force of the Treaty shall bear 
the same proportion to its number determined in accordance with 
paragraph 6 of this Article, as that period bears to one year, but shall 
not be less than two. I f  the number of on-site inspections calculated 
in accordance with the preceding sentence includes a fraction, that 
fraction shall, if it is smaller than one-half, be disregarded, or, if it is 
one-half or greater, be regarded as equivalent to one.

9. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Article, the Com
mission may direct the Administrator to carry out on-site inspection 
in territory under the jurisdiction or control of any Party either at 
the request of such Party or pursuant to an agreement made by such 
Party prior to or subsequent to signature of the Treaty. Inspections 
carried out under this paragraph shall not be deducted from a Party’s 
number. Inspections carried out pursuant to paragraphs 2 and 3 of 
this Article shall take priority over inspections carried out under this 
paragraph.

10. The Administrator shall make available to all Parties to the 
Treaty within twenty-four hours after receipt all reports submitted 
to him by on-site inspection groups, together with any relevant data 
and analyses.

Article 11

InstaUation and Operation of the System in Parties'̂  Territories
Each of the original Parties and all other Parties to this Treaty 

agree to accept on territory under their jurisdiction or control com-

 ̂The United States and the United Kingdom later submitted alternative lan
guage for par. 7 (pos#, p. 161).
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ponents of the System which is established on the basis of the “Report 
of the Conference of Experts to Study the Methods of Detecting Vio
lations of a Possible Agreement on the Suspension of Nuclear Tests” 
of August 20, 1958,̂  the ‘‘Eeport of the Technical Working Group 
on the Detection and Identification of High-Altitude Nuclear Ex
plosions” of July 15,1959,  ̂and the “Conclusion of Technical Working 
Group I I  Regarding Possible Improvements of Techniques and In 
strumentation” of December 18,1959,^ and shall be installed and shall 
operate in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty and its. 
Annexes.

Article 12

Undertakings Concerning Co-operation with the System
1. Each of the Parties undertakes to assure that adequate and ex-, 

peditious 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 imdertakes to enter into appropriate arrange
ments with the Commission for the utilization of existing meteoro
logical and commercial aircraft flights over ocean areas for routine 
air-sampling purposes.

3. Each of the Parties undertakes to enter into appropriate arrange
ments with the Commission to have aircraft immediately available, 
for special flights, carried out pursuant to the provisions of Article 9 
and Article 7 of Annex I, over territory under its jurisdiction or 
control or to permit such special flights by aircraft forming part of 
the System.

4. Each of the Parties undertakes to enter into appropriate arrange
ments with the Commission for the utilization of existing weather or 
geophysical exploration vessels for use as components of the System.

5. Each of the Parties undertakes to give inspection groups, des
patched pursuant to the provisions of Article 10, immediate and un
disputed access to the area in which an on-site inspection is to be 
conducted, to refrain from interference with any operation of an in
spection group and to give such groups the assistance they may require 
in the performance of their mission.

6. Each of the Parties undertakes to enter into appropriate arrange
ments with the Commission: for the design, construction, and pro
vision of necessary satellite vehicles; for the provision and use of 
launching sites and launching vehicles; for the establishment and 
operation of stations to track satellites and to receive and analyze data,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1091-1111. 
pp. 142T-1434. 
pp. 1559-1561.

629270— 62-------8
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irom such satellites; and for the establishment and carrying out of a 
Tesearch program to measure background levels in space and to de
velop the necessary equipment and techniques to put effective space 
monitoring control systems into operation.

Article 13 

Detonations for Peaceful Purposes

1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to detonate, or 
assist others in the detonation of, nuclear devices for peaceful pur
poses only in accordance with the provisions of this Article. The det- 
•onations carried out pursuant to the provisions of this Article shall 
2iot be regarded as a violation of Article 1.

2. A Party intending to carry out or assist in such a detonation shall 
provide the Commission, at least four months in advance of the pro
posed detonation date, with a plan containing the following 
information.

A. The date, site and purpose of the proposed detonation;
B. The procedure it will follow to comply with paragraph 4 of 

this Article;
C. The expected yield of the device;
D. The measures to be taken to ensure that there will be no sub

stantial fallout outside the immediate vicinity; and
E. The measurements to be taken and any experimentation to be 

<3onducted therewith.

3. Within two months after the receipt of the plan, the Commis
sion shall authorize the Party to proceed with, or assist in, the pro
posed detonation, unless the Commission shall find that such detona
tion would not be carried out in accordance with paragraph 4 of this 
Article. If, as a result of observations at the proposed site, the Com
mission determines that there is a lack of compliance with paragraph
4, it shall immediately so notify the Party planning to conduct or 
assist ill the detonation. The Party shall thereupon refraia from 
carrying out or assisting in the detonation until notified by the Com
mission that it has determined that the detonation will be carried out 
in accordance with paragraph 4.

4. Each of the original Parties shall be given an adequate oppor
tunity at a designated inspection site to inspect externally and in
ternally any nuclear device to be detonated pursuant to this Article 
and to examine detailed drawings of the device, provided that such 
detailed drawings may not be reproduced or taken away from the 
inspection site. The device to be detonated shall, after inspection and 
reassembly, be under the continual surveillance of members of the 
Organization staff until detonation.
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5. Members of the Organization staff shall, in addition to maintain
ing surveillance of the device to be detonated, observe all preparation 
for, and the actual firing of, the device and shall at all times have 
imrestricted access to the vicinity of the detonation to ensure that the 
device employed is the one provided in accordance with paragraph 4 
of this Article.

6. Representatives of the original Parties shall be given adequate 
opportunity to accompany and to participate with members of the 
Organization staff in the exercise of their functions under paragraphs 
4 and 5 of this Article.

7. The Commission may, with the concurring votes of the original 
Parties, provide for any other system of safeguards to ensure that 
nuclear detonations for peaceful purposes are carried out in accordance 
with the objectives of this Treaty.

Article 14 

Periodic Review of the System
1. Three years after the coming into force of this Treaty, the Com

mission 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 18 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 there
after for the same purpose upon request of the Conference or any of 
the original Parties.

Article 15 

Firumce
1. Annual budget estimates for the expenses of the Organization 

shall be submitted to the Commission by the Administrator. After 
receipt of these estimates, the Comimission shall submit a proposed 
budget to the Conference. The Conference may approve the budget 
as submitted or return it to the Commission with recommendations. I f  
the budget is returned, the Commission shall then submit a further 
budget to the Conference for its approval.

2. The expenses of the Organization shall be borne by the Parties 
in accordance with a scale fixed by the Conference on the basis of rec
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ommendations submitted by the Commission as part of each annual 
budget. The annual contributions of the USSR and the United States 
shall be equal.

3. Any Party desiring to pay its assessments, in whole or in part, by 
supplying materials, services, equipment or facilities shall make its 
offer in writing to the Conmiission. Within ninety days after receipt 
of the offer, the Commission shall determine whether to accept the 
offer, in whole or in part, and shall notify the Party of its decision. 
The Commission shall not accept such an offer unless the materials,, 
services, equipment or facilities offered by the Party meet the stand
ards prescribed by the Commission and are readily usable.

4. Subject to the rules and limitations approved by the Conference, 
the Commission shall have the authority to exercise borrowing powers 
on behalf of the Organization without, however, imposing on the 
Parties to this Treaty any individual liability in respect of a loan or 
loans entered into pursuant to this authority.

5. Decisions of the Commission and of the Conference on all 
financial questions shall be made by a majority of those present and 
voting. However, decisions by the Conmiission on the scale of con- 
tributions to be recommended and on the total amount of each annual 
budget shall require the concurring votes of the original Parties.

Article 16 

Privileges and Immwriities
The privileges and immunities which the Organization, its staff and 

the representatives of Parties shall be granted by the Parties, aiud 
the legal capacity which the Organization shall enjoy in the territory 
of each of the Parties, shall be as set forth in Annex I I  of this Treaty.

Article 17

Relationships with Other International Organizations
1. The Commission, with the approval of the Conference, is author

ized to enter into an agreement or agreements establishing an ap
propriate 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 rela
tionship 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.

Article 18

Annexes
The Annexes to this Treaty form an integral part of this Treaty.
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Article 19 

Po/rties to the Treaty
1. The essential Parties to this Treaty shall be:

A. The Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America, referred to herein as the ‘‘original Parties” ;

B. Any other State whose adherence is decided by the Commis
sion to be necessary for the achievement of the fundamental Treaty 
purpose of securing an effectively controlled permanent discontinu
ance of nuclear weapon test explosions on a world-wide basis or to 
permit the installation of elements of control as required by the 
provisions of Annex I. I f  any State which is proposed to be the 
subject of a decision in accordance with the preceding sentence is 
associated with an original Party for the purposes of this Treaty, 
that original Party and any State associated with it for the purposes of 
this Treaty shall abstain from voting in the decision.

2. The signature and ratification or the acceptance of this Treaty 
by all the States designated in paragraph lA  and any State whose 
adherence is decided to be necessary in accordance with paragraph 
IB shall be required for the fulfillment of the provisions of this 
Article.

3. Any other State desiring to adhere, whose adherence the Pre
paratory Commission or the Commission decides would contribute to 
the achievement of the purposes of this Treaty, may bscome a Party.

Article 20

Signature^ Ratiftcation^ Acceptance and Entry into Force
1. This Treaty shall be open for signature by the states referred to 

in paragraph 1 A of Article 19. The signatory States shall become 
Parties to this Treaty by deposit of instruments of ratification.

2. Instruments of ratification and instruments of acceptance by 
states adhering pursuant to paragraphs 1 B and 3 of Article 19 shall
be deposited with the Government o f   _________________ , hereby
designated as Depositary Government.

3. Eatification or acceptance of this Treaty shall be effected by 
states in accordance with their respective constitutional processes.

4. This Treaty, apart from Annex III , shall enter into force when 
all the original Parties have deposited instruments of ratification 
thereof.

5. The Depositary Government shall promptly inform all signatory 
states of the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification and of 
each instrument of acceptance and the date of entry into force of
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this Treaty. The Depositary Government shall promptly inform all 
Parties of the dates on which States become Parties to this Treaty.

6. Annex I I I  of this Treaty shall come into force on the day after 
this Treaty shall have been signed by the original Parties-

Article 21 

Registration
1. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary 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.

Article 22

Duration
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 pro
viding for the timely installation and effective operation of the control 
system, are not being fulfilled and observed.

Article 23 

Amendments
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 members of the Conference and ratified in accord
ance with their respective constitutional processes by two-thirds of the 
Parties to this Treaty, including all the original Parties.

Article 24 

Authervtio Texts

This Treaty, of which the English and Russian texts are equally 
authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Gov
ernment. Duly certified 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 paragraphs 1 B and 3 of Article 19.

Iisr WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
this Treaty.

D o n e  a t_________ , th is______ day o f_________ , one thousand
nine hundred and sixty-one.
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ANNEX I

DETECTION AND ID ENTIFICATIO N SYSTE M  

Part I—DESCRipnoisr 

Article 1

The System established in this Treaty shall include the features- 
set forth herein which are derived from the “Keport of the Confer
ence of Experts to Study the Methods of Detecting Violations of a. 
Possible Agreement on the Suspension of Nuclear Tests” of August
20, 1958, the “Eeport of the Technical Working Group on the Detec
tion and Identification of High Altitude Nuclear Explosions” of July 
15,1959, and the “Conclusion of Technical Working Group I I  Regard
ing Possible Improvements of Techniques and Instrumentation” of 
December 18,1959.

Article 2

1. The System shall, when completely established and unless other
wise decided in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty, consist 
of the following components: A headquarters, regional oi0S.ces, land 
control posts and ship-based control posts, systems of satellites, radio
chemistry laboratories, air and water sampling facilities, on-site’ 
inspection facilities, and communications facilities. Upon recom
mendation of the Administrator, the Conmiission may decide, with 
the affirmative votes of the original Parties, to add components as 
may be appropriate for detecting and identifying nuclear explosions.

2. The general characteristics of the System shall be as follows:

A. The land control posts shall be uniformly equipped with 
apparatus for the collection of radioactive debris and for the recordings 
of acoustic waves, seismic waves, electromagnetic signals, fluorescence 
of the upper atmosphere, visible light, and cosmic noise absorption.

B. 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 2 A 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.

C. Control posts located on ships, which shall be stationed within 
specified ocean areas, shall be uniformly equipped with apparatus for 
the collection of radioactive debris and for the recording of hydro
acoustic waves, fluorescence of the upper atmosphere and visible light.
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The methods of recording electromagnetic signals and cosmic noise 
absorption may also be used on ships at the discretion of the 
Administrator.

D. Aircraft and vessels for air and water sampling operations 
shall be suitably equipped with apparatus for the collection of radio
active debris from the air and from the water.

E. 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.

F. Satellites in terrestrial and solar orbits shall be suitably 
equipped with apparatus for recording delayed and prompt gamma 
rays, X-rays, neutrons, and electrons trapped in the earth’s magnetic 
field.

G. Suitably located ground stations shall be equipped to launch, 
track and to transmit to and receive data from satellites.

Part I I —C o m p o n e n t s  

Article 3 

Headquarters
1. 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 Eesearch 
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.

2. 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 im
proving equipment and techniques for detection and identification of 
nuclear explosions.

3. 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 Data Analysis Center, whose functions shall 
include:

A. To analyze all data received from all components of the 
System.
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B. To determine and report strictly on the basis of this analysis- 
the time and place of occurrence and the magnitude or equivalent 
yield o f:

(i) an event for which the data is sufficient to establish its 
nature as a nuclear explosion.

(ii) an event which is identij&able on the basis of the data as* 
a natural geophysical disturbance.

(iii) 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.

C. To examine continuously the work of the components of th& 
System to ensure the maintenance of a high degree of technical 
proficiency.

4. The O^entml Radiochemical Laboratory shall have the necessary 
professional staff and facilities to perform radiochemical and physi
cal analyses of samples received from control posts, ships, aerial 
sampling centers or other components of the System. The Central 
Eadiochemical 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 Eadiochemical Labora
tory shall review for accuracy the findings of these components of 
the System concerning the characteristics and age of any nuclear 
debris involved. The Central Eadiochemical Laboratory shall alsa 
be responsible for developing test procedures for use at field labora
tories as required to ensure uniformity in analysis and measurement 
techniques throughout the System.

5. The Central Ins'pection Office shall have the necessary pro
fessional 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 follow
ing notification by the Administrator. For these purposes the Cen
tral Inspection Office shall be responsible fo r:

A. Eapid development of a plan for movement of the inspec
tion group to the area of the event in consultation with the Party or 
Parties exercising jurisdiction or control over territory in which 
the inspection is to take place;

B. Eapid movement of inspection personnel and equipment to 
the area;



106 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

C. 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.

6. The Gommanications Center shall have the necessary pro
fessional staff and facilities to ensure rapid and reliable communi
cations with control posts, ships, aerial sampling centers, regional 
offices, and satellite tracking stations. “Eapid and reliable communi
cations” is defined as such a communications network as will ensure 
an exchange of accurate and complete messages with any of the 
components of the System within eight hours.

7. The Operations Center shall have, the necessary professional staff 
and facilities to control all field operations, excluding on-site inspec
tion. The Operations Center shall control the launching and position
ing of satellites, as well as the movement of aircraft, vessels, equip
ment 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 
territories under the jurisdiction or control of Parties to this Treaty. 
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.

8. The Weather Center 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 existing national weather networks under the control of the 
Parties. Appropriate arrangements shall be made for other national 
or international networks to supply weather data to the Weather 
Center by wire or radio. In addition, the Weather Center shall be 
provided with weather data from special weather detachments 
established in accordance with paragraph 2 B of Article 2 of this 
Annex.

Article 4 

Regional Q-ffices

1. Regional Offices shall be established as the Commission determines 
to be necessary for the effective administration and operation of the 
System.

2. Each Eegional Office shall perform the following functions:

A. Provide logistic support to and administrative supervision 
over components of the System operating in its region;
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B. Provide necessary support and administrative assistance to 
inspection groups operating in its region;

C. Maintain liaison with national and local authorities in its 
region in connection with its performance of the above functions and 
in particular to ensure the expeditious transportation and local sup
port of inspection groups.

Article 5 

Land Control Posts

1. The network of control posts shall, when completely established 
include at least 170 land control posts. Unless otherwise determined 
under paragraph 2 below, the spacing between control posts shall be 
about 1700 kilometers in continental aseismic areas, about 1000 kilo
meters in continental seismic areas, and between 1000 and about 3500 
kilometers in ocean areas.

2. The number of control posts to be installed in the USSR, United 
Kingdom and United States shall be as specified in Article 17 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 other territories under the 
jurisdiction or control of the original Parties and all territories under 
the jurisdiction or control of Parties other than the original Parties 
to the Treaty. With the approval of tlie Conmiission and of the Party 
concerned, the control posts may be arranged in an alternative dis
tribution within territory under the jurisdiction or control of a Party 
if, in the view of the Commission, such a redistribution will result in 
an improvement in the capabilities of the System.

3. 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 considera
tion 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 satis
factory operation of other detection equipment as set forth in this 
Annex, the Administrator may direct the installation of such equip
ment at a more favorable location. In  the event that after a control 
post is established, the background 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 
jnay be moved to another location.
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4. All land control posts shall maintain continuous operation of 
apparatus for the collection of radioactive debris and for the record
ing of fluorescence of the upper atmosphere, visible light, cosmic noise 
absorption, 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. In addition, equipment may 
be operated at certain land control posts to track and to transmit to 
and receive data from satellites.

Article 6 

Ship-Based Control Posts

1. The network of control posts shall, when completely established, 
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 capability for continuous 
operation of four stations each in the North Pacific and South Pacific 
Oceans and one station each in the North Atlantic and Indian Oceans.

2. Ship-based control posts shall maintain continuous operation of 
apparatus for the collection of radioactive debris and for the record
ing of hydroacoustic waves, fluorescence of the upper atmosphere 
and visible light. Equipment for recording electromagnetic signals 
and cosmic noise absorption may also be used on ships at the dis
cretion of the Administrator.

Article 7

Air and Water Sam'pling O'perations
1. 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 detect
ing nuclear explosions by the method of collecting radioactive debris.

2. 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 be 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 con
trol 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.
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3. Special aircraft flights imdertaken over territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of Parties shall be conducted, on instruction 
of the Administrator in accordance with Article 9 of the Treaty, over 
permanent flight routes as set out by the Commission in accordance 
with Article 6 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 sus
pected event. Sampling aircraft to be used over territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of Parties shall be located in or near permanent 
flight routes and shall be maintained in a high state of opera
tional readiness to conduct the sampling flights directed by the 
Administrator.

4. Special aircraft flights over ocean areas shall be conducted from 
aircraft sampling 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 
be staged out of the nearest air field, and necessary supplies which 
cannot be procured locally will be airlifted from the nearest center.

5. Water sampling operations, by ships and/or aircraft, shall be 
conducted for the purpose of collecting samples of water suspected 
of containing radioactive debris whenever hydroacoustic signals re
corded at control posts establish the time and position of a possible 
underwater explosion. Suitably equipped aircraft and/or vessels 
shall be deployed in such a manner that water sampling operations 
can be conducted at the site of the event within four days after such 
operations are directed by the Administrator.

6. A. Radiochemical laboratories shall be located at each of the 
aerial sampling centers established in accordance with paragraph 4 
above. Laboratories at aerial sampling centers shall be equipped to 
carry out all the necessary radiochemical analytical techniques re
quired to determine the presence of fresh debris and to ascertain the 
date of origin of the debris with a precision consistent with the most 
modem radiochemical dating techniques. Tliis shall be done by using 
as many dating techniques as sample-size and age of the debris permiti

B. Upon termination of a sampling flight, samples shall be as
sayed by suitable instruments, for example gamma spectrometers. 
Samples shall be divided in equal parts. One part shall be sent to the 
nearest radiochemical laboratory, and the other part shall be sent 
to the Central Radiochemical Laboratory for further analysis with 
an indication as to which are suspected of containing fresh fission 
products.

C. Water samples shall be assayed by suitable instruments as 
soon as practicable following sample collection, and those samples
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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 Central Radiochemical Laboratory for 
analysis.

Article 8

Criteria for On-Site Inspection of Seismic E'vents
1. A seismic event which is located by the criteria in paragraph 2 

of this Article and which is determined to be of seismic magnitude 
4.75 or greater shall be eligible for on-site inspection unless rendered 
ineligible for inspection by the fulfillment of any of the criteria in 
paragraph 3 of this Article.

2. A seismic event shall be considered to be located when seismic 
signals, whose frequencies, amplitudes, durations, and velocities are 
consistent with those of the waves from earthquakes or explosions, 
are recorded at a sufficient 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.

3. A located seismic event shall be ineligible for inspection if, and 
only if, it fulfills one or more of the following criteria:

A. Its depth of focus is established as below sixty kilometers;
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 epicenter and origin time;

C. I t  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 A and B 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;

D. I t  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 A and B 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.

4. 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 lies in every possible 90-degree sector around the epicenter,
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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 eligible for inspection. The area eligible for in
spection shall be chosen so as to have the highest likelihood of con
taining the epicenter.

5. The basic data for all criteria shall be obtained from control 
posts.

6. Within three years after the entry into force of this Treaty 
and annually thereafter, the Commission shall review the provisions 
of this Article. Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 23, the 
Commission may at any time, with the concurring votes of the original 
Parties, amend the provisions of this Article. Such amendments shall 
be binding on all Parties to this Treaty.

Article 9

A Seismic Event Equal to or Greater than Magmtvde 4-^S
1. ‘̂ A seismic event equal to or greater than magnitude 4.75” is a 

seismic event whose apparent magnitude M as measured by the formula 
M equals Q plus LOG (A/GT) is equal to or greater than 4.75 at one- 
half or more of the control posts which measure the quantity “A” and 
which are located at distances greater than 16 degrees and less than 
90 degrees from the epicenter. The symbols in the formula M equals 
Q plus LOG (A/GT) are deifined as follows :

A. “A” is one-half of the maximum peak positive to negative 
amplitude (displacement), expressed in microns in the record of the 
first five cycles of the P waves made by a short-period verticle-com- 
ponent seismograph with characteristics which will permit operation 
of single seismometers at quiet stations with magnification greater 
than ten to the sixth power at the frequency of peak response. ‘‘A” ̂
is measured if it exceeds three times the arithmetical mean of the ten 
greatest peak amplitudes of the noise oscillations recorded during the 
preceding two minutes. Noises, the periods of which differ from the 
signal period by not more than one and one-half times, are counted. 
The noise amplitude and period are determined by the same procedure 
as for the signal.

B. ‘‘T” is the time, measured in seconds, between the first of the 
peaks used in determining ‘‘A” and the next following peak of the 
same sign.

C. “G” is the steady state magnification of the seismograph at 
period T.
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D. “Q” is given as a function of distance in the following table:

DISTANCE Q DISTANCE Q DISTANCE Q
16 Degrees 5. 9 41 Degrees 6. 5 66 Degrees 7. 0
17 5. 9 42 6. 5 67 7. 0
18 5.9 43 6. 5 68 7. 0
19 6. 0 44 6. 5 69 7. 0
20 6. 0 45 6. 7 70 6. 9
21 6. 1 46 6. 8 71 6. 9
22 6. 2 47 6. 9 72 6. 9
23 6. 3 48 6. 9 73 6. 9
24 6. 3 49 6. 8 74 6. 8
25 6. 5 50 6. 7 75 6. 8
26 6. 4 51 6. 7 76 6. 9
27 6. 5 52 6. 7 77 6. 9
28 6. 6 53 6. 7 78 6. 9
29 6. 6 54 6.8 79 6. 8
30 6. 6 55 6. 8 80 6. 7
31 6. 7 56 6. 8 81 6. 8
32 6. 7 57 6. 8 82 6. 9
33 6. 7 58 6. 8 83 7. 0
34 6. 7 59 6. 8 84 7. 0
35 6. 7 60 6. 8 85 7. 0
36 6. 6 61 6. 9 86 6. 9
37 6. 5 62 7. 0 87 7. 0
38 6. 5 63 6. 9 88 7. 1
39 6.4 64 7. 0 89 7. 0
40 6. 4 65 7. 0 90 7.0

Article 10 

Inspection Groups
1. Inspection groups shall be established and maintained to con

duct on-site inspections as directed by the Administrator. They shall 
be based at a number of locations sufficient to insure prompt arrival 
and logistical support at the site of any unidentified continental or 
maritime event. Inspection groups shall be responsible for the col
lection and preliminary evaluation of evidence concerning the nature 
of the event in question. They shall remain in the inspection area 
until recalled by the Administrator.

2. Each inspection group shall be staffed with scientific, teclinical 
and other personnel qualified to perform the duties required in the 
conduct of an on-site inspection.

3. Each inspection group shall, when dispatched, conduct any in
spection directed by the Administrator in a prompt and efficient 
manner and shall be authorized to :

A. Establish a local base of operations.
B. Establish and maintain communications with its permanent 

base, the Central Inspection Office, and, as required, other components 
of the System.
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C. Consult with local officials and individuals.
D. Conduct low-altitude aerial inspection of the area eligible 

for inspection, utilizing such techniques as may be necessary for this 
purpose, including, but not limited to, photographic, electromagnetic, 
magnetic, infrared and radioactivity surveys.

E. Conduct surface and subsurface inspection in the area eligible 
for inspection for all evidence which may in any way relate to the 
nature of the event, utilizing such techniques as may be necessary for 
this purpose, including, but not limited to, drilling for radioactive 
samples for scientific analysis.

F. Utilize such other means of investigation on site as would be 
likely to produce relevant data.

4. Each inspection group shall submit to the Administrator periodic 
progress reports during the course of any inspection and a final report 
upon the conclusion of the inspection operation. Copies of these 
reports shall be sent to the Party or Parties exercising jurisdiction 
or control over the territory in which the inspection is being or has 
been carried out.

5. Each inspection group shall have available for its use the tech
nical apparatus and facilities necessary for the performance of a 
prompt and efficient inspection operation. Such apparatus and facili
ties shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following:

A. Portable seismographs for recording aftershocks, geophysical 
equipment for seismic profiling, detection equipment for locating me
tallic articles, radiation detectors, equipment for collecting radioactive 
samples on the surface, drilling equipment for obtaining imderground 
radioactive samples, portable laboratory equipment for field radio
chemical analysis, and photographic equipment.

B. Appropriate surface and air transport for rapid movement 
to an inspection area along routes prescribed by the host country, and 
for the operation and logistics of the inspection group.

C. Appropriate aircraft for the conduct of low-altitude aerial 
reconnaissance of the inspection area for evidence of the nature of the 
event in question.

D. Appropriate vessels for the conduct of inspection of maritime 
events.

E. Technically suitable and reliable communications equipment 
to establish and maintain contact with its permanent base of opera
tions, the Central Inspection Office, and, as required, other System 
components.

Article 11

High Altitude Systems
1. The high altitude systems, which are based upon the recommen

dations contained in the “Keport of the Technical Working Group on
629270— 62-------9
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the Detection and Identification of High Altitude Nuclear Explo
sions”, of July 15, 1959, are established for the purpose of providing, 
when in effective operation, a level of capability not less than that 
estimated by the Technical Working Group in sections A and B of 
their Eeport. The techniques and instrumentation for the detection 
and identification of nuclear explosions at high altitudes shall com
prise apparatus installed at control posts and ground stations as spec
ified in Articles 2, 5 and 6 of this Annex, together with satellite 
systems.

Satellite systems shall be so positioned in orbits as to provide maxi
mum capability for detecting nuclear explosions as follows:

A. One or more satellites (trapped-electron satellites) placed in 
an appropriate terrestrial elliptical orbit and suitably instrumented 
with counters for recording electrons trapped in the earth’s magnetic 
field. A satellite shall be replaced when it can no longer record or 
transmit the required data to ground stations.

B. At least six satellites (far-earth satellites) placed in terrestrial 
orbits at altitudes of more than 30,000 kilometers so as to be continu
ously outside the earth’s trapped radiation belts. Three of the satel
lites shall be nearly equally spaced in the same orbital plane, and 
three satellites shall be similarly placed in a second orbital plane 
positioned at approximately right angles to the first. Each satellite 
shall be suitably equipped with instruments for recording prompt and 
delayed gamma rays. X-rays, and neutrons. A satellite shall be 
replaced when it can no longer record and transmit to ground stations 
the required data from any three of the four methods of detection as 
set forth in this sub-paragraph. In addition, satellites shall be re
placed when the System

(i) no longer provides complete surveillance of the earth, or
(ii) no longer provides surveillance in all directions in space 

lying outside the orbits of the System’s component satellites by 
means of the X-ray detection method from at least three satellites.

C. At least four satellites (solar satellites) placed in appropriate 
solar orbits and suitably equipped with instruments, including those 
for recording X-rays. A satellite shall be replaced when it can no 
longer record and transmit to ground stations the required data on 
X-ray signals.

2. Each satellite requiring replacement shall be replaced as rapidly 
as possible.

3. Each satellite shall carry apparatus for verifying the perform
ance of its equipment. Each satellite shall be inspected immediately 
prior to launching to ensure its instruments meet the detection require
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ments and that the satellite includes nothing which might interfere 
with the performance of its equipment. After inspection, the launch
ing of each satellite shall be observed. This inspection and the subse
quent observation of the launching of the satellite shall be performed 
by members of the staff of the Organization selected by the Admin^ 
istratqr in accordance with the principles set forth in sub-paragraph 
3 C (v) of Article 9.

Part I I I—D a t a  E e p o r t in g  a n d  E v a l u a t io n  

Article 12

1. All components of the System shall immediately examine all 
records obtained. Wlien data which meet criteria established by the 
Headquarters of the System are observed, they shall be reported by 
wire or radio to the Data 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. Eeliable electronic transmission of data and frequent 
collection of records and materials by aircraft shall be incorporated 
in the reporting system.

2. The equipment at control posts, ships, satellite tracking and 
data transmitting and receiving stations, and air and water sampling 
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.

Part IV—S u p p o r t  F a c il it ie s  

Article 13

(7 onhfrrmrdcations
The System shall have rapid and reliable communications 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 pur
pose. The network must be capable of ensuring an exchange of ac
curate and complete messages between the Headquarters and any 
component 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 paragraph 8 of 
Article 3 of this Annex.
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Article 14 

Supplies and Services
1. 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.

2. The System Headquarters shall ensure that technical equipment 
meets required performance standards before authorizing acceptance 
of the equipment for use in the System.

3. 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.

Article 15 

System Phasing
The controls provided for in this Treaty shall be progressively ex

tended, 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 sub-phases of Phase I  shall begin within 
three months after the Treaty enters into force. Sub-Phase I-A  shall 
be completed within two years after the Treaty enters into force. 
Sub-Phase I-B  shall be completed within four years after the Treaty 
enters into force. Phase 11 shall begin within one year after the 
Treaty enters into force, and shall be completed within five years after 
the Treaty enters into force. Phase I I I  shall begin within two years 
after the Treaty enters into force and shall be completed within six 
years after the Treaty enters into force. Each control post and each 
other facility shall be put into operation, in whole or in part, as it is 
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 Phsises I, I I  and III .

Article 16 

Phasing of Headquarters
The Headquarters of the System shall be established at the be

ginning of Phase I  and shall be expanded through Phase I  and 
subsequent phases as required to provide effective administration and 
operation of the System.
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Article 17

Control Post Phasing 
Land control posts and control posts on ships shall be established 

as follows:

USSR

Phase I 
A B

9 9

Phase II Phase in

U.S. 6 4 — —
U.K. 1 — — —
Oceanic Islands 20 — 16 24
Ships 10 — — —
Australia — — 4 3
Asia (Non-USSR) — — 21 —
Europe (Non-USSR) — — 3 —
North America and Greenland — — 14 —
Africa — — 7 9
South America .— — 6 10
Antarctica — — — 4

46 13 71 60

Article 18 

Aircraft Sampling Phasing 
Aircraft sampling facilities shall be established and made fully 

operational within two years after the Treaty enters into force.

Article 19 

Satellite Systems Phajsing 
Subject to the provisions of Article 11 of this Annex, satellite sys

tems shall be installed as follows:
Phase I  Phase I I  Phase III

A B

Trapped Electron Satellites 1 — — —
Far-Earth Satellites — 6 — —
Solar Satellites — — — 4

1 6 — 4
Article 20 

Inspection Group Phasing 
Inspection groups shall be established from the beginning of Phase

I. A sufficient number of groups shall be maintained to carry out 
inspections at any time in the numbers which, in accordance with the 
terms of this Treaty and its Annexes, may currently be required.

Article 21 

Oorrmrnnications Phasing 
A survey of communications requirements shall be performed at 

the beginning of each phase. Elements of the communications sys-
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tern shall be timed to be operational so as to ensure rapid and reliable 
communications for each control post or other component of the 
System as soon as such post or other component becomes operational.

ANNEX II

PRIVILEG ES AND IM M UNITIES

Article 1 

Def/riitions
In this Annex;

(1) The expression “representatives of Parties to this Treaty” in
cludes representatives on or to any organ of the Organization estab
lished under the provisions 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 Administrator and all the employees of the Organization.

(4) The term “expert” shall mean an individual performing a 
mission on behalf 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 

Jwidical Personality
A. The Organization shall possess juridical personality. I t shall 

have the capacity (a) to contract, (b) to acquire and dispose of prop
erty, (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 3 

Property^ Fvmds and Assets
A. The Organization, its property and assets, wherever located and 

by whomsoever 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
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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, conjfisca- 
tion, 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 ibeing restricted by financial con
trols, regulations or moratoria of any kind, may, subject to the 
obligation to give effect as far as is practicable to representation made 
to it by any Party, exercise the following 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 restric
tions on imports and exports in respect of articles imported or ex
ported by the Organization for its official 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 ap
proved by the Government of that country;

(3) Exempt from all customs duties, prohibitions and restrictions 
on imports and exports in respect of its publications.

F. The Organization shall be exempt from taxes imposed directly 
on its expenditure transactions but not exempt from those taxes which 
are in reality a charge for specific services.

Article 4

Gommunications
A. Each Party shall take appropriate steps necessary to ensure that 

its domestic and international telecommunication services accord to 
telecommunications of the Organization treatment at least equal to 
government telecommunications with respect to priority of trans
mission, and accord these telecommunications higher priority, i.e., 
special priority as accorded to the United Nations Organization in 
emergencies, when requested, and that rates charged shall be no higher
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than minimum government rates. Postal commmiications 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 correspondence, other official communications, and objects in
tended for official use. Such couriers and sealed bags shall have the 
same immimities and privileges as diplomatic couriers and bags.

D. Nothing in paragraphs B and C of this Article shall be con
strued to preclude the adoption of appropriate security precautions 
to be determined by agreement between a Party and the Organization.

Article 5

Representatives of Parties to this Treaty
A. Eepresentatives of Parties to this Treaty on the Control Com

mission 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. Eepresentatives of Parties to this Treaty on the Control Com
mission shall enjoy, while present in the territory of another Party 
in the discharge of Commission duties, the same privileges and im
munities as the Party accords diplomatic envoys accredited to it.

C. Eepresentatives of Parties to this Treaty shall enjoy, while pres
ent 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 meetiug, the following privi
leges 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 
official capacity;

(2) Inviolability for all their official papers and documents;
(3) The right to use codes, couriers, and sealed bags in communi

cating 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 re
strictions as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of 
diplomatic missions;

(6) The same immunities and facilities with respect to their per
sonal baggage as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of 
diplomatic missions;
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(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 termination of their functions there, to re-export 
such furniture and effects free of duty; furniture and effects so im
ported 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 dura
tion of their stay ia 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 safeguard the independent exercise of their functions in 
connexion with the Organization. Consequently, a Party not only 
has the right, but is imder a duty to waive the immunity of its repre
sentatives and their staffs in any case where, in its opinion, the 
immimity would impede the course of justice and can be waived with
out prejudice to the purposes for which the immunity is accorded.

G. The provisions of paragraphs A to E above shall not require any 
Party to grant any of the privileges or immunities referred to therein 
to any person who is its national or any person who is its representa
tive or is a member of the staff of such representative.

Article 6 

Organization Stajf amd Experts
A. The Administrator and the deputies of the Administrator shall 

be accorded the privileges and immimities normally accorded to diplo
matic envoys.

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 immimity from arrest, detention or any legal process with 
respect to words spoken or written and acts done by them in the per
formance of their official functions;
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(2) The same facilities with respect to currency or exchange re
strictions as are accorded to comparable categories of the staffs of 
diplomatic missions;

(3) The same immmiities 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 themselves, their spouses and members of their immediate families 
residing with them and dependent on them, as are accorded to com
parable 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 termination 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.

C. Every expert performing a mission for the Organization either 
at the headquarters 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) Immimity from legal process in respect to words spoken or 

written and acts done by him in the performance of his official func
tions ;

(3) The same exemption from immigration restrictions, aliens’ 
registration and national service obligations as is accorded to com
parable 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 opjportunity to comment to the Administrator upon the pro- 
posexi assignment of such expert or member of the OrganizatioQ staff.
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F. Privileges and immunities are granted to members of the Organi
zation staff and to experts in the interests of the Organization and not 
for the personal beneJ&t of the individuals themselves. The Adminis
trator shall have the right and the duty to waive the immunity of ahy 
such individual in any case where the immunity 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 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 re
ferred to therein to any person 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 per
formance 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 functions.

Article 7 

Abuses of Privileges
A. The Organization shall at all times cooperate with the ap

propriate authorities of Parties to facilitate the proper administration 
of justice, secure the observance of police regulations, and prevent the 
occurrence of an abuse of the privileges and immunities set out in this 
Annex.

B. I f  any. Party considers that there has been an abuse of the 
privilege of residence in its territory or of any other privilege or 
immimity granted by this Annex, the following procedure shall be 
adopted: ^

(1) In  the case of an abuse 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 accordance with the diplomatic 
procedure applicable to diplomatic envoys accredited 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.
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Article 8
Laisses^Passer

A. Members of the staff of the Organization and experts on mis
sions on behalf of the Organization shall be entitled to use a special 
laAssez-fasser procedure modelled on the United Nations laissez-passer 
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 ex
perts on missions on behalf of the Organization as valid travel 
documents.

C. Members of the staff of the Organization and experts travelling 
on the Organization laissez-passer on the business of the Organization, 
shall be granted the same facilities for travel as are accorded to com
parable categories of the staffs of diplomatic missions.

Article 9

Interpretation a/nd Sv/pplementary Agreements
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.

B. The provisions of this Annex shall in no way limit or prejudice 
the privileges and immunities which have been, or may hereafter be, 
accorded to the Organization 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 Organization may conclude 
with any Party or Parties agreements supplementing the provisions 
of this Annex, so far as that Party or those Parties are concerned.

* ANNEX III

TH E PREPARATO RY COMMISSION

A. A Preparatory Commission, consisting of one representative 
from each of the original Parties to this Treaty, shall come into ex
istence on the day after this Treaty shall have been signed by all the 
original Parties. The Preparatory Commission shall remain in ex
istence 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 orig
inal Parties, adopt its own rules of procedure, meet as often as neces
sary and determine its own place of meeting. I t shall appoint an ex
ecutive secretary and such staff as shall be necessary, who shall exer-



DRAFT TEST-BAN TREATY, APRIL 18 125

cise such powers and perform such duties as the Preparatory Com
mission may determine.

C. The expenses of the Preparatory Commission may be met by a 
loan provided by the United Nations or by advances from govern
ments. 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 arrangements with 
the appropriate authorities of the United Nations for repayment of 
the loan. Advances from governments may be set off against assess
ments of the governments concerned levied in accordance with the 
provisions of Article 15.

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 the 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 equip
ment for each of the methods of detection;

(c) studies of the surveys which will be required for selecting 
sites for control posts and other components;

(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.

2. Draw up detailed requirements and regulations for the staffing 
of the Organization 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. Kecommend the site in Vienna of the permanent headquarters 
of the Organization; draw up recommendations for the provisions of 
a headquarters agreement 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 admin
istrative operations of the Organization;
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6. Draw up for submission to the Conference the budget for the 
Organization’s first financial period and a recommended scale of 
assessment;

7. In  conjunction with the United Nations, initiate the prepara
tion of a draft agreement which would be in accordance with Article 
17 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 ratifica
tion 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 Commission shall be enlarged, to consist of one repre
sentative from each of the original Parties to this Treaty and one 
representative from eight 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 conferred upon the Control Commission by the Treaty in 
accordance with the procedures therein specified for the Control Com
mission. After the Preparatory Commission has been enlarged and 
pending the appointment of the Administrator, the executive Secre
tary of the Preparatory Commission shall exercise the powers con
ferred upon the Administrator by the Treaty.

3. Pending the enlargement of the Preparatory Commission pur
suant to paragraph (1) of this Section, the Preparatory Commission 
shall continue to exercise only those functions listed in Section D of 
this Annex.

General Assembly Resolution 1617 (XV),
April 21, 1961 ^

The General Assembly
1. Takes note of the statements made by the Heads of the delegations 

of the Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics and the United States of 
America on the question of disarmament;

2. Decides to take up for consideration at its sixteenth session the 
problem of disarmament and all pending proposals relating to it.

 ̂A/RES/1617 (XV), Apr. 25, 1961. The Soviet and U.S. statements are 
printed ante, pp. 79-81. For the texts of the pending proposals, see Documents 
on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 297-300,325-326,343-348, 365-367.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu
clear Weapon Tests, April 28,1961 ^

Where do we stand today? When I  arrived in Geneva in March 
with our far-reaching major proposals for a nuclear test ban treaty 
which the United Kingdom and the United States are prepared to 
sign,21 hoped that by this date we would all surely be immersed deeply 
in serious negotiations. I  had every expectation that the Soviet 
Union would be as anxious to conclude a reasonable test ban treaty 
incorporating effective control measures as are the United Kingdom 
Government and my own Government. I  have still not reached a 
contrary conclusion, but the doubts in my mind are increasing, and 
I  am concerned by the trend of our affairs.

The significant fact today is that this is the three hundredth meeting 
of the Conference. How much thought, effort and patient hard work 
are hidden in that single number of 300 ? How many months have 
passed since 31 October 1958—some months of hope and anticipation 
of success, other months of frustration and pessimism.

I  am concerned because there has been no contribution to our work 
over the past twenty-seven meetings by the Soviet Union. Indeed, it 
has mad© backward movements. Yet, despite this completely* un
reasonable attitude, the Soviet representative continues to say that 
he seek^ a treaty," he continues to acknowledge the sound reasons of 
national interest which should make each of our countries anxious for 
success in our talks.

We have never forgotten the strong words in favour of an effectively 
controlled treaty expressed on many occasions by Premier Khru
shchev, not least of all in his letters of 23 April 1959 and 15 [i^] May 
1959 to President Eisenhower.^ And yet, despite this, nothing happens 
on the Soviet side to move the negotiations forward towards a sound 
and workable treaty.

I  have, on occasion, thought that our Conference is like the vault 
of a great national museum. Inside are great treasures to be had, 
treasures worth more than the most famous paintings— t̂he treasure of 
better East-West relations, the treasure of a first step towards bring
ing the awesome weapons of today under control, the treasure of 
establishing a pattern of international co-operation. But those 
treasures will not stay intact for ever; they are fragile, perishable and

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Diacontimiance of Nuclea/r Weapon Tests: History 
^nd Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 521-528. The statement was made at the 300th 
meeting.

 ̂See am>te, pp. 55-65.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1396-1398, 1409-1411.
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in danger of dissolving into the dust of yesterday—of what might 
have been.

Yet this museum vault, as is usually the case with such strong 
rooms, cannot be opened with only one key. There are two keys held 
by separate custodians and unless they both get to the vault at the 
right time with the right key the treasures will remain beyond human 
vision and human grasp. And while we all wait here for these two 
custodians—one of the East and one of the West— f̂inally to get to
gether, the priceless contents of our civilization may disappear for
ever in clouds of radio-active particles.

I  cannot doubt that my Soviet colleague would abhor this result as 
much as I. Yet he is a trusted agent of one of the sides owning an 
indispensable key—a key which, to all appearances, I  regret to say, 
he has not yet been authorized to produce at our Conference table. 
I  must beseech him therefore to take the most careful account of 
where we all stand; to see, if he can, and then to imderstand, how, in 
all honesty and sincerity, the situation looks to the world at this three 
hundredth meeting.

Although I  personally have tried to help my country on several 
occasions, I  am not a full-time professional public servant. My occu
pation— t̂he practice of law— îs a full-time job of itself. When I  was 
asked to accept the honour of leading the United States delegation at 
this nuclear test ban treaty Conference I  first investigated, before 
deciding upon my answer, what the situation was in which I  would 
work. I  wanted to know the purpose of my Government, the policy 
it wished to pursue and the proposals which it would be ready to put 
forward. The fact that I  imdertook this job is clear evidence not 
merely of my own personal desire to conclude a just and reliable treaty 
with effective international controls for the benefit of mankind, but 
also of the very real and sincere determination of President Kennedy 
and his Administration to support every reasonable effort to achieve 
this noble and humane end.

In the weeks in Washington during February and early March 
when we were preparing for the resumption of the Conference my 
Government painstakingly reviewed every treaty issue. We were 
convinced that our major and far-reaching proposals to the Soviet 
Union had to be made in the utmost good faith so that our desire for 
the success of the Conference would be plainly evident for all to see. 
The parallel preparations of the United Eangdom Government took 
the same course, and as a result, after joint consultations, the Western 
Powers were able to return with an agreed upon group of far-reaching 
moves and initiatives to settle the thorny problems which had arisen.

We set our offer before the Soviet delegation across the board at 
the very first meeting after the recess, namely, on 21 March last. We 
then took several weeks to explain and expound our positions in detail.
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On 18 April 1961 we tabled every one of these proposals in precise 
and detailed treaty language, all combined in a draft text which also 
greatly improves upon old language and which we are ready to sign at 
any time.^ Since then we have spent ten days in pointing to significant 
details of the revised drafts of the treaty articles and annexes. We 
have announced our desire—^which remains as strong as ever— t̂o enter 
with our Soviet colleagues into earnest negotiations on our detailed 
proposals in an effort to inject some impetus into our work.

I t  is impossible to belittle the major steps we have taken since 
21 March because they deal with so many of the most controversial 
issues of this Conference. Let me list them again.

First, we have agreed that the research programme should be 
extended to three years.

Second, the moratorium is correspondingly to be extended to three 
years, with the last three to six months given over to consultations 
among the original parties on what should be done about the treaty 
threshold of magnitude 4.75 in the post-moratorium period.

Third, both the research programme and the moratorium are to 
start on the signature of the treaty.

Fourth, President Kennedy has made known his entire willingness 
to request the necessary amendments in United States legislation to 
make it possible to adopt the four steps requested by the USSR which 
would involve an unprecedented declassification of United States 
secret information but which the USSR considers essential to ensure 
that research nuclear detonations cannot be used by any party to 
gain additional weapons development information.

Fifth, we are prepared to apply these safeguard procedures to 
all nuclear detonations for peaceful purposes.

Sixth, although we would prefer twenty-one, it will be agreeable 
to us if the number of control posts in USSR territory is reduced from 
twenty-one to nineteen.

Seventh, while adhering to our figure of a quota of on-site inspec
tions of twenty per year for the USSR, we are ready to grant the 
USSR twenty in the United States and twenty in the United King
dom, or a total of forty, or twice our own request from the USSR.

Eighth, we have proposed a total ban of nuclear tests at high alti
tudes and have tabled complete treaty texts to cover the establish
ment of the corresponding control arrangements.

Ninth, the Western Powers have agreed that all original parties 
will have the right to exercise a veto in the control commission in 
voting on the total annual control organization budget, which will 
include the scale of contributions. In the latter regard, the United

 ̂A ntS j  pp . 82-126.
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States and the USSR we suggest are to contribute equal shares, with 
the United Kingdom paying a smaller share.

Tenth, a new formula has been offered which guarantees East- 
West parity at every control post in the control system, as well as 
at the headquarters in Vienna.

Eleventh, the parties article has been redrafted to make it still 
clearer that either each nuclear side will be able to ensure that im
portant associates of the other nuclear side adhere to the treaty or 
the first side will, if the adherence does not take place, have the option 
of itself invoking the duration article.

Twelfth, on the understanding that the other provisions to be 
adopted will add up to a reliable, workable, and effective treaty and 
control system, we have agreed that there shall be East-West parity 
in the control commission, with four seats each for East and West 
and three for neutral States, thus giving a total of eleven.

Just to review these new proposals is to demonstrate again how far 
we have offered to move to meet the Soviet Union in order to obtain 
a nuclear test ban treaty.

Of course, we make no secret of the fact that we have not conceded 
every Soviet demand which would make the treaty unworkable and 
we have no intention of doing so. However, we have urged and will 
continue to urge the Soviet representative to come forward with cor
responding initiatives of his own so that we can get down to the 
brass tacks of settling those important points which still remain un
resolved.

The Soviet response so far has been threefold. First, where the 
West has entirely accepted some major Soviet demand the USSR 
generally agrees that it is still willing to let us settle the problem on 
the basis proposed first by the Soviet Union without any move whatso
ever by it. Second, Mr. Tsarapkin has graciously informed us that 
in those instances where we have yet to adopt the Soviet position he 
will not budge a millimetre. However, he will be patient with us 
for a while until we announce our full and complete capitulation. 
Third, the USSR has put forward a totally new demand for a three- 
man administrative council —̂acting only by unanimity—which would 
replace the single administrator on whom we previously agreed at 
the twenty-fourth meeting, and would make possible a total veto for 
each nuclear side, as well as for the neutral States, over all control 
operations.

I  am sure that Mr. Tsarapkin fully realizes that this plan will never 
prove acceptable to the United Kingdom and United States Govern
ments and will have to be withdrawn.

 ̂Ante, pp. 51-53.
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The problems of the second category, where the USSR is demand
ing new Western concessions, go to the very heart of control effective
ness. The Soviet Union wants only a token number of annual on-site 
inspections, namely, three on each original party’s territory. The 
United States and the United Kingdom, basing themselves on the 
agreed scientific studies, want a realistic number which will actually 
tend to deter potential violators, namely, twenty on each original 
party’s territory.

Again, on criteria, the USSR insists on a formula which would make 
it questionable whether even one event per year would be certified as 
eligible for inspection. This has no appeal to the West, which wants 
scientifically reasonable criteria.

The Soviet delegation refuses to consider any more than fifteen 
control posts on Soviet territory, even though we have already moved 
to meet its demand by coming down from twenty^one to nineteen and 
have proved, by the Soviet delegation’s own arithmetic that the 
number cannot be reasonably fewer than sixteen in Soviet Asia, two 
in Europe and one on a Soviet island. Similarly, we have been told 
that no control operations can start for four years from the date of 
entry into force of the treaty, even though a beginning would be tech
nically feasible within two years upon the completion of phase 1 A 
of the installation of the control system.

On important matters such as the staflSng of inspection teams and 
special aircraft flights and the choice of the head of teams and control 
posts, the USSR is adhering to old demands that nationals of the 
country being inspected or controlled play a dominant role. How
ever, the Western Powers have not been and will not be willing to 
accept arrangements permitting self-inspection.

In addition to all this there are various other matters which are 
essential to a sound and workable treaty. I  might mention the Soviet 
demand for a veto right by the original parties over parts of the budget 
as well as over the whole.

Then too, there is Soviet insistence that each original party shall 
contribute equally to control system costs, even though on questions of 
exercising power in the organization East-West parity is to prevail.

Finally, we cannot forget not only Soviet urging for a still longer 
moratorium period, extending to four or five years, but also Soviet 
insistence that the moratorium, in practice, should be never ending, 
without regard to whether or not below-threshold control capabili
ties do or do not improve through the seismic research programme 
which we are undertaking at our own expense in order to improve the 
area of the treaty.

Now what does this all add up to ?
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One thing that strikes me is that Mr. Tsarapkin has often attempted 
to justify the do-nothing attitude of his delegation by claiming that 
since the USSR made all the concessions in 1959 and 1960, and that 
since those concessions covered seventy per cent of the treaty, it has 
the right calmly to accept all of the major and far-reaching United 
States and United Kingdom proposals without even saying “Thank 
you”, and then sit back and await even further concessions from the 
United States and the United Kingdom in 1961. I  am afraid, how
ever, that this claim, to use one of Mr. Tsarapkin’s favourite expres
sions, is ‘‘totally without foimdation.”

Let me examine briefly the situation with regard to Soviet 
concessions.

First, the Soviet representative has claimed that, owing to many 
Soviet compromises, he has removed the so-called Soviet veto list 
on which unanimous votes by the original parties were to be essential 
on the control commission before any important decision could be 
taken.^ The veto list was tabled by the USSE on 30 January 1959, 
and Mr. Tsarapkin’s first statements about its withdrawal were heard 
in June 1959. In  fact, however, it has recently reappeared in even 
more virulent form in the shape of the Soviet demand for a three-man 
administrative council, so it is on a “Now you see it, now you don’t” 
basis.

As I have described at length at the two hundred and ninety-fourth 
and two hundred and ninety-ninth meetings, this is the most com
plete demand for a veto over control operations that has ever faced 
our negotiations. It is clear that there has been no Soviet move 
forward in this area.

Second, our ears have been filled with many Soviet assertions that 
the USSR saved the Conference on 19 March 1960 when it agreed to 
accept United States demands for a treaty with an underground 
threshold in the first phase, on the sole condition that a moratorium on 
testing be announced to prevent testing below the threshold during the 
period when research work would be carried out to investigate the 
possibilities for discovering improvements in seismic detection and 
identification capabilities.^ As it turns out, however, the more we 
probe into this Soviet offer the more it seems that it really did nothing 
more than suggest a comprehensive treaty in disguise.

The USSR is now trying to commit the Western Powers to a 
moratoriimi which, in practice, will never be able to end no matter 
how the seismic research efforts turn out. We have asked Mr. 
Tsarapkin about this directly at three meetings, but he has not yet

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Testa: History
and Analysis of Negotiations^ pp. 334-335.

® See Documents on Disarmamenty 1960, pp. 72-75.
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replied. Until he tells us something to the contrary it would appear 
that we have no Soviet concession here either.

Third, there has been a great fuss about the Soviet plan for a veto- 
free quota of on-site inspections each year. In practice, however, little 
in the way of concessions seems involved. By setting up criteria which 
will keep seismic events from becoming eligible for inspection, by 
offering only a nominal three inspections for each year of 365 days— 
just think of it, three inspections for an entire year— b̂y calling for the 
staffing of inspection teams in large part by nationals of the country 
being inspected and, finally, by insisting that all control operations, 
including inspections, be started only after an unreasonable delay of 
four years, the practical effect is to make the Soviet minimal move on 
a quota meaningless. And to limit the number of on-site inspections 
to three a year in a country the size of the Soviet Union—approx
imately twenty-two million square kilometres— îs really to say that 
there can be no inspections at all for most of any year.

To be sure, the USSR has made a few moves, such as agreeing in 
principle to permitting peaceful uses detonations, accepting nuclear 
detonations in the research programme, and adopting the thirds 
staffing arrangement at control posts. However, the latter item, I  
should note, involved just as much of a concession to the USSE by the 
West as vice versa^ since the final formula has amounted virtually to 
splitting the difference between the original positions of the two sides.

The foregoing summary should make it evident to all that the 
West, having done a great deal itself in recent weeks to advance the 
work of the Conference, has every right to expect much action on 
the part of the Soviet Union. In  simple terms, Mr. Tsarapkin, the 
books of this Conference are woefully unbalanced in the eyes of the 
world, and the USSR is greatly in debt to the United States and 
the United Kingdom. The Soviet Union simply must take the initia
tive to meet these Western proposals. We repeat, we are prepared 
to enter with great patience into earnest negotiations with our Soviet 
colleague both on our detailed proposals and on any constructive 
proposals that he may put forward in an effort to solve this problem. 
But only the Soviet Union has it in its power to rectify this situation. 
And, as I  said at the outset today, time will not stand still for ever if 
the USSR does not come forward with a constructive initiative.

In one way or another this Conference has lived through 300 meet
ings—^which must be a record of sorts for this type of endeavour. I t  
taxes my imagination to think that the Conference might still be 
floundering in the same sea of indecision innumerable meetings hence. 
To me it seems much more likely that within some reasonable period 
our fate will have been determined and our success or failure written 
down upon the pages of history.
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I  appeal to the leaders of the Soviet Government to see that the 
pages of history will not say that our efforts have been in vain, that 
the hopes of mankind for a workable nuclear test ban treaty have 
been disappointed and that the great moral forces for disarmament 
have suffered a grievous blow.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, April 28, 1961 ^

First of all I  should like briefly to reply to what was said today by 
the representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom, in 
whose statements the death Imell of our Conference could already be 
heard. Your attempts to make out that it is the Western Powers 
who have made sweeping concessions and that the Soviet Union 
insists on its original proposals are contrary to the facts.

First of all, the Soviet proposals are compromise proposals. I  
stress this fact— t̂hese are not original positions but compromise pro
posals. They take into account the views and interests of both sides, 
in many respects meet the position of the Western Powers, and in a 
number of cases are entirely based on Western proposals. This ap
plies to the questions of temporary criteria, the staffing procedure 
for the headquarters, the control posts, the inspection groups, and 
the observer groups aboard aircraft carrying out special air-sampling 
flights to test for radioactivity; the procedure for adoption of the 
budget as a whole; the number of control posts on the territories of 
original parties to the treaty; the time of entry into operation of 
the control system; the number of inspections, that is to say, the 
annual quota of inspections on the territories of the original parties 
to the treaty; the moratorium; the research programme; and a number 
of other proposals by the Soviet Union on other questions.

Lastly, we submitted a proposal for the creation of a collective 
executive organ—an administrative council.^ This proposal reflects 
with particular clarity the concept of equality of the sides and the 
idea of collective responsibility for control at all stages, at all levels, 
in all components of the system. I t  protects all the parties in equal 
measure from any attempt by any side to use the control organization 
for its own particular ends to the detriment of the other side’s security.

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 528-536. The statement was made at the 300th 
meeting.

 ̂See ante, pp. 51-53.
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Secondly, the position of the Western Powers, which they are trying 
here to represent as accommodating, in fact hinders progress in our 
negotiations. Because of the position of the United States, supported 
by the United Kingdom—and for that reason only—our Conference 
has been marking time since May 1959, that is to say for two years. 
I  would remind you that whereas up till May 1959, in six months’ 
negotiations, we succeeded in agreeing here the preamble to the treaty, 
seventeen articles of the treaty and one annex,^ after May 1959 the 
United States position hardened and the Conference’s work was 
blocked for two years. On 21 March the United States changed its 
position on some matters.^ But on the most important questions—on 
most of them—it has continued to adhere to the position it occupied 
when the negotiations first began. I t  still rejects the Soviet com
promise proposals. I  would draw your attention to this word: 
compromise proposals. This is the reason for the absence of any 
progress in the work of our Conference.

Now I  want to reply to Mr. Dean’s statement of yesterday. His 
statement of yesterday on the duration of the moratorium, the nature 
of the seismic research programme, the administrative council, is 
disappointing and proves that the Western Powers are merely talking 
about their desire to conclude a treaty acceptable to both sides but 
do not really want to do so or, to put it more mildly, are apparently 
not at present prepared to conclude a treaty on the discontinuance 
of nuclear weapon tests on a mutually-acceptable basis. The proof of 
this opinion is that the Western Powers are submitting, on these and 
other matters, proposals that prevent agreement on a world-wide dis
continuance of nuclear weapon tests. Thus, as one of their conditions 
they put forward the demand that, after the expiration of the three- 
year moratorium, States should be free to resume nuclear weapon 
tests; and for this strange reason, which in principle contradicts 
the aims of the treaty, they refuse to accept the Soviet proposal not 
to resume nuclear weapon tests if the seismic research programme 
has not, by the time it ends, yielded results that would enable the 
treaty to be extended to cover all underground nuclear explosions.

Here is a second example. The Western Powers refuse to omit from 
the seismic research programme nuclear experiments aimed not at 
improving methods of control, not at improving methods of detection 
and identification, but aimed in precisely the opposite direction: a t 
devising methods of evading and secretly violating the treaty.

Third example. None other than the United States and the United 
Kingdom have refused to accept all the propositions of the experts’̂ 
report on criteria, which were recommended by the scientists of eight

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, p. 376 ff.
* See am̂tOj pp. 55-65.
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countries and approved by their own Governments. I t  is they, the 
Western Powers, and not the Soviet Union, who are insisting on the 
adoption of the United States’ proposals on criteria, which have 
nothing in common with the experts’ report, and who are stubbornly 
opposing the adoption of paragraph 1 of the Soviet proposals on 
criteria which is entirely based on the recommendation of the experts’ 
report.^

Fourth example. The United States is stubbornly refusing, with
out any grounds whatever for doing so, to implement to the full the 
principle of parity in the stalBng of the control system by extending 
it to the staffing of inspection groups and of observer groups on special 
aircraft flights.

Fifth example. The United States, in defiance of the report of 
the 1958 Conference of Experts * and without any scientific or tech
nical grounds whatever for doing so, refuses to agree to the nimiber 
of control posts proposed by the Soviet Union, although it recognizes 
itself that this number is justified, and continues to insist on its own 
exaggerated number of control posts—which is not in accordance with 
the experts’ recommendations— t̂o be established on the territory of 
the Soviet Union.

Sixth example. In  order to prevent the possibility of concluding a 
treaty, the United States continues to reject the Soviet compromise 
proposal for three inspections a year and is seeking to have carried 
out on the territory of the USSR an excessively large number of in
spections— t̂wenty inspections a year—which is not called for by the 
need to establish effective control over compliance with the treaty 
on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. We consider that the 
right of any Government to carry out at its discretion three inspec
tions a year on the territories of the original parties to the treaty, 
if objective instrument readings give grounds for supposing that an 
unidentified event can be suspected of being a nuclear explosion, is 
amply sufficient. The very fact that a State had the right to make 
at its discretion three inspections a year in the territory of another 
State would be a serious deterrent to any State daring to consider 
breaking the treaty and carrying out secret nuclear explosions. I  
have repeatedly pointed out that our proposal for three inspections 
a year coincides, or almost coincides, with one of the figures proposed 
by the British Prime Minister in February 1959 during his visit to 
Moscow. The Soviet Government was sympathetic towards that pro
posal of the British Prime Minister, since it offered an acceptable 
basis for reaching agreement. Now the Western Powers have gone 
back on that proposal and are insisting on a number of inspections

 ̂Dooumenta on Disarmammt, 1960, p. 43.
• m a ,, 19^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090 ff.
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which can be construed only as an attempt to use control measures 
for intelligence purposes, for obtaining information by espionage.

The control system is by no means confined to an annual number 
of inspections. I t  does not consist only of that, but covers a wide 
range of other control measures, among them the establishment in 
the territories of the parties to the treaty of a large number of control 
posts equipped with a multiplicity of various control devices and 
mechanisms. Anyone considering those facts is bound to realize that 
the statements by Mr. Dean and Sir Michael Wright that the Soviet 
Union opposes establishment of effective control are totally unfounded 
and clearly designed to prepare the groimd for a refusal by the West
ern Powers to conclude a treaty on the discontinuance of all nuclear 
weapon tests.

We are bound to draw attention to yesterday’s statement by Mr. 
Dean on the replacement of the single administrator by an adminis- 
trative council. That statement fills us with great concern and 
anxiety about the fate of our talks. In  effect, Mr. Dean threatened 
us in his statement with breakdown of the talks. For example, he 
said that the issue of the replacement of the single administrator by 
an administrative council would spell success or failure for our nego
tiations. But he stated the issue in such a way that this impasse can 
be overcome only by accepting the United States point of view. He 
declared that on the administrative council question there can be no 
compromise. In other words, we are faced with an ultimatum: we 
must either accept the United States point of view that a single ad
ministrator must head the control organization, or the Western 
Powers will not agree to conclude a treaty and will wreck the nego
tiations. Here the Western Powers’ tactics call for notice: in an 
attempt to cover their tracks they make the fantastic statement that 
the Soviet proposal for an administrative council precludes any effec
tive treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear tests. The motive behind 
this completely baseless assertion is clear to a ll: it is to evade responsi
bility for wrecking the negotiations and shift it on to the other side. 
The Western Powers want to place the blame on the Soviet Union, 
which for many years has struggled consistently against those forces 
in the world which have always opposed conclusion of a treaty for
bidding nuclear weapon tests, and with increasing stubbornness are 
striving to bring about their resumption. Everyone knows where 
those forces live: in the United States. Their influence can be felt 
in the negotiations here in Geneva, where the United States delegation 
is trying to preserve for the United States the right to resume nuclear 
weapon tests even after the conclusion of a treaty. That, as I  have 
said before, is proved by the United States position on the moratorium.

That is my answer to your question about who wants a treaty and
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who does not, who wants and who does not want the discontinuance 
of nuclear weapon tests.

You, Mr. Dean, say that you have tabled a treaty and are ready to 
sign it.^ That statement of yours is rather humorous. Of course you 
are ready to sign a treaty drafted by yourself and with your own 
wording. But that is not a treaty on a mutually acceptable basis, it is 
a treaty of your own. The question cannot be approached in that way, 
and such statements of yours—excuse my bluntness—sound demagogic. 
I t  is impossible to carry on serious negotiations on such a basis if you 
want to conclude a treaty not between yourselves, that is between the 
United States and the United Kingdom, but with the participation also 
of the Soviet Union and other sovereign States. You must consider 
the interests also of the other side, and not just your own interests.

We have already told you repeatedly why we cannot agree to having 
a single administrator at the head of the control system. You have 
been unable to adduce any convincing arguments against our proposal 
for the creation of a three-man administrative council, and you con
tinue to insist that a single administrator should be at the head of the 
control organization’s executive unit.

Mr. Dean resorted to a rather strange method of controversy in 
arguing with us on the question of the principle governing the or
ganization of the executive unit of the control organization. Feeling 
an evident lack of any convincing arguments to justify the United 
States objections to the Soviet proposal for the creation of a collective 
executive organ, Mr. Dean borrows arguments from the armoury of 
the Soviet delegation. Basing ourselves upon facts we have repeatedly 
pointed out here that a single administrator can easily be used in the 
interests of one Power or one group of States to the detriment of the 
interests of another Power or another group of States.

Since Mr. Dean, as I  understand it, has still not grasped the evi
dence we have adduced in support of our proposal for the creation of 
an administrative council, as is shown by his statement on this sub
ject at yesterday’s meeting, and also his statement at today’s meet
ing, I  shall permit myself to repeat some of our considerations and 
arguments.

Basing ourselves on facts and practice, on examples and experience 
in other international organizations, we showed you that if you vest 
all the administrative functions of the control organization in a 
single administrator, and give him full power and make him fully 
responsible for the implementation— t̂hat is, for the execution—of 
the provisions of the treaty and the decisions of the control commis
sion, you will make the work of the control system depend on the 
arbitrary decisions of one person.

 ̂The Western draft treaty is printed cmtej pp. 82-126.
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We also showed you how vitally important it is to establish a 
situation in which the provision of the treaty will be correctly put 

into effect, correctly executed. We believe that the correct implemen
tation of measures of control over observance of an agreement on the 
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests can be successfully achieved 
only if the executive unit of the control organization is headed by 
a collective executive organ in the form of the administrative council 
proposed by us, bearing collective and not single responsibility for 
carrying out the provisions of the treaty and the decisions, directives 
and orders of the control commission. The administrative council 
we propose must consist of representatives of the three groups of States 
^ t present existing in the world, namely one representative from the 
United States, the United Kingdom and their allies, one side; one 
from the Soviet Union and it allies, another side; and one from the 
group of neutral States, the third side. We believe that such a col
lective executive organ would best ensure the correct, objective and 
impartial execution both of the provisions of the treaty itself and of 
the decisions of the control commission— t̂he chief governing body 
of the control organization.

We cannot agree that the Soviet Union should under any pretext 
be excluded from taking part in the direction of the executive unit 
of the control organization—excluded from administrative functions. 
That position would be intolerable, as you should have realized long 
^go.

We further showed that, by opposing equal participation in the 
'executive and administrative function^ of the control organization 
by the three principal groups of States, you are trying to secure for 
the Western Powers an advantageous position in the control organi
zation. I t  is not difficult to see that concentration of the administra
tive and executive functions of the control organization in one per
son would give you extensive scope for influencing this important 
part of the control system’s work. In this respect you have a rich 
experience and effective methods. On the contrary, we showed that 
if the executive unit were organized differently, on the basis not of 
single but of collective direction, you could not then influence the 
executive unit so that it would obey your orders.

To sum up our arguments, we have stressed that by insisting on a 
single administrator, you are seeking to use the executive unit of the 
control organization in your own interests and, instead of co-operating, 
you are trying to impose your own will, and to carry out your own 
line and policy in the control organization.

In  introducing our proposal for the establishment of an administra
tive council as a collective executive organ we, the Soviet delegation, 
explained that the need to include in the composition of the executive
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organ one representative each, from the Soviet Union and its allies, 
from the Western countries and their allies, and from the neutral 
countries is dictated by the desire to eliminate any possibility of one 
side attempting to impose its will on the other. That was precisely the 
meaning of our proposal.

But when you, Mr. Dean, take this indisputable argument of ours 
and try to adapt it to your own purposes which are diametrically the 
opposite, that is in order to defend the idea of a single administrator, 
this argument ceases to be an argument and loses all sense and mean
ing. In  fact, at yesterday’s meeting, Mr. Dean, you tried to make out 
that our proposal for an administrative council would enable the 
Soviet Union to impose its will. But that assertion of yours is incon
sistent with the substance of our proposal. We propose, first, that the 
administrative council should consist of three members—one from you 
and your allies, one from us and our allies and one neutral—and, 
secondly, that the coimcil should act jointly, in agreement.

In  such a situation how can anyone impose his will ? Your member 
of the administrative council would never allow the other member 
from the Soviet Union to impose its will on the council. In the same 
way the Soviet member of the coimcil would not allow the United 
States and the United Kingdom to impose their will on the council. 
That is how matters would stand and what you have said is an unsub
stantiated assertion contrary to the sense, the spirit, and the purpose 
for which the Soviet Union submitted its proposal for an administra
tive council.

One thing is clear: you wish to rule the roost in the executive unit 
of the control organization. But we will not agree to this. The most 
sensible course would therefore be to settle the problem on a basis of 
equality, without discrimination, by creating an administrative council 
composed of three persons—one representative each from the Soviet 
Union and its allies, the United States and the United Kingdom and 
their allies, and the neutral States. You assert that this is impossible, 
since then not a single decision could be taken. In your view one 
individual and not three should take decisions. But one must not shut 
one’s eyes to the fact that if, let us suppose, the single administrator 
took an arbitrary decision impairing the security of the Soviet Union, 
we should obviously not agree to it. Clearly the United States and the 
United Kingdom would act likewise if such a decision ran counter to 
their interests.

We have already shown what happens when an international organi
zation is headed by a single person. And however eloquently Mr. 
Dean and Sir Michael Wright may speak up in defense of Mr. Ham- 
marskjold’s disgraceful activities, facts are facts and cannot be for
gotten, and are more eloquent than the words of Mr. Dean and Sir 
Michael Wright. We believe that the only correct solution to the
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problem of the executive unit of the control organization is contained 
in our proposal for the creation of an administrative comicil acting by 
agreement—that is to say jointly, as a single entity. Attempts by 
some States to impose their will on other States is fraught with great 
danger, and above all with danger of collapse of the control organi
zation and wreck of the treaty itself, if it were based on that principle.

As one argument in favour of a single administrator, Mr, Dean said 
that he might come from some neutral country. And at yesterday’s 
meeting he calculated, the more firmly to convince us, that the neutral 
countries have about 1,000 million inhabitants, and asked with mock 
surprise whether the Soviet Union really thought that we could not find 
a single impartial, honest, energetic, capable and just person for the 
post of administrator.

Permit me, Mr. Dean, to disagree with these arguments of yours. 
Surely even a person from a neutral country—a country following 
a neutral policy—will not necessarily, after entering on duty, pursue 
a neutral policy himself. A case precisely in point is that of Mr. 
Hammarskjold, who, though a national of neutral Sweden, neverthe
less follows a line favourable to the United States and its allies, and is 
their good and faithful servant. Everyone knows that in any neutral 
State there are people holding a wide variety of ideological opinions, 
different points of view, and various philosophical concepts and 
accordingly have different opinions about the policy of other States 
or groups of States. I t  is impossible to find a completely impartial, 
neutral person as described so loftily by Mr. Dean. Every person 
must needs display sympathy for some particular country or some 
particular system. There is no person who would be completely 
impartial and neutral towards both the social and economic systems 
that now exist in the world. Perhaps one could only be found in the 
well-known fairy tale called “Alice in Wonderland.”

The Western representatives tell us that a national of a neutral 
country not connected with any bloc could be appointed administra
tor. But what would you say, Mr. Dean, if a communist—a national 
of some neutral country not connected with any bloc—were proposed 
for the post? You certainly would not agree to his appointment, 
even though he was a national of a neutral country. So why should 
you expect us to agree to a single administrator who would suit you 
and be close to you in his ideological views or political sympathies, 
or for reasons of economic interest, and would gravitate toward the 
policy of your States?

When you demand that a single administrator be placed at the head 
of the control system’s executive unit, it is clear that you want to be 
in command in the control organization. I t  is your desire for this 
which has brought us to a deadlock over the organization of the 
control organization’s executive unit. Therefore it is not the Soviet
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Union but the United States and tlie United Kingdom, who, hy  
striving for domination in the control system, must bear responsi
bility for the situation that has arisen at the Conference.

Our proposal for an administrative council shows that we are 
partisans of equality between the sides and are not seeking domination 
in the control organization; but at the same time we do not want the 
United States and the United Kingdom to be in command in it. Our 
proposal is a fair one and indicates the way in which the complex 
problem of the administration of the control system can be settled; 
for it prescribes equality for each of the three main groups of States 
existing in the world today. The future course of our negotiations 
here will entirely depend upon the good will of the Western Powers^ 
and primarily, of course, on the United States position.

Statement by President Kennedy Regarding the Geneva 
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, May 5, 1961"

This week Ambassador Arthur H. Dean has reported to me upon 
the status of the nuclear test ban conference at Geneva. On the open
ing day of the resumed conference the United States in closest coop
eration with the United Kingdom presented a series of new proposals,^ 
and on April 18, 1961, presented a complete nuclear test ban draft 
treaty.^ The new U.S. position represents an earnest and reasonable 
effort to reach a workable agreement and constitutes a most signifi
cant overall move in these negotiations. Unfortunately, the Soviet 
Union has introduced a new proposition into the negotiations which 
amounts to a built-in veto of an inspection system.

The Soviet proposal calls for a three-man administrative council 
to direct inspection operations and other activities of the control 
arrangements. This proposal reverses a position to which the Soviet 
Union had previously agreed. In earlier negotiations before this ses
sion in Geneva it had been agreed that the inspection system would be 
headed by a single administrator, operating within a mandate clearly 
defined in the treaty. The Soviet Union would substitute a directorate 
representing the Communist bloc, the Western nations, and uncom
mitted coimtries. Each member of this triumvirate would have to

^Department of State Bulletin, May 22, 1961, pp, 755-756. The statement was 
made at a news conference.

 ̂See am*te, pp. 55-65.
’ Ante, pp. 82-126.
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agree with every other member before any action could be taken; 
even relatively detailed elements of the inspection system would be 
subject to a veto or a debating delay.

We recognize that the Soviet Union put forward its proposition 
before it had considered our new proposals. I t  is now considering our 
draft treaty, and we hope it will do so in a positive manner as, of 
course, we are most anxious to secure an agreement in this vital area— 
a responsible and effective agreement.

Ambassador Dean is leaving for Geneva today to resume the nego
tiations. The United States will continue to strive for a reliable and 
workable agreement. I  have asked Ambassador Dean to report to me 
within a reasonable time on the prospects for a constructive outcome.

Address by Premier Khrushchev to the Armenian Supreme 
Soviet {Extract}, May 6, 1961

Comrades, the position of our comitry, both internally and on the 
international arena, is excellent. The Soviet people are confidently 
marching forward to their great aim. While our friends rejoice at 
our successes, in the imperialist camp, these successes cause dismay 
and irritation. Everyone knows that a deterioration in the interna
tional situation has taken place lately. The peoples of the world are 
greatly alarmed by the machinations of imperialist aggressors against 
the freedom-loving people of Cuba. The imperialist circles are fan
ning war psychosis and stepping up the armaments race which leads 
to a senseless waste of money. This armaments race has been launched 
by the war monopolies of the Western states which get profit from the 
production of weapons. One can judge what this dangerous arma
ments race costs the peoples by the fact that from 1961 to 1962 the 
United States plans to spend for direct war purposes 43.8 billion 
dollars.

The imperialists use the labor of millions and millions of people 
to the detriment of working people, for this labor is used to produce 
and stockpile deadly rocket and nuclear weapons. The armaments 
race and the accumulation of weapons, especially nuclear, entails 
a very great danger for the peoples. Should the imperialists succeed 
in launching a new world war it would lead to enormous sacrifices 
and material destruction which would be difficult even to imagine. 
Clearly the peoples cannot accept the idea that a new world war is

 ̂Moscow radio broadcast, May 6,1961.
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unavoidable. The peoples must take measures to prevent the 
imperialist atomic maniacs from turning towns into ashes and trans
forming fertile lands and orchards into uninhabitable deserts. The 
Soviet Union and the mighty socialist camp have grown into an inde
structible bulwark of mankind in its struggle for peace, for the pre
vention of a destructive nuclear war. I t  is wonderful luck that the 
Soviet Union and the mighty socialist camp exist and support the 
position of peaceful coexistence. They are the deterring factor against 
the forces which are striving to launch a w ar.

We did not begin the arms race after the Second World War. On 
the contrary, we have done everything to bring an end to the arms race. 
The Soviet Union’s proposals on the question of disarmament are 
known to all. We have approached this fundamental question from 
various angles. We have suggested partial measures and measures 
of a general character. The Soviet proposal for general and full dis
armament under strict international control has been submitted to the 
United Nations.^ We stated clearly: Let the Western powers accept 
our plan for disarmament and we will then accept any plan they have 
for control over disarmament.^

An acceptance of our disarmament proposals would give no single 
country a better position than any other, but it would allow the arms 
race to be ended once and for all. The full efforts of the peoples could 
be concentrated on economic competition, on the struggle to raise their 
living standards. Having engaged in peaceful, economic competition, 
would any peoples find themselves the losers? Of course not.

Soon, talks are to take place between the governments of the Soviet 
Union and the United States on the question of disarmament. We are 
preparing for these talks with complete seriousness, and we hope that 
the other country also will approach these talks with the same sense 
of responsibility. But let anyone who thinks that such talks can be 
reduced to a mere formality, to a discussion of procedural questions, 
be responsible if such an approach lacks in seriousness.

The peoples are waiting for the disarmament talks to come out of 
the stage of endless discussions; what they are waiting for is not con
trol over disarmament but disarmament under control. The coming 
into power of the new government in the United States has given some 
people the hope that the new leaders of the United States will show a 
wiser approach to the settlement of international questions, including 
the question of disarmament. This would have led to the improve
ment of the entire international situation. As for the Soviet Union, 
we have made and we still are making efforts to improve our rela-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 241-248. 
p. 295.
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tions with the Western countries, including the United States of 
America.

This is most important for the settlement of vital international 
problems which touch upon the interests of peoples of all countries. 
We want to settle the problem of disarmament, put an end to the rem
nants of the Second World War in Europe, conclude a German peace 
treaty, thus doing away with all barriers which obstruct the normali
zation of relations between countries and hinder the preservation and 
ensuring of peace throughout the world. The peoples are interested 
in the creation of conditions for the peaceful coexistence of all states, 
irrespective of their social and political order. Our aims are clear. 
We do not want anything for ourselves which would infringe upon 
the interests of other states or peoples. The Soviet Government has 
done and is doing everything to put an end to the hotbeds of exacerba
tion and to achieve the peaceful settlement of controversial problems 
between states.

North Atlantic Council Communique, 
May 10, 1961'

1. The North Atlantic Council held its Spring Ministerial Meeting 
in Oslo from May 8th to May 10th, 1961, under the Chairmanship of 
its new Secretary General, Mr. D. U. Stikker.

2. Since the Atlantic countries united twelve years ago, in accord
ance with the United Nations Charter, to ensure their common defense, 
their Alliance has safeguarded peace and freedom. But the menace 
which drew them together is now not only military but also has world
wide political, economic, scientific and psychological aspects.

3. The North Atlantic Alliance threatens no one. I t  will never be 
used for aggression. I t  seeks to eliminate war and the causes of war. 
But it is resolved to defend the right of its peoples to live in freedom. 
In the world as it is today the unity and strength of the Atlantic Alli
ance is essential to peace and the survival of liberty. Its collective 
resources—^moral and material alike—are fully adequate to this task. 
Confident in their strength, in the will of their peoples, and in the truth 
of the ideals they uphold, the fifteen Atlantic Nations dedicate them
selves anew to building a world free from the false doctrine of con
tinuing and inevitable conflict.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ May 29,1961, pp. 801-802.
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4. During the meeting the Ministers reviewed developments in the 
international situation. Aware of the intensified efforts of the Com
munist bloc to foment and to exploit conflicts and to extend its domi
nation over an ever-increasing area, the Ministers reaffirmed their re
solve to meet this challenge.

5. For their part the Atlantic Nations are ready to make their 
contribution towards achieving an equitable and just settlement of out
standing political questions. They deplore Soviet unwillingness to 
reciprocate.

6. The Ministers noted with regret the lack of progress on the re
unification of Germany. They reaffirmed their conviction that a 
peaceful and just solution for the problem of Germany including Ber
lin is to be found only on the basis of self-determination. With par
ticular regard to Berlin, they reiterated their determination, as 
expressed in the Declaration of 16th December, 1958, to maintain the 
freedom of West Berlin and its people. As to the often repeated 
threat by the Soviet Union to sign a separate peace treaty, they re
affirmed the statement in the 1958 Declaration that “the denunciation 
by the Soviet Union of the Inter-Allied Agreements on Berlin can in 
no way deprive the other parties of their rights or relieve the Soviet 
Union of its obligations.” ^

7. Disarmament by stages under effective international control re
mains one of the principal objectives of the governments of the Alli
ance. The Council expressed the hope that the initiation by the 
U.S.A. of consultations with the U.S.S.E. for the purpose of arriving 
at a mutually acceptable procedure will permit the resumption of ne
gotiations about the end of July. They agreed that the position of 
those members of the Alliance participating in the disarmament dis
cussions will be developed in close consultations in the North Atlantic 
Council.

8. With regard to the Geneva negotiations on the suspension of 
nuclear tests, the Coimcil noted with approval that the U.S.A. and the 
U.K. had tabled a comprehensive draft treaty offering a basis for 
agreement.^ They regretted that the negative attitude of the Soviet 
Government has raised new difficulties. They expressed the hope that 
that government will move promptly to join in an effective treaty as 
a first and significant step towards disarmament.

9. The task of helping the less-developed areas of the world to raise 
their social and material standards is one of the major challenges of 
our time. I t  is a challenge which the members of the Atlantic Alliance 
gladly accept; and in their examination of the world situation the

^Documents on Oermany, 19^-1961 (S. CJom. print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), 
pp. 364-365.

 ̂Ante, pp. 82-126.
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Ministers gave high priority to this question. They took note with 
satisfaction of the large volume of free world aid—dwarfing that 
granted by the Sino-Soviet bloc—and reaffirmed their determination 
to increase these efforts.

10. The Ministers discussed the problems of long-term planning 
within the Alliance in the nonmilitary sphere on the basis of a report 
presented by the Council in permanent session, dealing with the future 
development and role of the Alliance in the political, economic, civil 
emergency planning and other J&elds. Proceeding from this report 
they gave guidance to the Permanent Council for strengthening the 
cohesion of the Alliance. The Council recognized that much progress 
had been made in developing an increased unity of purpose and har
monization of action by its members. I t  emphasized the importance 
for this purpose of close, constant and frank consultation in order to 
make effective the growing unity of the Atlantic Alliance.

11. The Ministers invited the Council in permanent session, in 
close cooperation with the military authorities, to continue its studies 
of all aspects of the military posture of the Alliance, with a view to 
improving its deterrent and defensive strength. They requested the 
Council to submit these studies when ready and to report to the Min
isterial Meeting in December.

12. The Ministers gave special attention to the economic problems 
affecting Greece and Turkey. Bearing in mind the important con
tribution made by these two countries to the common defense, they 
considered ways and means of assisting efforts being made by Greece 
and Turkey to speed up development programs and improve the living 
standards of their peoples.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, May 15,1961 ^

On 21 March 1961 the Soviet delegation drew the attention of the 
participants in the Conference to the fact that one of the Western 
Powers—France—was continuing to carry out nuclear weapon tests 
and intended to carry out such tests in the future.^ The Soviet dele
gation said then that the continued testing of nuclear weapons by 
France was a flagrant violation of the United Nations resolution and

" GEN/DNT/PV.305, pp. 11-12. 
^AntCt pp. 53-54.
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seriously complicated the situation in our negotiations. The Soviet 
delegation pointed out that the Soviet Union could not ignore in our 
negotiations the fact that France, as a member of NATO, in carrying 
out nuclear weapon tests, could, under its alliance obligations in con
nexion with NATO, carry out specific tasks for improving nuclear 
weapons on behalf of other members of this military group, that is to 
say on behalf of the United States and the United Kingdom. We 
stressed that such actions of the Western Powers in a situation where 
the Soviet Union was faithfully adhering to its obligations not to 
carry out nuclear tests, could only be deemed to indicate a desire on 
the part of the Western Powers to obtain imilateral advantages. In 
expressing the concern of the Soviet Government at the continued 
carrying out of nuclear tests by France, we stated that all this threat
ened to reduce to naught the possibility of concluding a treaty and 
to make such a treaty pointless. We expressed the hope that the 
Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom would 
draw the necessary conclusions.

Unfortunately, the Governments of the Western Powers, who are 
conducting in Geneva negotiations on a treaty for the discontinuance 
of nuclear weapon tests, failed to attach due importance to this warn
ing on our p a rt; they are in fact looking through their fingers at, if 
not even encouraging, this action of their ally.

As a result France—a NATO ally of the United States and the 
United Kingdom—continues to improve its nuclear weapons, and on 
25 April carried out another nuclear weapon test in the Sahara, that 
of a new atom bomb.

On this subject I  am instructed to make the following statement on 
behalf of the Soviet Government;

“The Soviet Union is a staunch advocate of the discontinuance of 
nuclear tests of all kinds. At the Geneva negotiations the Soviet side 
is tirelessly working for the earliest possible conclusion of a treaty 
which would once and for all put an end, under effective control, to 
all atomic and hydrogen bomb tests. In  its desire to facilitate agree
ment on such a treaty the Soviet Government has unilaterally dis
continued nuclear tests, hoping that the Western Powers, too, would 
not carry out such tests.

“However, France, a member of a military alliance with the United 
States and the United Kingdom, is systematically conducting test 
explosions of atomic and hydrogen weapons, despite a General As
sembly resolution ̂  and protests from many States. These actions by 
France cannot be justified, especially while negotiations on the dis
continuance of nuclear weapon tests for all time are proceeding in 
Geneva. The Soviet side has repeatedly pointed out that these acts

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1960  ̂p. 375.
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by the French Government cannot fail to render more complicated the 
conclusion in Geneva of an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapon tests.

‘‘The continuance of nuclear weapon tests by France places the 
Soviet Union in a situation which may compel it to resume atomic 
and hydrogen bomb tests.

‘‘The Soviet Government again draws the attention of the par
ticipants in the Conference—the Governments of the United States 
and the United Kingdom— t̂o the fact that France, their NATO ally, 
is continuing to carry out nuclear tests while the Soviet Union is not. 
There can hardly be any doubt that the United States and the United 
Kingdom would resolutely protest against such tests if they were 
carried out, not by France, but by one of the Soviet Union’s allies, for 
example Czechoslovakia.

“The Soviet Government considers itself in duty bound to point out 
that if any member of the association of Western Powers continues in 
future to carry out nuclear weapon tests, agreement on the cessation 
of such tests will become impossible. I t  goes without saying that the 
responsibility for this will rest with the Western Powers.”

Address by President Kennedy to the 
Canadian Parliament {Extracts}, May 17, 1961 ^

Our NATO alliance is still, as it was when it was founded, the 
world’s greatest bulwark of freedom. But the military balance of 
power has been changing. Enemy tactics and weaponry have been 
changing. We can stand still only at our peril.

NATO force structures were originally devised to meet the threat 
of a massive conventional attack, in a period of Western nuclear 
monopoly. Now, if we are to meet the defense requirements of the 
1960’s, the NATO countries must push forward simultaneously along 
two lines:

First, we must strengthen the conventional capability of our Alliance 
as a matter of the highest priority. To this end we in the United 
States are taking steps to increase the strength and mobility of our 
forces and to modernize their equipment. To the same end we will 
maintain our forces now on the European Continent and will increase 
their conventional capabilities. We look to our NATO allies to 
assign an equally high priority to this same essential task.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ June 5,1901, pp. 841-843.
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Second, we must make certain that nuclear weapons will continue to 
be available for the defense of the entire treaty area and that these 
weapons are at all times under close and flexible political control that 
meets the needs of all the NATO countries. We are prepared to join 
our allies in working out suitable arrangements for this purpose.

To make clear our own intentions and commitments to the defense 
of Western Europe, the United States will commit to the NATO 
command five—and subsequently still more—Polaris atomic-missile 
submarines, which are defensive weapons, subject to any agreed NATO 
guidelines on their control and use and responsive to the needs of all 
members but still credible in an emergency. Beyond this we look to 
the possibility of eventually establishing a NATO seaborne force, 
which would be truly multilateral in ownership and control, if this 
should be desired and found feasible by our allies, once NATO’s non
nuclear goals have been achieved.

Both of these measures— împroved conventional forces and increased 
nuclear forces—are put forward in recognition of the fact that the de
fense of Europe and the assurances that can be given to the people of 
Europe and the defense of North America are indivisible, in the hope 
that no aggressor will mistake our desire for peace with our determina
tion to respond instantly to any attack with whatever force is appro
priate, and in the conviction that the time has come for all members of 
ithe NATO community to further increase and integrate their respec- 
t̂ive forces in the NATO command area, coordinating and sharing in 
research, development, production, storage, defense, command, and 
^.raining at all levels of armaments. So let us begin. Our opponents 
ure watching to see if we in the West are divided. They take courage 
when we are. We must not let them be deceived or in doubt about our 
willingness to maintain our own freedom.

• • • • • • *

Finally, let me say just a few words about the world in which 
we live. We should not misjudge the force of the challenge that 
we face—a force that is powerful as well as insidious, which inspires 
dedication as well as fear, that uses means we cannot adopt to achieve 
ends we cannot permit.

Nor can we mistake the nature of the struggle. I t  is not for 
concessions or territory. I t  is not simply between different systems. 
I t  is the age-old battle for the survival of liberty itself. And our 
great advantage—and we must never forget it— îs that the irresistible 
tide that began 500 years before the birth of Christ in ancient Greece 
is for freedom and against tyranny. And that is the wave of the 
future, and the iron hand of totalitarianism can ultimately neither 
seize it nor turn it back. In the words of Macauley: ‘‘A single 
breaker may recede, but the tide is coming in.”
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So we in the free world are not without hope. We are not without 
friends. And we are not without lesources to defend ourselves and 
those who are associated with us. Believing in the peaceful settle
ment of disputes in the defense of human rights, we are working 
throughout the United Nations, and through regional and other 
associations, to lessen the risks, the tensions, and the means and 
opportunity for aggression that have been mounting so rapidly 
throughout the world. In  these councils of peace— în the TJ.N. 
Emergency Force in the Middle East, in the Congo, in the Interna
tional Control Commission in southeast Asia, in the Ten Nation 
Committee on Disarmament—^̂ Canada has played a leading and 
important and constructive role.

I f  we can contain the powerful struggle of ideologies and reduce 
it to manageable proportions, we can proceed with the transcendent 
task of disciplining the nuclear weapons which shadow our lives 
and of fipding a widened range of common enterprises between 
ourselves and those who live under Communist rule. For, in the 
end, we live on one planet and we are part of one human family; 
and whatever the struggles that confront us, we must lose no chance 
to move forward toward a world of law and a world of disarmament.

At the conference table and in the minds of men, the free world’s 
cause is strengthened because it is just. But it is strengthened even 
more by the dedicated efforts of free men and free nations. As the 
great parliamentarian Edmund Burke said, “The only thing neces
sary for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing.” And 
that in essence is why I  am here today. This trip is more than a 
consultation, more than a good-will visit. I t  is an act of faith—faith 
in your country, in your leaders, faith in the capacity of two great 
neighbors to meet their common problems, and faith in the cause of 
freedom, in which we are so intimately associated.

Address by President Kennedy to the Congress: Urgent 
National Needs {Extracts}, May 25, 1961 ^

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Vice President, my copartners in government, 
gentlemen—and ladies: The Constitution imposes upon me the obli
gation to “from time to time give to the Congress Information of the 
State of the Union.” While this has traditionally been interpreted 
as an annual affair, this tradition has been broken in extraordinary 
times.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, June 12,1961, pp. 903-910.
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These are extraordinary times. And we face an extraordinary chal
lenge. Our strength as well as our convictions have imposed upon 
this nation the role of leader in freedom’s cause.

No role in history could be more difficult or more important. We 
stand for freedom. That is our conviction for ourselves— t̂hat is our 
only commitment to others. No friend, no neutral, and no adversary 
should think otherwise. We are not against any man—or any nation— 
or any system—except as it is hostile to freedom. Nor am I  here to 
present a new military doctrine, bearing any one name or aimed at 
any one area. I  am here to promote the freedom doctrine.

I.

The great battleground for the defense and expansion of freedom 
today is the whole southern half of the globe—^Asia, Latin America, 
Africa, and the Middle East— t̂he lands of the rising peoples. Their 
revolution is the greatest in human history. They seek an end to 
injustice, tyranny, and exploitation. More than an end, they seek a 
beginning.

And theirs is a revolution which we would support regardless of 
the cold war and regardless of which political or economic route they 
should choose to freedom.

For the adversaries of freedom did not create the revolution; nor 
did they create the conditions which compel it. But they are seeking 
to ride the crest of its wave—to capture it for themselves.

Yet their aggression is more often concealed than open. They have 
fired no missiles; and their troops are seldom seen. They send arms, 
agitators, aid, technicians, and propaganda to every troubled area. 
But where fighting is required, it is usually done by others— b̂y guer
rillas striking at night, by assassins striking alone—assassins who 
have taken the lives of 4,000 civil officers in the last 12 months in Viet
nam alone— b̂y subversives and saboteurs and insurrectionists, who in 
some cases control whole areas inside of independent nations.

With these formidable weapons, the adversaries of freedom plan to 
consolidate their territory— t̂o exploit, to control, and finally to destroy 
the hopes of the world’s newest nations; and they have ambitions to 
do it before the end of this decade. I t  is a contest of will and purpose 
as well as force and violence—a battle for minds and souls as well as 
lives and territory. And in that contest we cannot stand aside.

We stand, as we have always stood from our earliest beginnings, for 
the independence and equality of nations. This nation was bom of 
revolution and raised in freedom. And we do not intend to leave an 
open road for despotism.

There is no single simple policy which meets this challenge. Ex
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perience has taught us that no one nation has the power or the wisdom 
to solve alli:he problems of the world or manage its revolutionary 
tides—that extending our commitments does not always increase our 
security— t̂hat any initiative carries with it the risk of a temporary 
defeat— t̂hat nuclear weapons cannot prevent subversion— t̂hat no 
free peoples can be kept free without will and energy of their own— 
and that no two nations or situations are exactly alike.

Yet there is much we can do—and must do. The proposals I  bring 
before you are numerous and varied. They arise from the host of 
special opportunities and dangers which have become increasingly 
clear in recent months. Taken together, I  believe that they can 
mark another step forward in our efforts as a people. I  am here to 
ask the help of this Congress and the Nation in approving these neces
sary measures.

III . E c o n o m ic  a n d  S o c ia l  P rogress  A b r o a d

I  stress the strength of our economy because it is essential to the 
strength of our nation. And what is true in our case is true in the 
case of other countries. Their strength in the struggle for freedom 
depends on the strength of their economic and their social progress.

We would be badly mistaken to consider their problems in military 
terms alone. For no amount of arms and armies can help stabilize 
those governments which are unable or unwilling to achieve social 
and economic reform and development. Military pacts cannot help 
nations whose social injustice and economic chaos invite insurgency 
and penetration and subversion. The most skillful counterguerrilla 
efforts cannot succeed where, the local population is too caught up in 
its own misery to be concerned about the advance of communism.

But for those who share this view, we stand ready now, as we have 
in the past, to provide generously of our skills, and our capital, and 
our food to assist the peoples of the less developed nations to reach 
their goals in freedom—to help them before they are engulfed in crisis.

This is also our great opportunity in 1961. I f  we grasp it, then 
subversion to prevent its success is exposed as an unjustifiable attempt 
to keep these nations from either being free or equal. But if we do 
not pursue it, and if they do not pursue it, the bankruptcy of unstable 
governments, one by one, and of unfulfilled hopes will surely lead to a 
series of totalitarian receiverships.

V. O u r  P a r t n e r s h ip  fo r  S e l f - D e f e n s e

But while we talk of sharing and building and the competition of 
ideas, others talk of arms and threaten war. So we have learned to
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keep our defenses strong and to cooperate with others in a partnership 
of self-defense. The events of recent weeks have caused us to look 
anew at these efforts.

The center of freedom’s defense is our network of world alliances, 
extending from NATO, recommended by a Democratic President 
and approved by a Republican Congress, to SEATO, recommended 
by a Republican President and approved by a Democratic Congress. 
These alliances were constructed in the 1940’s and 1950’s ; it is our task 
and responsibility in the sixties to strengthen them.

To meet the changing conditions of power—and power relationships 
have changed—we have endorsed an increased emphasis on NATO 
conventional strength. At the same time we are affirming our con
viction that the NATO nuclear deterrent must also be kept strong. 
I  have made clear our intention to commit to the NATO command, 
for this purpose, the five Polaris submarines originally suggested by 
President Eisenhower, with the possibility, if needed, of more to come.

Second, a major part of our partnership for self-defense is the 
military assistance program. The main burden of local defense against 
local attack, subversion, insurrection, or guerrilla warfare must of 
necessity rest with local forces. Where these forces have the neces
sary will and capacity to cope with such threats, our intervention is 
rarely necessary or helpful. Where the will is present and only 
capacity is lacking, our military assistance program can be of help.

But this program, like economic assistance, needs a new emphasis. 
I t  cannot be extended without regard to the social, political, and mili
tary reforms essential to internal respect and stability. The equip
ment and training provided must be tailored to legitimate local needs 
and to our own foreign and military policies, not to our supply of 
military stocks or a local leader’s desire for military display. And 
military assistance can, in addition to its military purposes, make a 
contribution to economic progress, as do our own Army Engineers.

In  an earlier message I  requested $1.6 billion for military assist
ance,  ̂stating that this would maintain existing force levels but that I  
could not foresee how much more might be required. I t  is now clear 
that this is not enough. The present crisis in southeast Asia, on 
which the Vice President has made a valuable report, the rising 
threat of communism in Latin America, the increasing arms traffic in 
Africa, and all the new pressures on every nation foimd on the map by 
tracing your finger along the borders of the Communist bloc in Asia 
and the Middle East—all make clear the dimension of our needs.

I  therefore request the Congress to provide a total of $1,885 billion 
for military assistance in the coming fiscal year—an amount less than

 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 65-79.
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that requested a year ago, but a minimum which must be assured if we 
are to help those nations make secure their independence. This must 
be prudently and wisely spent, and that will be our common endeavor. 
Military and economic assistance has been a heavy burden on our citi
zens for a long time, and I  recognize the strong pressures against it; 
but this battle is far from over—it is reaching a crucial stage, and I  
believe we should participate in it. We cannot merely state our oppo
sition to totalitarian advance without paying the price of helping 
those now under the greatest pressures.

VI. Our  O w n  M i u t a r y  a n d  iNTELiiiGEisrcE S h ie i ld

In line with these developments I  have directed a further reinforce
ment of our own capacity to deter or resist nonnuclear aggression. 
In the conventional field, with one exception, I  find no present need 
for large new levies of men. What is needed is rather a change of 
position to give us still further increases in flexibility.

Therefore I  am directing the Secretary of Defense to undertake a 
reorganization and modernization of the Army’s divisional structure, 
to increase its nonnuclear firepower, to improve its tactical mobility 
in any environment, to insure its flexibility to meet any direct or 
indirect threat, to facilitate its coordination with our major allies, and 
to provide more modern mechanized divisions in Europe and bring 
our equipment up to date, and new airborne brigades in both the 
Pacific and Europe.

And secondly, I  am asking the Congress for an additional $100 
million to begin the procurement task necessary to reequip this new 
Army structure with the most modem material. New helicopters, 
new armored personnel carriers, and new howitzers, for example, 
must be obtained now.

Third, I  am directing the Secretary of Defense to expand rapidly 
and substantially, in cooperation with our allies, the orientation of 
existing forces for the conduct of nonnuclear war, paramilitary opera
tions, and sublimited or unconventional wars.

In  addition, our special forces and unconventional warfare units 
will be increased and reoriented. Throughout the services new em
phasis must be placed on the special skills and languages which are 
required to work with local populations.

Fourth, the Army is developing plans to make possible a much more 
rapid deployment of a major portion of its highly trained reserve 
forces. When these plans are completed and the reserve is strength
ened, 2 combat-equipped divisions, plus their supporting forces—a 
total of 89,000 men—could be ready in an emergency for operations 
with but 3 weeks’ notice, 2 more divisions with but 5 weeks’ notice, 
and 6 additional divisions and their supporting forces, making a total
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of 10 divisions, could be deployable with less than 8 weeks’ notice. 
In  short, these new plans will allow us to almost double the combat 
power of the Army in less than 2 months, compared to the nearly 
9 months heretofore required.

Fifth, to enhance the already formidable ability of the Marine 
Corps to respond to limited war emergencies, I  am asking the Congress 
for $60 million to increase Marine Corps strength to 190,000 men. 
This will increase the initial impact and staying power of our three 
Marine divisions and three air wings and provide a trained nucleus 
for further expansion, if necessary for self-defense.

Finally, to cite one other area of activities that are both legitimate 
and necessary as a means of self-defense in an age of hidden perils, 
our whole intelligence effort must be reviewed and its coordination 
vrith other elements of policy assured. The Congress and the Ameri- 
*can people are entitled to know that we will institute whatever new 
organization, policies, and control are necessary.

V I I .  C i v i l  D e f e n s e

One major element of the national security program which this 
nation has never squarely faced up to is civil defense. This problem 
arises not from present trends but from national inaction in which 
most of us have participated. In  the past decade we have intermit
tently considered a variety of programs, but we have never adopted a 
consistent policy. Public considerations have been largely charac
terized by apathy, indifference, and skepticism, while, at the same 
time, many of the civil defense plans have been so far-reaching and 
unrealistic that they have not gained essential support.

This administration has been looking hard at exactly what civil 
defense can and cannot do. I t  cannot be obtained cheaply. I t  cannot 
give an assurance of blast protection that will be proof against surprise 
attack or guaranteed against obsolescence or destruction. And it 
cannot deter a nuclear attack.

We will deter an enemy from making a nuclear attack only if our 
retaliatory power is so strong and so invulnerable that he knows he 
would be destroyed by our response. I f  we have that strength, civil 
defense is not needed to deter an attack. I f  we should ever lack it, 
civil defense would not be an adequate substitute.

But this deterrent concept assumes rational calculations by rational 
men. And the history of this planet, and particularly the history of 
the 20th century, is sufficient to remind us of the possibilities of an 
irrational attack, a miscalculation, an accidental war, or a war of 
escalation in which the stakes by each side gradually increase to the 
point of maximum danger which cannot be either foreseen or deterred.
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I t  is on this basis that civil defense can be readily justifiable—as insur
ance for the civilian population in case of an enemy miscalculation. 
I t  is insurance we trust will never be needed— b̂ut insurance which we 
could never forgive ourselves for foregoing in the event of catastrophe.

Once the validity of this concept is recognized, there is no point in 
delaying the initiation of a nationwide long-range program of identi
fying present fallout shelter capacity and providing shelter in new 
and existing structures. Such a program would protect millions of 
people against the hazards of radioactive fallout in the event of a 
large-scale nuclear attack. Effective performance of the entire pro
gram not only requires new legislative authority and more funds but 
also sound organizational arrangements.

Therefore, under the authority vested in me' by Eeorganization 
Plan No. 1 of 1958, I  am assigning responsibility for this program 
to the top civilian authority already responsible for continental 
defense, the Secretary of Defense. I t  is important that this function 
remain civilian, in nature and leadership; and this feature will not 
be changed.

The Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization will be reconstituted 
as a small staff agency to assist in the coordination of these functions. 
To more accurately describe its role, its title should be changed to the 
Office of Emergency Planning.

As soon as those newly charged with these responsibilities have pre
pared new authorization and appropriation requests, such requests will 
be transmitted to the Congress for a much strengthened Federal- 
State civil defense program. Such a program will provide Federal 
funds for identifying fallout shelter capacity in existing structures, 
and it will include, where appropriate, incorporation of shelter in 
Federal buildings, new requirements for shelter in buildings con
structed with Federal assistance, and matching grants and other 
incentives for constructing shelter in State and local and private 
buildings.

Federal appropriations for civil defense in fiscal 1962 under this 
program will in all likelihood be more than triple the pending budget 
requests; and they will increase sharply in subsequent years. Finan
cial participation will also be required from State and local govern
ments and from private citizens. But no insurance is cost-free; and 
every American citizen and his community must decide for them
selves whether this form of survival insurance justifies the expendi
ture of effort, time, and money. For myself, I  am convinced that it 
does.
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V III. D is a r m a m e n t

I  cannot end this discussion of defense and armaments without 
emphasizing our strongest hope: the creation of an orderly world 
where disarmament will be possible. Our arms do not prepare for 
w ar; they are efforts to discourage and resist the adventures of others 
that could end in war.

That is why it is consistent with these efforts that we continue to 
press for properly safeguarded disarmament measures. At Geneva, 
in cooperation with the United Kingdom, we have put forward con
crete proposals to make clear our wish to meet the Soviets halfway 
in an effective nuclear test ban treaty —̂the first significant but essen
tial step on the road toward disarmament. Up to now their response 
has not been what we hoped, but Mr. [Arthur H.] Dean returned last 
night to Geneva and we intend to go the last mile in patience to secure 
this gain if we can.

Meanwhile we are determined to keep disarmament high on our 
agenda—to make an intensified effort to develop acceptable political 
and technical alternatives to the present arms race. To this end I  
shall send to the Congress a measure to establish a strengthened and 
enlarged disarmament agency.

IX . S p a c e

Finally, if we are to win the battle that is now going on aroimd 
the world between freedom and tyranny, the dramatic achievements 
in space which occurred in recent weeks should have made clear to us 
all, as did the sputnik in 1957, the impact of this adventure on the 
minds of men everywhere, who are attempting to make a determina
tion of which road they should take. Since early in my term, our 
efforts in space have been under review. With the advice of the Vice 
President, who is chairman of the National Space Council, we have 
examined where we are strong and where we are not, where we may 
succeed and where we may not. Now it is time to take longer strides, 
time for a great new American enterprise, time for this nation to take 
a clearly leading role in space achievement, which in many ways may 
hold the key to our future on earth.

I  believe we possess all the resources and talents necessary. But 
the facts of the matter are that we have never made the national 
decisions or marshaled the national resources required for such leader
ship. We have never specified long-range goals on an urgent time 
schedule, or managed our resources and our time so as to insure their 
fulfillment.

Kecognizing the head start obtained by the Soviets with their large 
rocket engines, which gives them many months of leadtime, and

 ̂See ante, pp. 82-126.
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recognizing the likelihood that they will exploit this lead for some 
time to come in still more impressive successes, we nevertheless are 
required to make new efforts on our own. For while we cannot guar
antee that we shall one day be first, we can guarantee that any 
failure to make this effort will make us last. We take an additional 
risk by making it in full view of the world, but as shown by the feat 
of astronaut Shepard, this very risk enhances our stature when we 
are successful. But this is not merely a race. Space is open to us 
now; and our eagerness to share its meaning is not governed by the 
efforts of others. We go into space because, whatever mankind must 
undertake, free men must fully share.

X. C o n c l u s io n

In  conclusion let me emphasize one point; I t is not a pleasure for 
any President of the United States, as I  am sure it was not a pleasure 
for my predecessor, to come before the Congress and ask for new 
appropriations which place burdens on our people. I  came to this 
conclusion with some reluctance. But in my judgment this is a most 
serious time in the life of our country and in the life of freedom 
around the globe, and it is the obligation, I  believe, of the President 
of the United States to at least make his recommendations to the 
Members of the Congress, so that they can reach their own conclusions 
with that judgment before them. You must decide yourselves, as I  
have decided, and I  am confident that whether you finally decide in 
the way that I  have decided or not, your judgment—as my judgment— 
is reached on what is in the best interests of our country.

In conclusion let me emphasize one point: that we are determined, 
as a nation, in 1961 that freedom shall survive and succeed—and 
whatever the peril and setbacks, we have some very large advantages.

The first is the simple fact that we are on the side of liberty, and 
since the beginning of history, and particularly since the end of the 
Second World War, liberty has been winning out all over the globe.

A second great asset is that we are not alone. We have friends and 
allies all over the world who share our devotion to freedom. May I  
cite as a symbol of traditional effective friendship the great ally I  
am about to visit—France. I  look forward to my visit to France 
and to my discussion with a great captain of the Western World, 
President de Gaulle, as a meeting of particular significance, permitting 
the kind of close and ranging consultation that will strengthen both 
our countries and serve the common purposes of worldwide per ce and 
liberty. Such serious conversations do not require a pale unanimity; 
they are rather the instruments of trust and understanding over a 
long road.
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A third asset is our desire for peace. I t  is sincere, and I  believe 
the world knows it. We are proving it in our patience at the test-ban 
table, and we are proving it in the U.N., where our efforts have been 
directed to maintaining that organization’s usefulness as a protector 
of the independence of small nations. In these and other instances, 
the response of our opponents has not been encouraging.

Yet it is important that they should know that our patience at the 
bargaining table is nearly inexhaustible, though our credulity is 
limited— t̂hat our hopes for peace are unfailing, while our determina
tion to protect our security is resolute. For these reasons I  have long 
thought it wise to meet with the Soviet Premier for a personal 
exchange of views. A meeting in Vienna turned out to be convenient 
for us both; and the Austrian Government has kindly made us wel
come. No formal agenda is planned, and no negotiation will be 
undertaken; but we will make clear America’s enduring concern is 
for both peace and freedom, that we are anxious to live in harmony 
with the Russian people, that we seek no conquests, no satellites, no 
riches, that we seek only the day when “nation shall not lift up sword 
against nation, neither shall they leam war any more.”

Finally, our greatest asset in this struggle is the American people— 
their willingness to pay the price for these programs; to understand 
and accept a long struggle; to share their resources with other less 
fortunate peoples; to meet the tax levels and close the tax loopholes 
I  have requested; to exercise self-restraint instead of pushing up 
wages or prices, or overproducing certain crops, or spreading military 
secrets, or urging unessential expenditures or improper monopolies or 
harmful work stoppages; to serve in the Peace Corps or the Armed 
Services or the Federal Civil Service or the Congress; to strive for 
excellence in their schools, in their cities, and in their physical fitness 
and that of their children; to take part in civil defense; to pay higher 
postal rates and higher payroll taxes and higher teachers’ salaries, in 
order to strengthen our society; to show friendship to students and 
visitors from other lands who visit us and go back in many cases to 
be the future leaders, with an image of America—and I  want that 
image, and I  know you do, to be affirmative and positive—and, finally, 
to practice democracy at home, in all States, with all races, to respect 
each other and to protect the constitutional rights of all citizens.

I  have not asked for a single program which did not cause one or all 
Americans some inconvenience, or some hardship, or some sacrifice. 
But they have responded—and you in the Congress have responded 
to your duty—and I  feel confident in asking today for a similar 
response to these new and larger demands. I t  is heartening to know, 
as I  journey abroad, that our country is united in its commitment to 
freedom and is ready to do its duty.
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Anglo-American Proposal Submitted at the Geneva Con
ference: Sliding Scale of On-Site Inspections, May 29» 
1961 "

Alternative Texts of Paragraphs 5 and 7 of Draft Article 10 {GEN/
DNT/110) Submitted hy the Delegations of the United Kingdom
and the United States at the 313th meeting of the Conferenjce

5. A. The number of on-site inspections which may be carried out 
annually in territory under the jurisdiction or control of each of the 
original Parties, pursuant to paragraph 2 of this Article, shall be be
tween twelve and twenty, in each annual period as set forth in para
graph 8 of this Article, depending upon the number of underground 
events of seismic magnitude of 4.75 or above occurring in the territory 
of the original Party, located by the System in accordance with para
graph 2 of Article 8 of Annex I.  ̂ I f  the nimiber of such events occur
ring within one year is one hundred or more, the number of on-site 
inspections which may be carried out during that year shall be twenty. 
I f  the number of such events occurring within the year is sixty or less, 
the number of on-site inspections which may be carried out during that 
year shall be twelve. I f  the number of such events occurring within 
the year is less than one hundred but greater than sixty, the number 
of on-site inspections which may be carried out during that year shall 
be twenty percent of the number of such seismic events. I f  the num
ber of on-site inspections calculated in accordance with this sub-para
graph includes a fraction, that fraction shall be disregarded.

B. I f  any portion of the certified area lies in territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of an original Party, the event, for the purpose 
of determining in accordance with sub-paragraph 5A the number of 
on-site inspections which may be carried out in territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of that original Party, shall be deemed to have 
occurred in territory under its jurisdiction or control.

7. The number of on-site inspections for each Party shall be re
viewed by the Commission within three years after the Treaty enters 
into force and annually thereafter. Each such review shall take 
full account of:

A. Practical experience in the operation of the System and of 
measures taken to maintain or improve its effectiveness;

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations^ pp. 537-538. Art. 10 of the draft treaty appears 
antCj pp. 93-96.

* AntCj p. 110.



162 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

B. Any criteria for the identification of seismic events eligible 
for on-site inspection which may be established; and

C. Any amendments to paragraph 2 of Article 1 of this Treaty.^ 
In  the light of such review, the Commission, with the concurring votes 
of the original Parties, may fix revised numbers.

Soviet Aide-Memoire to the United States Regarding the 
Nuclear Test-Ban Negotiations, June 4,1961 ^

The Soviet Government deems it necessary to present its considera
tions on the question of ending atomic and hydrogen weapon tests. 
As is known, negotiations between representatives of the USSR, the 
United States and Great Britain have been going on in Geneva for 
more than two and a half years. However, there still are great 
difficulties on the road toward the conclusion of an agreement.

The Soviet Union did and is doing everything it can to come to 
terms with the United States and Great Britain on a treaty to end 
nuclear weapon tests. As is known, in order to remove obstacles 
toward agreement it has made substantial concessions to the Western 
partners in the talks, having accepted a number of proposals submitted 
by them.

The position of the Soviet Government at the Geneva talks is simple 
and clear. The Soviet Union wants nuclear weapon tests of all kinds 
to be ended everywhere and for all time. But the Soviet Government 
cannot agree and will never agree to the test-ban treaty becoming an 
empty scrap of paper which could be used as a cover for further ex
periments with nuclear weapons for the purpose of improving them 
and developing new means of mass destruction. There can be no 
exemptions from the treaty: All kinds of nuclear weapon tests must 
be banned—in the air, under water, underground and in outer space.

In view of the present unsatisfactory position at the Geneva con
ference, the Soviet Government should like to state once more its 
position on fundamental issues which remain unsolved to this day.

The Question of a Moratorivm. As is known, the Soviet Govern
ment agreed to the American proposal that the treaty should tempo
rarily exclude from the ban underground tests of nuclear weapons

' AntCy p. 83.
** Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 

amd Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 538-542. Premier Khnishchev handed the 
aide-memoire to President Kennedy during their Vienna meeting. The United 
States replied on June 17 {post, pp. 189-196).



SOVIET AIDE-M£M0IRE, JUNE 4 163

below a definite threshold value.^ Now we must reach agreement on 
a moratorium on underground nuclear explosions temporarily not 
covered by the treaty. I t  goes without saying that the agreement on a 
moratorium must be of such a nature that no nation could violate it 
arbitrarily and resume test explosions of nuclear bombs. In  view of 
this the Soviet Government is firmly convinced that the expiration of 
the moratorium, an agreement on which would be reached by the 
parties concerned, should not absolve nations of their commitment not 
to hold underground explosions.

Question of Control. The Soviet Union, just as the United States, 
considers that strict international control must be established over 
the cessation of tests. I t  is quite obvious that this control can be 
effective only if it rests on the mutual consent of the sides and not on 
the desire to take advantage of the control machinery to impose the 
will of one group of states upon another group.

The Soviet Government has examined all aspects of the question 
of how to safeguard equal rights of the sides in the implementation 
of control, and has drawn the firm conclusion that the stajBGlng of the 
control agencies must be based on equal representation of the sides. 
I t  is precisely in conformity with tliis principle that the Soviet Union 
proposes that an understanding be reached on the composition of the 
chief executive agency—the Administrative Council.^

The refusal to accept the proposal on instituting an administrative 
council of three equal representatives, one each from the principal 
groups of states— t̂he socialist states, the countries belonging to West
ern military blocs, and the neutralist states—is justified by allegations 
that the Soviet Union seeks to obtain some special rights in the control 
organization. This assertion, of course, has no foundation whatever. 
What is the real meaning of the Soviet proposal? I t  is pre
cisely to preclude the possibility of one side obtaining any special 
advantages or prejudicing the security of one or another group of 
states. We want to safeguard not formal but real equality of the 
sides while putting into effect the treaty on a ban on nuclear weapon 
tests.

The Control Commission, on which all principal groups of states 
will be represented, can adopt sound, just decisions, taking into con
sideration the interests of all states. However, it is not enough to take 
such decisions. I t  is imperative to guarantee their impartial imple
mentation. Impartiality cannot be guaranteed if the implementation 
of the decisions is entrusted to one man alone.

The history of contemporary international relations knows many 
instances in which one man, being under the influence of some align-

' See Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, pp. 72-78, 83-86. 
* See antCy pp. 51-53.
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ment of states or acting for its benefit, carried out already agreed 
decisions in a wrong way. Of course this benefited only one group 
of states, whose interests this man furthered, but harmed other states, 
for it is well known that while there are neutral states there are no— 
nor can there be—^neutral men.

Agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests directly affects 
the interests of the safety of states, and the Government of the United 
States imdoubtedly will agree that maximum caution must be ob
served in solving such kinds of problems. In  present conditions— 
when the world is divided into military blocs, when large armies are 
maintained, when the threat of a nuclear conflict continues to hang 
over the world— ît is impermissible that questions affecting the in
terests of the security of states and the destinies of peoples should 
depend on the decisions of one man.

Furthermore the appointment of one man for implementing adopted 
decisions on control can be regarded as dictatorship, a desire to impose 
one’s will. Indeed it can hardly be expected that the Western Powers 
would consent to the appointment of this man from some socialist 
country. They would rather suggest for this post a man from a 
neutral country.

But is there any guarantee that such a man will take a neutral^ 
impartial stand with regard to the socialist countries? We cannot 
agree to such an approach. The Soviet Union cannot tolerate 
dictatorship from any side. We want to have equal conditions for 
all, and we shall never consent to being placed in an unequal position.

We are confident that the Government of the United States sub
scribes to the opinion that any international agreement must contain 
guarantees precluding ill-intentioned and unjustified actions against 
a state, party to the agreement. This is the inalienable and lawful 
right of each state, each government. Proposing that a collegial 
executive body of representatives of the three groups of states be in
stituted, the Soviet Union proceeds from the desire to guarantee to 
the states the implementation of precisely this right.

Objecting to the Soviet proposal on the composition of the Admin
istrative Council, the representatives of the United States and the 
United Kingdom at the Geneva conference alleged that it is tanta
mount to establishing a right of “veto” with regard to inspections. 
But such allegations cannot be assessed otherwise than as a continua
tion of the old line of distorting the position of the USSR on control 
questions.

One might recall in this context that the Soviet Government, as 
early as May 1959, explaining its proposal on the establishment of 
quotas of inspections, emphasized that on-the-spot inspections within 
the limit of the agreed quotas must be effected at the request of the
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side interested in the inspection without any voting in the Control 
Commission or any other agency.^

All that is needed are objective readings of instruments at control 
posts indicating that a phenomenon took place in some part of the 
given country which might be suspected as a nuclear explosion. I f  
there is such objective reading, the Soviet proposal envisages that 
neither the Control Commission nor any other body of the control 
organization can interfere with the satisfaction of the demand of the 
side for an inspection. Hence no obstacles to inspection, to which 
the United States representatives refer when speaking of the so-called 
veto, can be created by the Administrative Council.

Of course there are other questions too, and many of them are bound 
to arise in the course of carrying out the treaty on the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests, on wliich the executive agency will have to 
take decisions. A situation cannot be tolerated in which imilateral 
decisions would be taken and conditions for arbitrariness created. 
The danger of arbitrariness is multiplied if there is a single adminis
trator. The possibility of arbitrariness and unilateral decision is 
fully precluded if the structure of the executive agency proposed by 
the Soviet Government is adopted. I t follows that the question of 
the veto is artificially conceived.

The Soviet Government is convinced that adoption of the Soviet 
Union’s proposal on the composition of the Administrative Council 
would remove one of the big obstacles to agreement on the treaty.

There is still another question on which there are differences. There 
is the question of the size of the quota of inspections. The Soviet 
Government hopes that the Government of the United States will also 
adopt a realistic approach to the question of the number of on-the-spot 
inspections. Our proposal on three inspections a year each on the 
territory of the USSE, the United States and the United Kingdom 
provides quite adequate guarantees against violations of the treaty on 
the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.^ The demand for an excessive 
number of inspections, on which the United States and the United 
Kingdom insist, cannot but suggest the idea that in this case by no 
means is concern shown for the establishment of effective control.

Assessing the position of states on questions of inspection, one can
not, of course, disregard the circumstance that while there are military 
alignments of states in the world, inspections can be used for intelli
gence purposes. Such is the position with regard to the talks on the 
cessation of nuclear tests.

We have set forth with utmost frankness our considerations on the 
ways of overcoming the difficulties that have arisen. Our approach

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1409-1411. 
^IMd„ I960, pp. 178-179.
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provides a sound fomidatioii for the conclusion in the near future of 
a treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

At the same time, objectively assessing the situation obtaining 
around the problem of banning nuclear tests, one should evidently 
acknowledge the fact that the parties to the Geneva talks, it seems  ̂
now j&nd it difficult to agree on the cessation of nuclear tests.

Would it then not be better for our countries to take up the main, 
cardinal question— t̂he question of general and complete disarmament ? 
In  this context we welcome President Kennedy’s statement in his 
latest message to Congress  ̂to the effect that the conclusion of a treaty 
on an effective ban on nuclear tests would be the first major step 
toward disarmament. Indeed let us solve both problems in their 
interdependence; then the main obstacle which the Western Powers 
now see in the Soviet proposal for setting up a three-member admin
istrative council will be eliminated.

Radio-Television Address by President Kennedy 
on the Vienna Meeting, June 6, 1961

Good evening, my fellow citizens. I  returned this morning from 
a week-long trip to Europe, and I  want to report to you on that 
trip in full. I t  was in every sense an unforgettable experience. The 
people of Paris, of Vienna, of London, were generous in their greeting. 
They were heart-warming in their hospitality, and their graciousness 
to my wife is particularly appreciated.

We knew, of course, that the crowds and the shouts were meant 
in large measure for the country that we represented, which is 
regarded as the chief defender of freedomi. Equally memorable 
was the pageantry of European history and their culture that is 
very much a part of any ceremonial reception—to lay a wreath at 
the Arc de Triomphe, to dine at Versailles, at Schoenbrunn Palace, 
and with the Queen of England. These are the colorful memories 
that will remain with us for many years to come. Each of the three 
cities that we visited—Paris, Vienna, and London— ĥas existed for 
many centuries, and each serves as a reminder that the Western 
civilization that we seek to preserve has flowered over many years 
and has defended itself over many centuries.

But this was not a ceremonial trip. Two aims of American foreign 
policy, above all others, were the reason for the tr ip : the unity of the 
free world, whose strength is the security of us all, and the eventual

' Ante, p. 151.
^Department of State Bulletin, June 26,1961, pp. 991-995.
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achievement of a lasting peace. My trip was devoted to the advance
ment of these two aims.

To strengthen the miity of the West, our journey opened in Paris 
and closed in London. My talks with General de Gaulle were pro
foundly encouraging to me. Certain differences in our attitudes 
on one or another problem became insignificant in view of our 
common commitment to defend freedom. Our alliance, I  believe, 
became more secure, the friendsliip of our Nation, I  hope, with 
theirs became firmer, and the relations between the two of us who 
bear responsibility became closer and I  hope were marked by 
confidence.

I  found General de Gaulle far more interested in our frankly 
stating our position, whether or not it was his own, than in appearing 
to agree with him when we do not. But he knows full well the true 
meaning of an alliance. He is, after all, the only major leader 
of World War I I  who still occupies a position of great responsibility. 
His life has been one of unusual dedication. He is a man of extraor
dinary personal character, symbolizing the new strength and the his
toric grandeur of France. Throughout our discussions he took the 
long view of France and the world at large. I  found him a wise coun
selor for the future and an informative guide to the history that he has 
helped to make. Thus we had a valuable meeting.

I  believe that certain doubts and suspicions that might have come 
up in a long time were removed on both sides. Problems which 
proved to be not of substance but of wording or procedure were 
cleared away. No question, however sensitive, was avoided. No area 
of interest was ignored, and the conclusions that we reached will be 
important for the future—in our agreement on defending Berlin, on 
working to improve the defenses of Europe, to aiding the economic 
and political independence of the underdeveloped world, including 
Latin America, on spurring European economic unity, on concluding 
successfully the conference on Laos, and on closer consultations and 
solidarity in the Western alliance.

General de Gaulle could not have been more cordial, and I  could 
not have more confidence in any man. In  addition to his individual 
strength of character, the French people as a whole showed vitality 
and energy which were both impressive and gratifying. Their re
covery from the postwar period is dramatic, their productivity is in
creasing, and they are steadily building their stature in both Europe 
and Africa; and thus I  left Paris for Vienna with increased confidence 
in Western unity and strength.

The people of Vienna know what it is to live under occupation, and 
they know what it is to live in freedom. Their welcome to me as 
President of this country should be heart-warming to us all. I  went to 
Vienna to meet the leader of the Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev.
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For 2 days we met in sober, intensive conversation, and I  believe it 
is my obligation to the people, to the Congress, and to our allies to 
report on those conversations candidly and publicly.

I m p o r t a n c e  o f  F a c e -t o - F a c e  M e e t in g  W i t h  M r . EIh r u s h c h e v

Mr. Khrushchev and I  had a very full and frank exchange of views 
on the major issues that now divide our two countries. I  will tell you 
now that it was a very somber 2 days. There was no discourtesy, no 
loss of tempers, no threats or ultimatums by either side. No advan
tage or concession was either gained or given; no major decision was 
either planned or taken; no spectacular progress was either achieved 
or pretended.

This kind of informal exchange may not be as exciting as a full- 
fledged summit meeting with a fixed agenda and a large corps of 
advisers, where negotiations are attempted and new agreements 
sought; but this was not intended to be and was not such a meeting, 
nor did we plan any future summit meetings at Vienna.

But I  found this meeting with Chairman Khrushchev, as somber as 
it was, to be immensely useful. I  had read his speeches and his pub
lished policies. I  had been advised on his views. I  had been told by 
other leaders of the West, General de Gaulle, Chancellor Adenauer, 
Prime Minister Macmillan, what manner of man he was. But I  bear 
the responsibility of the Presidency of the United States, and it is my 
duty to make decisions that no adviser and no ally can make for me. 
I t  is my obligation and responsibility to see that these decisions are as 
informed as possible, that they are based on as much direct, firsthand 
knowledge as possible.

I  therefore thought it was of immense importance that I  know Mr. 
Khrushchev, that I  gain as much insight and understanding as I  could 
on his present and future policies. At the same time, I  wanted to 
make certain Mr. Khrushchev knew this country and its policies, that 
he understood our strength and our determination, and that he knew 
that we desired peace with all nations of every kind.

I  wanted to present our views to him directly, precisely, realistically, 
and with an opportunity for discussion and clarification. This was 
done. No new aims were stated in private that have not been stated 
in public on either side. The gap between us was not, in such a short 
period, materially reduced, but at least the channels of communica
tion were opened more fully, at least the chances of a dangerous mis- 
judgment on either side should now be less, and at least the men on 
whose decisions the peace in part depends have agreed to remain in 
contact.

S h a r p  C o n t r a s t  i n  F r e e -W orld  a n d  C o m m u n i s t  V ie w s

This is important, for neither of us tried to merely please the other, 
to agree merely to be agreeable, to say what the other wanted to hear.
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And, just as our judicial system relies on witnesses appearing in court 
and on cross-examination instead of hearsay testimony or affidavits 
on paper, so, too, was this direct give-and-take of immeasurable value 
in making clear and precise what we considered to be vital, for the 
facts of the matter are that the Soviets and ourselves give wholly 
different meanings to the same words—“war,” “peace,” “democracy, 
and “popular will.” We have wholly different views of right and 
wrong, of what is an internal affair and what is aggression, and, 
above all, we have wholly different concepts of where the world is 
and where it is going.

Only by such a discussion was it possible for me to be sure that 
Mr. Khrushchev knew how differently we view the present and the 
future. Our views contrasted sharply, but at least we knew better 
at the end where we both stood. Neither of us was there to dictate 
a settlement or convert the other to a cause or to concede our basic inter
ests. But both of us were there, I think, because we realized that each 
nation has the power to inflict enormous damage upon the other, that 
such a war could and should be avoided if at all possible since it would 
settle no dispute and prove no doctrine, and that care should thus 
be taken to prevent our conflicting interests from so directly confront
ing each other that war necessarily ensued.

We believe in a system of national freedom and independence. He 
believes in an expanding and dynamic concept of world communism, 
and the question was whether these two systems can ever hope to 
live in peace without permitting any loss of security or any denial 
of freedom of our friends. However difficult it may seem to answer 
this question in the affirmative as we approach so many harsh tests,. 
I  think we owe it to all mankind to make every possible effort.

That is why I  considered the Vienna talks useful. The somber 
mood that they conveyed was not cause for elation or relaxation, 
nor was it cause for undue pessimism or fear. I t  simply demonstrated 
how much work we in the free world have to do and how long and 
hard a struggle must be our fate as Americans in this generation 
as the chief defenders of the cause of liberty.

The one area which afforded some immediate prospect of accord 
was Laos. Both sides recognized the need to reduce the dangers in 
that situation. Both sides endorsed the concept of a neutral and 
independent Laos, much in the manner of Burma or Cambodia.^ Of 
critical importance to the current conference on Laos in Geneva, both

 ̂A joint commiiniqu^ of June 4,1901, stated: “The President and the Chairman 
reaffirmed their support of a neutral and independent Laos under a government 
chosen by the Laotians themselves, and of international agreements for insuring 
that neutrality and independence, and in this connection they have recognized 
the importance of an effective cease-fire” {Department of 8tate Bulletin, June 
26, 1961, p. 9^9).
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sides recognized the importance of an effective cease-fire. I t  is urgent 
that this be translated into new attitudes at Geneva, enabling the Inter
national Control Commission to do its duty, to make certain that 
a cease-fire 4s enforced and maintained. I  am hopeful that progress 
can be made on this matter in the coming days at Geneva, for that 
would greatly improve international atmospheres.

No such hope emerged, however, with respect to the other dead
locked Geneva conference, seeking a treaty to ban nuclear tests. Mr. 
Khrushchev made it clear that there could not be a neutral admin
istrator, in his opinion, because no one was truly neutral; that a Soviet 
veto would have to apply to acts of enforcement; that inspection was 
only a subterfuge for espionage, in the absence of total disarmament; 
and that the present test-ban negotiations appeared futile. In short, 
our hopes for an end to nuclear tests, for an end to the spread of 
nuclear weapons, and for some slowing down of the arms race have 
been struck a serious blow. Nevertheless, the stakes are too important 
for us to abandon the draft treaty we have offered at Geneva.^

But our most somber talks were on the subject of Germany and 
Berlin. I  made it clear to Mr. Khrushchev that the security of West
ern Europe and therefore our own security are deeply involved in our 
presence and our access rights to West Berlin, that those rights are 
based on law and not on sufferance, and that we are determined to 
maintain those rights at any risk and thus meet our obligation to 
the people of West Berlin and their right to choose their own future. 
Mr. Khrushchev, in turn, presented his views in detail, and his presen
tation will be the subject of further communications.  ̂ But we are 
not seeking to change the present situation. A binding German 
peace treaty is a matter for all who were at war with Germany, and 
we and our allies cannot abandon our obligations to the people of 
West Berlin.

C om m unist T heory of “W ars op L iberation”

Generally, Mr. IQirushchev did not talk in terms of war. He 
believes the world will move his way without resort to force. He 
spoke of his nation’s achievements in space. He stressed his intention 
to outdo us in industrial production, to outtrade us, to prove to the 
world the superiority of his system over ours. Most of all, he pre
dicted the triumph of communism in the new and less developed 
countries. He was certain that the tide there was moving his way, 
that the revolution of rising peoples would eventually be a Communist 
revolution, and that the so-called “wars of liberation,” supported by

 ̂Ante, pp. 82-126.
* For Premier Khrushchev’s views, see Soviet aide-memoire of June 4, 1961 

{Documents on Oermany, [S. Com. pirint, 87th Cong., 1st sess.], pp.
642-64^). The U.S. reply, dated July 17, is printed i6M., pp. 681-687.
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the Kremlin, would replace the old methods of direct aggression and 
invasion.

In the 1940’s and early fifties, the great danger was from Communist 
urmies marching across free borders, which we saw in Korea, Our 
nuclear monopoly helped to prevent this in other areas. Now we face 
a new and different threat. We no longer have a nuclear monopoly. 
Their missiles, they believe, will hold off our missiles, and their troops 
can match our troops should we intervene in these so-called “wars of 
liberation.” Thus the local conflict they support can turn in their 
favor through guerrillas or insurgents or subversion. A small group 
of disciplined Communists could exploit discontent and misery in a 
country where the average income may be $60 or $70 a year and seize 
control, therefore, of an entire country without Communist troops 
ever crossing any international frontier. This is the Communist 
theory.

But I  believe just as strongly that time will prove it wrong, that 
liberty and independence and self-determination, not communism, is 
the future of man, and that free men have the will and the resources 
to win the struggle for freedom. But it is clear that this struggle in 
this area of the new and poorer nations will be a continuing crisis of 
this decade.

Mr. Klirushchev made one point which I  wish to pass on. He said 
there are many disorders throughout the world and he should not be 
blamed for them all. He is quite right. I t  is easy to dismiss as 
Communist-inspired every antigovernment or anti-American riot, 
every overthrow of a corrupt regime, or every mass protest against 
misery and despair. These are not all Communist-inspired. The 
Communists move in to exploit them, to infiltrate their leadership, to 
ride their crest to victory. But the Communists did not create the 
conditions which caused them.

In short, the hopes for freedom in these areas which see so much 
poverty and illiteracy, so many children who are sick, so many children 
who die in the first year, so many families without homes, so many 
families without hope— t̂he future for freedom in these areas rests 
with the local people and their governments. I f  they have the will 
to determine their own future, if their governments have the support 
of their own people, if their honest and progressive measures helping 
their people have inspired confidence and zeal, then no guerrilla or 
insurgent action can succeed. But where those conditions do not 
exist, a military guarantee against external attack from across a 
border offers little protection against internal decay.

R e s p o n s ib il it ie s  o r  t h e  F r e e  W orld

Yet all this does not mean that our Nation and the West and the free 
world can only sit by. On the contrary, we have a historic oppor
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tunity to help these countries build their societies until they are so 
strong and broadly based that only an outside invasion could topple 
them; and that threat, we know, can be stopped.

We can train and equip their forces to resist Communist-supplied 
insurrections. We can help develop the industrial and agricultural 
base on which new living standards can be built. We can encourage 
better administration and better education and better tax and land 
distribution and a better life for the people.

All this and more we can do because we have the talent and the 
resources to do it, if we will only use and share them. I  know that 
there is a great deal of feeling in the United States that we have 
carried the burden of economic assistance long enough, but these 
countries that we are now supporting, stretching all the way along 
from the top of Europe through the Middle East, down through 
Saigon, are now subject to great efforts internally in many of them to 
seize control.

I f  we are not prepared to assist them in making a better life for 
their people, then I  believe that the prospects for freedom in those 
areas are uncertain. We must, I  believe, assist them if we are de
termined to meet with commitments of assistance our words against 
the Communist advance. The burden is heavy, and we have carried 
it for many years. But I  believe that this % ht is not over. This 
battle goes on, and we have to play our part in it. And therefore I  
hope again that we will assist these people so that they can remain 
free.

I t  was jStting that Congress opened its hearings on our new foreign 
military and economic aid programs in Washington at the very time 
that Mr. Khrushchev’s words in Vienna were demonstrating as noth
ing else could the need for that very program. I t  should be well run 
and effectively administered, but I  believe we must do it, and I  hope 
that you, the American people, will support it again because I  think 
it is vitally important to the security of these areas. There is no use 
talking against the Communist advance unless we are willing to meet 
our responsibilities, however burdensome they may be.

I  do not justify this aid merely on the grounds of anticommunism. 
I t  is a recognition of our opportunity and obligation to help these 
people be free, and we are not alone. I  found that the people of 
France, for example, were doing far more in Africa in the way of 
aiding independent nations than our own country was. But I  know 
that foreign aid is a burden that is keenly felt, and I  can only say 
that we have no more crucial obligation now.

My stay in England was short, but the visit gave me a chance to 
confer privately again with Prime Minister Macmillan, just as others 
of our party in Vienna were conferring yesterday with General de 
Gaulle and Chancellor Adenauer. We all agreed that there is work
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to be done in the West, and from our conversations have come agreed 
steps to get on with that work. Our day in London, capped by a 
meeting with Queen Elizabeth and Prince Philip, was a strong re
minder at the end of a long journey that the West remains united in 
its determination to hold its standards.

May I conclude by saying simply that I  am glad to be home. We 
have on this trip admired splendid places and seen stirring sights, but 
we are glad to be home. No demonstration of support abroad could 
mean so much as the support which you, the American people, have 
so generously given to our country. With that support I  am not 
fearful of the future. We must be patient. We must be courageous. 
We must accept both risks and burdens, but with the will and the 
work freedom will prevail. Good night, and thank you very much.

Radio-Television Address by Premier Khrushchev on the 
Vienna Meeting (Extracts}, June 15, 1961 ^

Dear comrades, friends: As you know, I  returned recently from 
Vienna, where in the course of two days I  conferred and talked with 
the U.S. President, John Kennedy. In our press, as in the press 
throughout the world, much material was published on this matter. 
Many of you are already acquainted with the memorandums which 
were handed to President Kennedy in Vienna. They are a note about 
the discontinuance of the testing of atomic and hydrogen weapons,  ̂
and a note on the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany and the 
settlement, on this basis, of the question of West Berlin.^ Obviously 
many of you have read President Kennedy’s radio and TV speech, 
which was published in full in our newspapers.^ Therefore, the Soviet 
public is well informed of the point of view expounded by the U.S. 
President in his assessment of our meeting. Today I  want to express 
some thoughts and impart my considerations about our meeting and 
talks with President Kennedy in Vienna.

On our way to Vienna for our meeting with the U.S. President, we 
naturally thought first of all about how this meeting would reflect 
not only upon relations between our two countries but on the rela
tions between the countries of the socialist world and the capitalist

* Moscow radio broadcast, June 15, 1961.
* Ante, pp. 162-166.
^Documents on Germany, 1944-1961 (S. Com. print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 

642-645.
* Supra,
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countries. We consider such meetings essential because under modern 
conditions questions which are not capable of solution by normal dip
lomatic methods urgently demand a meeting of heads of governments.

Such meetings are essential, of course, on the condition that these 
heads of governments are striving to insure peace between states. For 
our part, we are doing everything in our power to lessen international 
tension and to solve the basic questions in relations between states.

Before dealing with the concrete questions which were discussed 
during our talks with the U.S. President, I  should like to express 
my sincere gratitude to the Federal president of Austria, Mr. Schaerf; 
to the Federal chancellor, Mr. Gorbach; and to the vice chancellor, 
Mr. Pitterman, for what they did to see that the Vienna meeting might 
take place under the most favorable conditions for both countries. 
We are grateful to the citizens of beautiful Vienna for their kind and 
cordial attitude toward us, representatives of the Soviet Union.

Now, dear comrades, allow me to expound our point of view on the 
questions which were discussed between President Kennedy and my
self.

I  would like to express some considerations about how, in our 
opinion, one can best solve all the controversial or unsolved problems 
in the relations between states which have become ripe—one can even 
say overripe—and urgently call for solution.

One such cardinal question is that of general and complete disar
mament. I t is well known that the Soviet Union has been persistently 
and consistently working to solve the question of disarmament. The 
Soviet state has been raising it before the world for decades. I  recall 
that as far back as 1922, at a Genoa conference, the Soviet Union, on 
the initiative of the great Lenin, proposed general and complete 
disarmament.^ In  1927 we raised this question at the League of 
Nations.^ At that time it was impossible to achieve the solution of this

^Foreign Commissar Chicherin informed the Grenoa Conference on Apr. 10, 
1922, that the Russian dejegation intended to “propose the general limitation of 
armaments, and to support every proposal designed to lighten the burden of 
militarism, on condition that this limitation is applied to all countries, and that 
the rules of war are supplemented by the absolute prohibition of its most bar
barous forms, such as poison gas, aerial warfare, etc. and in particular the use 
of means of destruction against peaceful populations. It follows that Russia is 
equaUy ready to limit its own armaments, on condition of full and unconditional 
reciprocity, and on condition that the necessary guarantees are provided against 
any sort of attack and against interference in its domestic affairs.” He also pro
posed a world peace congress in which “workers  ̂ organizations” would take 
part (Jane Degras, ed., Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy [London, 1951], 
vol. I, pp. 298-301). The Genoa Conference was called to discuss European 
economic problems, and the disarmament question was not placed on the agenda.

® See Louis Fischer, The Soviets in World AffaArs: A History of the Relations 
Between the Soviet Union and the Rest of the Worlds 191'7-1929 (New York, 
1960), pp. 54^551.
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problem, and the imperialists subsequently imleashed a world war.
Since World War II , which brought such untold sorrow and misery 

to the peoples, we have doubled our efforts to achieve the speediest 
solution of the disarmament problem. In  the United Nations and 
outside it we are using every opportunity to achieve a positive solution 
to the disarmament problem and to avert the threat of a new world 
war.

The Soviet Union took part in the work of the U.N. Atomic En- 
ergy Commission, which was instructed to work out an agreement on 
the banning of nuclear weapons. We also conducted negotiations 
within the commission on conventional armaments. Starting with 
1950, when a joint disarmament commission was formed, the Soviet 
Union took active part in its work. For four years in London and 
New York our representatives sat in the subcommittee of that com
mission. Many proposals were advanced, many speeches were heard; 
but the solution of the disarmament problem has not advanced a 
single step.

Last year the 10-nation committee on disarmament met in Geneva. 
This time its composition differed from the bodies that preceded it. 
I t  consisted of representatives of five socialist and five Western powers. 
But the unwillingness of the Western powers to accept disarmament 
also led to the failure of this committe to achieve any positive results. 
I t  is said that if all the paper used in the committees and subcom
mittees on disarmament were thrown into Lake Geneva the lake would 
overflow. A lot of paper has been wasted but no practical solution to 
the disarmament problem has been achieved.

The question arises, why did all these committees and subcommittees 
fail to achieve successes in their work ? This was because the Western 
powers were clearly not ready for serious negotiations, did not want— 
and, to put it frankly, still do not want—disarmament. I t  is under
standable that no government can openly adopt this sort of attitude 
in the face of the peoples; the Western powers are afraid to declare 
outright and honestly to the public that they do not want businesslike 
negotiations with the Soviet Union on the problem of disarmament. 
The capitalist monopolies are making profits from the arms race and 
are interested in its prolongation. But to cover up all this they 
obviously need at least a pretense of negotiations. Hence they have 
chosen the diplomatic approach: without refusing to directly take part 
in negotiations, they at the same time will not agree to accept con
crete proposals on disarmament. They are dragging their feet, as the 
saying goes. A complete system has been worked out to prevent the 
attainment of the goal, to make sure that the problem of disarmament 
ends in an impasse.

The proposals for complete and general disarmament which were 
submitted by myself on behalf of the Soviet Government for examina-
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tion by the U.N. General Assembly ̂  provide a good basis for solving 
the problem of disarmament. These proposals of ours, if accepted, 
would relieve the peoples of the heavy burden of the arms race and 
the threat of a nuclear rocket war of extermination forever.

We have declared, and I  categorically repeat this now: I f  the 
Western powers will agree to complete and general disarmament, the 
Soviet Union is ready to accept any system of control which they 
would like to put forward. Despite this, the Western powers allege 
that the Soviet Union’s stand on the question of control is an obstacle 
to an agreement on disarmament, that they cannot come to an agree
ment with us on these questions.

I  repeat once more: the Soviet Union is for strict and effective inter
national control. We are ready to accept your proposals on control, 
Mr. President of the United States, provided you accept our proposals 
on complete and general disarmament. Then there will be no dead
lock in the negotiations on disarmament.

We want honest disarmament. We want to secure equal conditions 
for all states during disarmament, so that no one can ever take ad
vantage of disarmament to obtain advantages to the detriment of the 
security of other countries.

Our proposals provide for strict control on each stage of implemen
tation of the disarmament agreement. We consider that if complete 
disarmament is implemented, then the most thorough control will be 
needed. The control organs should have access everywhere without 
any so-called veto, without any prohibition, without any restrictions. 
There should be access at any time and at any place, and we are ready 
to provide this for the control organs. Only on the condition of com
plete and general disarmament under the strictest control is it possible 
to achieve confidence and create the necessary conditions for peaceful 
coexistence of states when no country or group of countries could 
secretly arm to attack other countries.

This is our general point of view. What clearer statement can one 
make to the Western representatives to stop repeating that the Soviet 
Union will not accept controls ? All these fabrications about how the 
Soviet Union allegedly does not want control shows only one thing: 
how freely the people are deceived in the so-called free world. But our 
world, the world of the socialist countries, is excellently informed and 
knows that we stand for effective control. But in the free world, with 
its free flow of information, society can be freely deceived and ob
viously false assertions repeated to lead the people astray.

On 19 June talks are to begin in Washington between the Soviet 
Union and the United States on the question of disarmament. One

 ̂Documents on Disarmamentj 1960  ̂pp. 241-248.
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hopes that this time we shall finally meet with a constructive approach 
from the United States.

Now I  would like to talk about another question on which I  ex
changed opinions with President Kennedy: that of the banning of 
nuclear weapon tests.

We have been holding talks in Geneva for nearly three years with 
the United States and Britain on this question. At the very begin
ning of the talks, we introduced a draft treaty for consideration by the 
Western powers.  ̂ Although this treaty answers the interests of all 
those taking part in the talks, and that in the course of the talks 
we have met the Western powers halfway on a number of their wishes, 
the talks have not produced any concrete results. Now new difficulties 
have arisen. The Western powers are resolutely refusing to accept 
our proposals on the forms of control.

What is the essence of our proposals? Allow me to give a concrete 
summary of them.

In the beginning we considered it possible to agree with the Western 
powers’ proposal that the executive body of the control system of the 
test ban be headed by one man, appointed by agreement of the sides. 
The events in the Congo, however, have made us cautious; they taught 
us sense, as the saying goes. The Government of the Congo asked 
the United Nations for help in the struggle against Belgian coloni
alists who were seeking to restore their colonial domination over that 
country. In  this connection the Security Council and General 
Assembly adopted a number of good decisions. But what happened 
after that? Mr. Hammarskjold, who claims to be a neutral person, 
taking advantage of his position as U.N. Secretary-General, inter
preted and put into practice these decisions of the Security Council 
and General Assembly to suit the colonialists. Was this not proved by 
the base murder of Premier Patrice Lumumba— ĥead of the same gov
ernment which had asked for the help of the U.N. armed forces against 
the outrages of the colonialists ? The tragedy of the Congolese people 
has clearly shown the consequences which may result from the arbi
trariness of the U.N. executive body in the person of a single secretary 
general. Everything must be done to prevent a repetition of such 
actions. This is demanded by the interests of the peoples and the 
interests of the preservation of peace.

I t  is precisely for this reason that the Soviet Government has ar
rived at the firm conviction that control over the observance of a 
nuclear weapons test ban treaty must be implemented with the partic
ipation of representatives of the three existing groups of states—

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontirmcmce of 'Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 313-314.

629270—62------ 13
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the socialist countries, the member countries of Western military 
alliances, and nations following a neutral policy—and at that, the 
representatives of these three groups of states may adopt only agreed 
decisions.^

The Soviet Union has never demanded, nor does it demand, any 
exceptional status for itself. We do not seek to dominate the control 
commission, but neither shall we allow anyone to dominate us. We 
demand for ourselves precisely the same rights as the other parties to 
the treaty will have. We want to insure that there are no abuses on 
the part of the control organization.

What do the Western powers want? They want to impose a 
‘‘neutral” person of some kind on us as the sole interpreter and exec
utor of the treaty. In other words, they want to foist a new Ham- 
marskjold off on us in this post, one that would supervise control 
over all our territory. Frankly speaking, they want such a man to 
allow them to conduct espionage within our territory in the interests of 
the West. To this, of course, we cannot agree; and will never agree 
because this concerns the security of our country.

I t  is clear to everyone, of course, that the ending of nuclear weapons 
tests alone will not be enough to prevent a nuclear missile war. We 
can ban nuclear weapon tests, but the existing stocks will remain, the 
production of these arms may continue, and, consequently, their 
stockpiling will go on. Thus, the danger of a nuclear missile war 
will keep mounting. I t  is quite obvious that the ending of nuclear 
weapons tests alone will not act as some sort of a dam to bar the way 
to the arms race. [Here Premier Khrushchev paused and asked for 
a drink, saying: “I  must have a drink; this is a good drink”—^Ed.]

Judging by everything, it is difficult to reach agreement on the 
ending of nuclear weapon tests at the Geneva talks due to the position 
taken by the Western powers. The main thing at present is to solve 
the question of complete and general disarmament without delay. We 
told the U.S. President: Let us jointly solve both problems— t̂he 
problem of tests and the problem of complete and general disarma
ment. Then it will be easier to reach agreement on the setting up of 
an executive control body. Under conditions of complete and general 
disarmament, the question of international security will appear in a 
new light: there will be no armies and no danger of one state attacking 
another. Under these conditions the Soviet Government will be 
ready to accept the Western powers control proposals. We shall agree 
to the provision of a control system without restrictions by any side, 
including the country in whose territory it is carried out. This will 
remove any danger of control being used for spying against a state. 
This is perfectly logical, because if there are no armies and no arms

 ̂See ibid.f pp. 121-122.
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race nations will have no military secrets; and then the Western 
representatives will be able to enter any door, any plant, or institute 
in our country just as our representatives will in their countries.

In  evaluating the possibilities of an agreement to end nuclear weap
ons tests under conditions of no agreement on complete and general 
disarmament, it is impossible to ignore another important factor: at 
the time when negotiations to end nuclear tests are going on between 
the three powers— t̂he Soviet Union, the United States, and Britain— 
France is staging tests in defiance of the protests of world public 
opinion and governments and ignoring repeated decisions passed by 
the United Nations, decisions urging states to refrain from such tests.

Thus a peculiar situation exists: While we are seeking agreement 
with the Western powers in Geneva, an ally of these powers—Franco
is continuing its testing of nuclear arms, and declaring that the Geneva 
talks do not put it under any obligation. Consequently, France, a 
member of NATO, this aggressive military bloc which does not con
ceal that it is directed against the Soviet Union, can perfect nuclear 
weapons in the interests of its Western allies.

Moreover, we must reckon with the fact that France’s example may 
be followed by other countries when they have the appropriate scien
tific and technical prerequisites. Of course, we can understand the 
peculiar logic of the Western powers, which apparently do not have 
confidence in their allies in the military blocs and wish to insure their 
independence by relying on their own nuclear weapons. French Pres
ident de Gaulle says, for instance, that he wants to have his own 
nuclear arms to enable France to conduct an independent policy. 
But other countries ensnared in the Western blocs may state that 
they also do not want to place reliance on the nuclear test ban treaty 
if the states possessing nuclear weapons retain them after the sign
ing of such an agreement. They obviously can repeat the arguments 
now being used by France to justify the holding of tests, can strive 
to develop their own nuclear weapons and join the so-called nuclear 
club. Naturally this kind of logic is harmful to the cause of peace. 
I t can be used and already is being employed by those circles in the 
West which do not want to renounce nuclear weapons and are contin
uing to put their stake on these weapons of mass annihilation.

All this brings us to the conclusion that we must link the solution of 
the question of ending nuclear weapon tests with the problem of 
complete and general disarmament. In the prevailing conditions it 
seems no other way out can be found.

During the exchange of views with the U.S. President, we set forth 
in detail our viewpoint concerning the interdependent solution of the 
problem of complete and general disarmament and the ending of 
nuclear weapons tests. We should like the U.S. Government to
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understand our view correctly. This would help to find a basis for 
agreement.

The peoples expect the governments to expedite the solution to the 
question of complete and general disarmament in order to safeguard 
peace. This is why world opinion is demanding that the governments 
which show no interest in the solution of this problem stop sabotaging 
and dragging out the talks. I t is high time that the disarmament 
problem be led out of the labyrinth of empty talk where it has 
remained for so many years.

Permit me now to turn to the German question which occupied an 
important place in our talks with President Kennedy.

The Soviet Government has repeatedly stated its position on this 
question. The Western powers cannot complain that they are not 
familiar with our proposals. We have done and are doing everything 
to convince the Governments of Britain, the United States, France, 
and the other nations which took part with us in the war against 
Hitler Germany, that the absence of a peace treaty with Germany 
has created a deeply abnormal and dangerous situation in Europe.

I t  has always been recognized that peace treaties should be con
cluded at the end of wars between states. This has already become 
a custom and, if you wish, a standard of international law. Instances 
of this can also be found in international practice after the end of 
World War II. Peace treaties with Italy and the other states that 
fought on the side of Hitler Germany were signed more than 14 years 
ago.  ̂ The United States, Britain, and the other countries concluded 
a peace treaty with Japan in 1951.̂  But the governments of the same 
countries do not want to hear about the conclusion of a peace treaty 
with Germany.

Can such a situation continue in the future? The peoples of Eu
rope are vitally interested in the conclusion of a peace treaty with Ger
many. I t has been long awaited by the peoples of Poland, Czecho
slovakia, and all the other states bordering on Germany. This treaty 
is essential to both German states: the GDE and the German Federal 
Eepublic. The population of these countries live in the hope that a 
line will finally be drawn through World War I I  and the German 
people will maintain relations with neighboring nations on the basis 
of mutual confidence.

The question seems to be clear. A peace treaty with Germany is in
dispensable. Moreover, of course, there can be no question of any 
new changes of borders. We proceed from the premise that a peace

 ̂The texts of these treaties are printed in 61 Stat. 1245-2229 and in Treaties 
of Peace With Italy^ Bulgaria, Hungary, Roumania and Finland (Department 
of State publication 2743, 1947).

*For the text of the Japanese peace treaty, see American Foreign Policy, 
1950-1955: Basic Documents, pp. 425-439.
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treaty with Germany will fix what has already been established by 
the Potsdam agreement.^ The GDE Government has repeatedly 
stated that it recognizes as final the eastern border of Germany along 
the Oder-Neisse line, established by this agreement, and regards it as 
a boundary of peace between the German and Polish peoples. Indeed, 
the governments of the Western powers obviously also understand how 
senseless it would be to raise the question of revising Germany’s bound
aries now. Their representatives have often told us this during our 
conversations.

President de Gaulle, for instance, publicly stated that the German 
people “must not question the present frontiers in the west, east, north, 
and south.” 2 Even Chancellor Adenauer, this ‘̂ cold war” herald 
and specialist in stirring up passions among states, came out with a 
statement to the effect that the German Federal Eepublic is not striv
ing to alter the frontiers through war or the use of force.

Then why not sign a peace treaty if everyone clearly realizes that 
the present frontiers of Germany caimot be altered without war and, 
as the Western governments declare, they do not want war. A simple 
operation, it would seem—to consolidate what actually already exists 
and what has long been demanded by the peoples.

What is it then that is keeping the Western governments from this 
reasonable step? The reason obviously lies in the fact that certain 
people, while paying lip service to peace actually want to keep the 
smoldering coals of World War I I  alive so they can choose a suitable 
moment to fan the conflagration of a new war. For this purpose 
more and more new divisions are being formed in West Germany, and 
Chancellor Adenauer is demanding atomic weapons for his army.

What is the purpose of all this ? After all, neither a large army nor 
atomic weapons are needed to retain what West Germany possesses 
today. There are forces there which still covet what does not belong 
to them and cannot resign themselves to the existing borders. What 
would an attempt to change the frontiers at present mean ? I t would 
mean war, and a thermonuclear war at that.

This is why the position of the enemies of a peaceful settlement with 
Germany cannot fail to put the peoples on their guard. They have 
the right to say: I f  you are for peace, prove it by deeds—sign a peace 
treaty and pursue your policy in conformity with it.

In his talks with me. President Kennedy and, as a matter of fact, 
also other Western representatives referred to the fact that the West
ern powers have some sort of obligations to the residents of West 
Berlin, and that these obligations cannot be affected even by the con
clusion of a German peace treaty. I t  is natural to ask, however, what

 ̂Documents on Germany  ̂194^-1961, pp. 29-39.
* See New York Times, Mar. 26,1959, p. 8.
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these obligations they feel must be maintained are, since they all stem 
from the surrender of Hitler Germany and the temporary allied agree
ments and, consequently, can only be valid until a peace treaty is 
signed. Moreover, there are no special allied commitments with re
gard to West Berlin.

The allied obligations applied to the entire territory of Germany, 
and it was precisely these agreements that were grossly violated by 
the Western powers. They turned West Germany into a militarist 
state, founded a military bloc directed against us, and in this bloc 
Federal Germany plays a primary part. The generals who com
manded Hitler’s troops, who committed atrocities in the Soviet Union, 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Albania, Yugoslavia, France, Greece, Bel
gium, Norway, and other countries now hold commanding positions 
in NATO.

I t  has always been the case that after the signing of a peace treaty 
the conditions of capitulation lose force on the entire territory which 
the treaty covers, and throughout this territory the occupation terms 
are lifted. Consequently, West Berlin, which is situated on GDR 
territory, will, after the signing of the peace treaty, be free of all the 
conditions established as a result of the capitulation of Hitler’s Ger
many and the introduction of the occupation regime there.

I t  must be said that when the question of a peace treaty with Ger
many arises, and consequently the question of normalizing the situation 
in Wast Berlin, the representatives of the Western powers in many 
cases abandon legal grounds and begin to invoke questions of prestige. 
But these attempts fail to stand up to criticism.

More than two years ago we published our draft of a peace treaty 
with Germany.^ I t  contains nothing detrimental to the interests of 
our former allies, or, incidentally, to the Germans themselves. The 
Soviet Union, which suffered greater losses than all the rest of the 
allies in the anti-Hitler coalition together, proposes the conclusion of 
a peace treaty to normalize the situation in Europe, to normalize 
relations with both German states. But the United States, Britain, 
and France, together with the German Federal Republic, do not want 
to sign a peace treaty. They want to preserve an indefinite and dan
gerous situation. They are refusing to abolish the remnants of the last 
war through the conclusion of a peace treaty, and are insisting on 
keeping the occupation regime and their troops in West Berlin.

Every person of sound mind understands that the signing of a peace 
treaty is the way to improve relations between states. The refusal to 
sign a peace treaty and the perpetuation of the occupation regime in 
West Berlin are directed at continuing the cold war, and who can say

 ̂Documents on Germany, 1944-1961  ̂pp. 389-401.
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where the border line lies between a cold war and a war in the full 
sense of the word? Is it not clear that a cold war is a period of 
preparation and an accumulation of forces for war? I  am saying all 
this so everyone will understand the gravity of the danger incurred 
by any further delay in the conclusion of a German peace treaty.

When we suggest signing a peace treaty with Germany and turning 
West Berlin into a free city we are accused of wanting, allegedly, to 
deprive the Western powers of access to this city. But that is incorrect 
and groundless. The granting to West Berlin of the status of a free 
city would mean that all the countries of the world wishing to main
tain economic and cultural ties with this city would have the right and 
opportunity to freely exercise these ties. Of course, agreement would 
have to be reached with the country across whose territory the com
munications that link West Berlin with the outside world pass. This 
is normal. Otherwise the sovereignty of the state inside which West 
Berlin is situated would be jeopardized.

The governments of the Western powers claim that they have 
pledged to defend the freedom and well-being of the population of 
West Berlin. In the four-power agreements on Berlin, however, 
nothing is said of these obligations of the United States, Britain, and 
France. The idea of insuring freedom for the population of West 
Berlin can in itself arouse no objections from anybody. I t is pre
cisely the Soviet Union which is proposing that the political and 
social regime in West Berlin be the kind its population wants.

That means that no attempt would be made against the freedom of 
West Berlin, nor would there be any obstacles to access to the city. 
We repeated in the past and repeat again: A peace treaty will create 
all necessary conditions for insuring the liberty of the free city of 
West Berlin and its unhampered communication with the outside 
world. Naturally, in solving the question of access to West Berlin it 
is essential to abide by the generally accepted international norms; 
that is, to use the territory of the country tlirough which the roads of 
access pass only under agreement with its government.

Such a situation is recognized as normal by everyone. Therefore 
why should it be considered abnormal to ask the consent of the GDE 
to pass through its territory to West Berlin? After all, the groimd 
routes to West Berlin pass through its territory, the waterways also 
run through its territory, as do the air routes. Consequently, after 
the conclusion of a peace treaty, the countries wishing to maintain 
ties with West Berlin will have to reach agreement with the GDE 
on ways of access to West Berlin and communications with this city.

We are not suggesting anything unusual. I t  has been this way in 
relations between equal states for hundreds of years, perhaps even 
many hundreds of years. We did not invent this, it not only exists 
de facto but also de jure, and has long been the general rule.
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When the Soviet Government suggests concluding a peace treaty and 
normalizing the situation in West Berlin on this basis, it only wants 
peace; it wants to remove from relations between states everything 
that gives rise to friction and could cause a dangerous conflict. I t is 
not the socialist countries but the Western powers which are throwing 
a challenge to the world when, contrary to commonsense, they declare 
they will not recognize the conclusion of a peace treaty and will seek 
to preserve the occupation regime in West Berlin, which they—if you 
please—conquered. That is not a policy of peace, that is trampling 
on the most elementary norms in relations between states: it is a desire 
to preserve a st^te of extreme tension in international relations, and 
moreover, it is a threat of war.

The Soviet Union and our friends do not want war and we will not 
begin one. But we will defend our sovereignty, and fulfill our sacred 
duty to defend our freedom and independence. I f  any country violates 
the peace and crosses the borders—aground, air, or water—of another 
it will assume full responsibility for the consequences of the aggression 
and will receive a proper rebuff.

The lengths of folly to which persons blinded by their hatred for 
socialism can go is shown by the statement of the Canadian-American 
interparliamentary group published a few days ago.  ̂ These parlia
mentarians are howling like hyenas and threatening nuclear war. 
They have not seen war on their territory. I  do not know whether 
they have personally taken part in a war or not, but it is absolutely 
clear that they have no idea what a modern thermonuclear war is like 
if they are pushing their countries, and with them others into a con
flict. Any war now, even if it begins as a conventional, nonnuclear 
war, can develop into a devastating nuclear rocket war. The peoples 
should put straight] ackets on these madmen who are pushing toward 
war.

The peoples of Europe know what war is. We have had to take part 
in two world wars. Twenty years ago a war was forced on the Soviet 
people, the most bloody and difficult war in our history. The enemy 
reached the threshold of Moscow; he reached the Volga and occupied 
and devastated a considerable part of Soviet territory. But the Soviet 
Union withstood the drive of the enemy and won that war. We came 
to Berlin and punished those who unleashed the war.

We do not want another world war—we want peace. The Soviet 
people have achieved good mutual understanding with the Germans of 
the GDR. The best of relations have developed between the Soviet 
Union and the GDR. The conviction has grown that we should be 
friends, not enemies, and that this friendship is useful and advan
tageous to both peoples. The Soviet people wish to have good rela

 ̂See Congressional Record, Aug. 1,1961, pp. 13194r-13196.
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tions also with the Germans of West Germany. Our people want to 
be friends with the French. We fought together with them against 
Hitler’s Germany, and each of us has learned from his own experience 
what fascism means, what war means.

We want friendship with the British, the Americans, the Nor
wegians, and other peoples of the anti-Hitler coalition with whom we 
fought for peace on earth. We have no reason to quarrel with any 
people, we want to live in friendship and concord with all peoples.

To that end the Soviet Union is proposing to sign a peace treaty 
with Germany jointly with other countries. This peaceful step is 
called a threat and even an act of aggression! Such talk can only 
come from those who are seeking to slander or distort our intentions 
and to poison the minds of the peoples with lies.

We ask everyone to understand us correctly: the conclusion of a 
peace treaty with Germany cannot be postponed any longer, a peaceful 
settlement in Europe must be attained this year.

We call on all countries that fought against Germany to take part 
in the peace conference when agreement is reached on its convention. 
The question now is not whether to sign a peace treaty or not, but 
whether the peace treaty will be signed with the two existing German 
states—the GDE. and the German Federal Republic—or with only one 
of the German states; whether all countries that fought against 
Germany will participate in the peace settlement or only a part of 
them.

The governments of some countries have announced in advance that 
they will not take part in a peace conference. The Soviet Union will, 
of course, regret it if some countries evade the signing of a German 
peace treaty for we have always wanted and still want all countries 
of the anti-Hitler coalition to take part in the peaceful settlement of 
the German question. But even if certain countries refuse to take 
part in the negotiations on the conclusion of a peace treaty, this will 
not stop us, and together with the other countries which desire it, we 
shall sign a peace treaty with the two German states. Should the 
German Federal Republic not agree to sign a peace treaty, we shall 
sign it with the GDR alone, which has long declared its desire to 
conclude a peace treaty and has agreed to the formation on its territory 
of the free city of West Berlin.

There are some in the West who threaten us, saying that if we sign 
a peace treaty it will not be recognized and that even arms will be 
brought into play to prevent its implementation. Evidently they for
get that times are different now. I f  in the past the position of strength 
policy was useless against the Soviet Union, it is now more than ever 
doomed to failure. The Soviet Union is against the use of force in 
relations between states. We stand for the peaceful settlement of 
controversial questions between states. We are capable, however, of
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giving a proper rebuff to any use of force, and we have what is needed 
to defend our interests.

During the meeting in Vienna there was also an exchange of views 
on the situation in Laos and on a peaceful settlement of the Laotian 
question.

The communique says on this matter that the U.S. President and 
the Soviet Premier reaffirmed their support of a neutral and inde
pendent Laos under a government chosen by the Laotians themselves, 
and also of the international agreements for insuring this neutrality 
and independence; and in this connection they admitted the impor
tance of an effective cease-fire in Laos.^

• • • • • •  •

The American side does not hide now that the responsibility for the 
dangerous events in Laos lies with the previous U.S. administration 
and that its policy in that part of the world has not always been wise. 
In  March of this year, Mr. Kennedy stated that the government he 
heads will seek to create a neutral and independent Laos.^ As far 
as the Soviet Union is concerned, we have stood and stand today for 
Laos being an independent and neutral state and not a tool in the 
hands of military blocs so that no one should interfere in the domestic 
affairs of that country. Thus, before the meeting in Vienna there 
existed sufficient grounds to find a basis for agreement on a peaceful 
, settlement in Laos.

During the discussions with President Kennedy on the Laotian ques
tion it appeared that our approach was similar. I  declared that to 
settle this question it was essential to insure the formation of an inde
pendent and neutral Laos. At the same time it was necessary to dis
tinctly separate external problems from domestic ones. The domestic 
policy of Laos cannot and should not be determined either by the 
USSR, the United States, or other countries. If  any countries are to 
determine how Laos will live and what government it will have, then 
there will not be an independent, neutral Laos, but a Laos governed 
from outside. That is impermissible. The three political forces act
ing in Laos must themselves form a government which will uphold, the 
principles of independence and neutrality. The Soviet Union will 
welcome such a policy and will do everything in its power for it.

I  told President Kennedy all this, and it seemed to me that the 
President reacted with understanding to what I  told him. He declared 
that our two countries should influence the corresponding political 
groupings in Laos to achieve agreement on the formation of a single

 ̂Ante, p. 169, n,
* See President Kennedy’s statement of Mar. 23 {Department of State Bulletin^ 

Apr. 17,1961, pp. 543-544).
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government and its program on the basis of recognition of independ
ence and neutrality. We consider such an approach reasonable.

We are firmly convinced that no one should interfere in the domestic 
affairs of Laos, because the interference of any one side could be 
fraught with very dangerous consequences. I t is essential to approach 
the settlement of the Laotian problem carefully and cautiously and 
not allow anything which could complicate the possibility of a peace
ful settlement in Laos.

We shall continue our efforts to insure a peaceful settlement in Laos 
and we urge all the other states taking part in the talks in Geneva to 
do the same. We are proceeding from the concept that if one really 
wants peace and not war, then relations between states with different 
social systems must be built on the basis of peaceful coexistence.

I t emerged from our talks with President Kennedy that we inter
pret the peaceful coexistence of states differently. The President’s 
idea is to build up something like a dam against the peoples’ movement 
to establish social systems in their countries which the ruling circles 
of the Western powers deem unsuitable. I f  one takes such a view, 
then one must conclude agreements and assume obligations to control 
other states, to prevent any changes of existing systems there, even 
if the peoples rebel against these systems. Thus, if the peoples of a 
country want to change their social and political system, this cannot 
be permitted.

Naturally this concept is completely wrong and we, of course, cannot 
agree with it. I t  is in no one’s power to halt the peoj)les’ wish for 
freedom. All regimes which are built on the oppression and exploita
tion of peoples are unstable and cannot exist forever. No matter how 
cunningly the system of exploitation and oppression is built, the peo
ples will still win freedom and overthrow the oppressors.

The changing of the social and political life of society is an in
evitable process. I t does not depend on agreement between statesmen. 
If  anyone should display such folly and seek to get agreement on this 
question, he would thereby display his own worthlessness and lack of 
understanding of the events and the changes taking place in the world.

I t is impossible to erect an obstacle to the peoples’ movement for 
progress and a better life. This has been proved by the entire course 
of human development. In its time there was slavery; this was re
placed by feudalism, and in turn by capitalism. One system replaced 
another, because the new system was more progressive. One could 
cite tlie example of the United States itself which emerged in the 
struggle against the colonial yoke of Britain. The American people 
waged a bitter liberation struggle and won independence by force. 
In its time the United States considered such a course of events normal.
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Yet now when the peoples rise to struggle against reactionary re
gimes and their oppressors, the United States tries to interfere in 
the affairs of these countries to preserve the old regimes. The rep
resentatives of imperialist states want to find a way to prevent lib
eration ideas, the ideas of Marxism-Leninism, from spreading further. 
When the people of a capitalist or colonial country, displaying their 
discontent with the existing system, seek to change it and establish a 
new system corresponding to their interests, the governments of the 
imperialist countries immediately announce that it is communist 
scheming, the hand of Moscow, etc. They are not averse to using 
fabrications as a pretext for interfering in the domestic affairs of other 
countries.

The assistance of imperialist states to reactionary forces in other 
countries is fraught with great danger and could lead to great com
plications. The Soviet people and other freedom-loving peoples 
firmly stand for noninterference in the domestic affairs of any coun
try. This is an essential condition for insuring peace. Every people 
has the right to independence and free national existence, and no state 
should interfere in the internal affairs of other countries. A class 
struggle is underway in the capitalist countries. The peoples are 
fighting against their oppressors, against reactionary regimes. I t 
is impossible to regulate these processes by agreement. He who would 
seek to reach an agreement on this question would only show that 
he does not understand history and does not understand the laws of 
development of society.

We believe that the most important thing that the Western powers, 
and particularly the United States, should recognize is that socialism 
is now firmly established in the world and no one can change this 
fact. I t  is common knowledge that the ruling circles of the Western 
powers have in the past and still harbor plans for abolishing the 
socialist system. But these attempts failed in the past and will fail 
again. I t is essential to proceed from the fact that two social systems 
exist in the world and to build relations between the socialist and 
capitalist systems in such a way as to insure peaceful cooperation 
between them. This is the only sensible path to be taken in relations 
between states to safeguard peace. That is what I wanted to say, 
comrades, about our talks with the U.S. President. I  must point out 
that on the whole I  was pleased with these talks. If  you were to ask 
me if it was worthwhile to agree to this meeting and hold it, I would 
reply without hestitation: this meeting was worthwhile; moreover, it 
was necessary.

In our talks with the U.S. President, neither side evaded bringing 
up and discussing the most acute questions. I t can be said that we 
had frank talks. We listened attentively to the position of the U.S. 
Government and set out in detail the position of the Soviet Govern
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ment on a number of major international problems. That in itself 
is quite important. Of course, no one thought that we would reach 
complete agreement—after all, the paths followed by our two coun
tries are far too divergent to expect that. But I  have the impression 
that President Kennedy understands the great responsibility that 
lies with the governments of two such powerful states. I  should 
like to hope that the awareness of this responsibility will remain in 
the future so that outstanding international problems can be solved 
and that the rocks that bar the way to a stable peace and better rela
tions between the Soviet Union and the United States can be removed. 
At present, relations between our countries leave much to be desired,, 
and this situation is not the fault of the Soviet Union. But we would 
like to believe that there will come such a time when Soviet-American 
relations will improve, and this will favorably influence the entire 
international situation.

United States Note to the Soviet Union Regarding the 
Nuclear Test-Ban Negotiations, June 17, 1961 ^

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Eepublics and has the honor to state the following:

An international agreement for the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests is and will continue to be a prime objective of the United 
States Government. The United States and the United Kingdom 
have proposed a treaty that will achieve this goal.^ This proposed 
treaty is the result of almost three years of painstaking effort on the 
part of the United States and the United Kingdom to work out an 
effective agreement with the Soviet Union to which we hope other 
governments would promptly adhere. This agreement would point 
the way toward ending the arms race in safety and in trust; it would 
remove any hazards involved in testing. I t would restrict the number 
of countries producing nuclear weapons, thereby reducing the possi
bility of nuclear war.

During more than two years of negotiations, prior to their resump
tion on March 21, 1961, the areas of disagreement between the parties 
had apparently been substantially narrowed. In fact, it appeared

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuanee of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 542-548. The Soviet Union replied on July 5 
{post, pp. 227-237).

Ante, pp. 82-126.



190 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

that more progress had been made in this negotiation than in any 
other in the general field of disarmament. Each side had modified its 
position in response to the position of the other side. The United 
States, therefore, redoubled its eifforts to find common ground in the 
hope that this might lead to an agreement.

Beginning with the opening day of the resumed sessions on 
March 21, the United States and the United Kingdom delegations 
advanced a series of new proposals.^ Building upon the base estab
lished by the almost three years of arduous negotiation, the United 
States and the United Kingdom, in an effort to move toward the 
Soviet point of view, proposed: (1) to fix the number of on-site 
inspections in the Soviet Union, the United States, and the United 
Kingdom somewhere between 12 and 20, depending upon the annual 
incidence of suspicious seismic events; (2) to reduce the number of 
control posts on Soviet territory; (3) to establish a Control Commis
sion with equal representation for both sides; (4) to institute means 
for controlling nuclear tests in outer space; (5) to extend to three years 
the proposed moratorium on those weapons tests which the control 
system cannot presently detect and which, therefore, will be excluded 
from the treaty pending the outcome of a research program; and 
(6) to open up for internal and external inspection the nuclear devices 
to be used in research on test-detection or for peaceful engineering 
uses.

There was, unfortunately, no corresponding movement on the part 
of the Soviet Union to this narrowing of the differences between the 
parties, as might have been anticipated in view of the many Soviet 
statements as to the importance of arriving at a prompt agreement 
banning nuclear weapons tests. Instead, since the resumption of the 
test ban negotiations on March 21, 1961, the Soviet Union has with
drawn its agreement to a single impartial administrator of the con
trol system, and reiterated without change all of its other positions 
on outstanding issues.  ̂ I t  now argues that reaching agreement on a 
test ban should be subordinated to the solution of other disarmament 
problems in spite of the fact that it was the Soviet Union that had 
insisted on separating the two questions at the outset.

The Soviet proposals would prevent achievement of the objective 
of effective control. They would amount to adoption of the principle 
of self-inspection and would permit any country, if it wished, to evade 
the agreement with impunity. At the same time, the Soviet Union 
proposes, as an alternative to complete acceptance of its position, to 
choke off negotiations at Geneva, on which so much work has been

 ̂Ante, pp. 55-65. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 42-55.
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done, and to merge them into the general disarmament negotiations 
in which we would have to start all over again.

The positions taken by the Soviet delegation at Geneva and at 
Vienna and summarized in the Soviet aide-memoire of June 4, 1961,̂  
make it appear that the Soviet Union does not want an agreement 
banning nuclear weapons testing. Nothing in the statements of the 
Soviet Union explains such a major change in its position on a ques
tion of fundamental importance to the peoples of the world. In  this 
situation, the United States Government has an obligation to declare 
its position and to state clearly its disagreement with the Soviet 
aide-memoire.

The United States believes that a treaty prohibiting nuclear weapons 
tests, like other agreements in the field of disarmament, must contain 
effective provisions for control. I t  has sought to devise a treaty which 
will provide for such effective control and at the same time assure 
that no party to the treaty and no operator of the control system could 
hurt the interests of another party or abuse the authority granted by 
the treaty. Through long and patient negotiations the United States 
and the United Kingdom had worked out arrangements with the Soviet 
Union which delineated the requirements of such a control system and 
which had appeared to be acceptable to both sides.

The Soviet Union, in its aide-memoire of June 4, 1961, states that 
it too favors effective international control. But the Soviet proposals 
and the position taken in the Soviet aide-memoire negate the entire 
concept of effective international control. Moreover, by insisting on 
vesting control of the inspection system in an unworkable, three-headed 
administrative council, the Soviet Union has undone all that had been̂  
apparently successfully achieved during the long series of previous 
negotiations to reconcile the requirements of an effective system of 
inspection with the Soviet concern about security and secrecy. This 
proposal was a retrograde step from the position previously taken 
by the Soviet Government in favor of a single, impartial adminis
trator to be chosen by both sides, with his duties prescribed by the 
treaty.

The aide-memoire mentions that it is necessary only to have the 
testimony of objective readings of instruments for a party to demand 
that an inspection be made and that there is no way for the adminis
trative council to put obstacles in the way of inspection. The aide- 
memoire passes over the fact that there must be some authority within 
the control system to certify which seismic events, according to ob
jective criteria, are eligible for inspection, and to arrange, direct, and 
dispatch an inspection team. Under the proposed treaty the certifica
tion for inspection, and the dispatch of the inspection teams, would

' Ante  ̂pp. 162-166.
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be done by the Administrator. Under the Soviet proposal, any mem
ber of the Administrative Council could block the certification of the 
event as eligible for inspection by simply failing to agree that the 
criteria have been met. Any member could, in addition, obstruct or 
delay the dispatching of an on-site inspection team and hence render 
it ineffective. No matter what explanation is attempted, the fact re
mains that the Soviet proposal for a tripartite administrative council 
involves a built-in veto over the operation of the control system.

The Soviet aide-memoire of June 4, 1961, attempts to justify the 
Soviet position by contending that one man at the head of the inspec
tion system might take arbitrary action against Soviet interests.

The United States representative at Geneva has inquired of the 
Soviet representative what particular fimctions of the proposed Ad
ministrator give the Soviet Union concern. He has pointed out that 
the powers and duties of the Administrator are precisely set out in 
the treaty. Moreover, he has pointed out that the Administrator 
would receive directions from the Control Commission set up by the 
treaty on which both sides in the negotiations would have equal repre
sentation and which would have responsibility for all politically im
portant decisions which had not been determined by the treaty itself. 
There is no reason, therefore, for any signatory nation to fear that 
positive acts of the Administrator could impair its security. What it 
ought to fear are the possibilities for obstruction, nullification, and 
confusion, which a three-headed council would multiply intolerably.

The Soviet aide-memoire suggests that the “Western” powers would 
most likely nominate for the Administrator a person from a ‘̂ neutral” 
country and questions whether such an ofiicial even though chosen 
by unanimous consent “would take a neutral” stand with regard to 
the Communist countries. I t  states that “there do not and cannot 
exist, any neutral persons” and questions whether a single administra
tor could “ensure impartial implementation” of an agreement.

The United States cannot accept the idea that there are no men in 
the un-aligned countries with sufficient objectivity and sense of duty 
to carry out explicit provisions of international agreements. I t is 
the firm belief of the United States that there are such men and 
they play an important role in the hope for developing a more stable 
world order. No one should be misled by the fact that the Soviet 
proposal purports to assign a role to the neutral as a member of the 
three-man administrative council. I t is a role which could be effec
tively exercised only with the concurrence of the U.S.S.R.

The Soviet proposal for a tripartite administrative council is not, 
of course, the sole point at issue in the Geneva negotiations. The 
present Soviet proposals for on-site inspection of possible violations 
of the nuclear test treaty are completely unworkable. The need for
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rapid and efficient on-site inspection of such events has been agreed 
in principle since the 1958 Experts Conference.^ However, the techni
cal criteria proposed by the Soviet delegation for judging the eligi
bility of such disturbances are entirely contrived and would in 
themselves rule out any possibility for inspection of many events which 
could in fact be nuclear explosions.

Beyond this, the Soviet Union lias proposed that the number of on
site inspections be tightly restricted to three per year. This number 
represents a completely inadequate sampling of the more than 100 
large seismic events which, on the average, will occur every year in the 
Soviet Union. Only a small percentage of this number can be identi
fied as earthquakes. Any one of the remainder might be a clandestine 
nuclear test.

The United States has proposed that the number of inspections in 
the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom should 
vary between a minimum of 12 and a maximum of 20, depending upon 
the actual number of events that occur.- This could hardly represent 
a threat to the security of the Soviet State or present an opportunity 
for veiled espionage. To begin with, the inspections would be carried 
out by international inspection teams whose freedom of movement 
would be narrowly circumscribed to a very small area and which would 
operate only in response to carefully-defined objective instrument 
readings. The location of the areas to be inspected would be de
termined solely by earth tremors which are not within the control of 
the party requesting inspection. In addition, the United States has 
proposed a provision which would allow the Soviet Union to assign 
any number of observers to accompany each inspection team to insure 
that its members will not engage in espionage activities. If  the So
viet Union cannot accommodate this degree of carefully supervised 
activity in its territory by an international body, the prospect for any 
appreciable progress toward effectively controlled disarmament in a 
peaceful world is indeed dim.

The Soviet Union still insists that the chief of any control post 
established in its own territory be a citizen of the U.S.S.R. The 
United States believes that this is fundamentally contrary to the aim 
of objective international surveillance. The Soviet Union insists as 
well that on-site inspection teams operating in its own territory be 
staffed in large measure by its own nationals and headed by one of its 
nationals. This would frustrate completely the purpose of on-site 
inspection of suspicious events.

The United States is at a loss to understand the Soviet position on 
the moratorium on small underground tests. I t  has been clear that

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 191̂ 5-1959̂  vol. II, pp. 1090-1111. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 161-162.
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under the present state of scientific knowledge the type of control 
system contemplated in the treaty could not be relied upon for deter
mining whether or not such tests had taken place. The moratorium 
was proposed to allow time for a joint research program to be pur
sued vigorously and cooperatively to develop techniques for detecting 
these small underground tests so that the treaty could be extended to 
cover them. The Soviet Union has abandoned its original commit
ment to join in this program and repudiated the position of its scien
tists that the program is necessary. The present Soviet position 
means that the Soviet Government attaches no importance to the 
detection of these explosions and amounts to a demand for a perma
nent unpoliced ban on small underground nuclear tests. For its part, 
the United States has allocated a large sum for, and is prepared to 
carry out, a research program to improve detection techniques so that 
the treaty can be extended to cover all tests as quickly as possible. 
The United States calls upon the Soviet Government to join with it 
in this program.

The aide-memoire of the Soviet Government asks whether it is not 
better “to start with the main, cardinal question, i.e., the question 
of general and complete disarmament” and suggests that both prob
lems be solved “interdependently.” Quite apart from this being 
a total reversal of the Soviet position which originally insisted on 
treating the test ban separately, the delays and complexities involved 
in merging the test ban negotiations into the general disarmament 
discussions are unacceptable.

The delay in reaching a test ban agreement which would result from 
merging the test ban negotiations into the comprehensive disarma
ment negotiations suggests that the Soviet Union is attempting to 
continue a situation in which the United States accepts an unenforced 
commitment not to test. This would leave the Soviet Union, with 
its closed society, its government unaccountable either to a parliament 
or to an informed public opinion, and its actions shrouded in a veil of 
secrecy, free to conduct nuclear weapons tests without fear of ex
posure. For almost three years, the United States has been willing to 
assume the risk of not testing nuclear weapons without the certainty 
that the Soviet Union has likewise stopped its testing. The national 
security and defenses of the free world do not allow this risk to be 
assumed indefinitely.

I f  the Soviet proposal means that progress in a test ban negotiation 
be delayed pending agreement in other fields of disarmament it is 
equally objectionable. The United States believes that the progress 
already made in the negotiations should be continued, not stopped, 
and that the chances for reaching agreement on banning nuclear 
weapons tests should not be pushed further into the future or be 
made dependent upon progress iti other areas of disarmament. The
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United States believes that the most expeditious and effective way to 
reach final agreement on a test ban treaty is to keep the test ban talks 
separate from other disarmament discussions. Moreover, a successful 
conclusion of the test ban negotiations would facilitate to a great de
gree progress on other disarmament steps.

To throw away the progress made toward a test ban agreement 
would mean a set-back to the world’s hopes for disarmament. I t 
would mean the further proliferation of nuclear weapons and the 
testing of such weapons by an ever-greater number of countries. In  
view of the ease of clandestine nuclear testing under an unpoliced 
ban, it means that each government will face an increasing need to 
take whatever steps may be necessary in its own defense, including 
nuclear testing. These are the consequences of failure to agree and 
for which the U.S.S.E., which seems bent on making success impossi
ble, would have to take the responsibility.

There are wider consequences for which the U.S.S.E. would also 
have to take the responsibility. After World War II, the leading 
powers joined in establishing a world organization because of a com
mon conviction, resting upon the evidence of history, that a world 
made up of numerous, separate sovereign powers, acting without re
gard to their responsibilities in the international community, was a 
world in which wars were too easily bred. There was a widespread 
feeling that states must be willing to place some limit upon the free 
exercise of sovereign powers in the interests of the larger community 
of nations. This has been the trend of history. Now, the Soviet 
Government apparently desires to return to a period of history when 
the sovereign state admitted no limitation to its actions. The posi
tions maintained by the Soviet Union at Geneva appear to mean that, 
even with all that is at stake, the Soviet Union is not ready to abate in 
some small degree its regime of secrecy and jealously-guarded 
sovereignty.

This attitude offers small prospect for a constructive outcome of the 
Geneva test ban negotiations. I t  also offers little hope for the devel
opment of the kind of world, imder an international rule of law, in 
which general disarmament can take place. The United States urges 
the U.S.S.R. to give careful consideration to the U.S. position as 
stated in this note. An effective test ban treaty promptly concluded 
at the negotiations in Geneva is of the utmost importance to the peo
ples of the world. To a world grown impatient with protracted ten
sions and unease, it would signify the willingness of the major powers 
to subordinate a narrow concept of their national interests to the 
higher aim of creating a more peaceful and stable world order. I t 
would brighten the prospects for agreement in other areas of conflict
ing interests. An effective test ban treaty should be signed without 
delay.
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United States Draft Statement Submitted Dnring the 
Bilateral Talks With the Soviet Union: Framework 
of Principles for Disarmament Negotiations, June 19> 
1961 ^

The purpose of the negotiations should be to seek the widest possible 
area of agreement on measures leading to the objective of controlled 
universal disarmament accompanied by the institution of reliable 
procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and of effective 
arrangements for the maintenance of peace in accordance with the 
principles of the charter of the United Nations. Efforts should con
tinue until a full program for achieving this objective has been worked 
out and agreed.

Such agreement should ensure that disarmament will proceed in 
such a manner that at no time would its progress adversely affect the 
security of any State; that disarmament will proceed as rapidly as 
possible through stages containing balanced, phased and safeguarded 
measures, with each measure being carried out in an agreed and 
specified period of time; that compliance with all disarmament obli
gations is effectively verified through the entire process; that transi
tion from stage to stage will take place upon decision that all agreed 
measures in the preceding stage have been fully implemented and 
verified and that any additional verification arrangements required 
for measures in the next stage are agreed; and that progress in dis
armament is accompanied by measures to strengthen institutions for 
maintaining peace.

Letter From the Presidential Adviser on Disarmament 
Matters (McCloy) to President Kennedy: Recommenda
tions for a United States Disarmament Agency for 
World Peace and Security, June 23, 1961 ^

M y D e a r  M e. P r e s i d e n t :

There is enclosed herewith a draft of a bill, “To establish a United 
States Disarmament Agency for World Peace and Security.” ®

The bill carries out the recommendation, contained in your Special 
Message on Urgent National Needs dated May 25, 1961, that a

‘ AGDA files.
ACDA files.
 ̂Post, pp. 216-227.
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strengthened and enlarged disarmament agency be established.^ The 
provisions of the bill have been developed in consultation with the 
agencies principally concerned. The Secretary of State, the Secretary 
of Defense, the heads of other affected agencies, and I, all concur 
in these provisions.

The purpose of this legislation is to establish such an agency at an 
authoritative level in the Government, with the exceptionally broad 
competence, functions, and resources required to work toward the 
objective of a peaceful world society in which disarmament, except for 
the forces needed to apply international sanctions, is the accepted 
condition of international life. An agency of such far-reaching scope 
should be able to bring its point of view and recommendations 
promptly to the highest level of Government. The agency should have 
primary responsibility within the Government for disarmament mat
ters, but there must be close cooperation and coordination with other 
affected agencies, particularly the Department of State, since a dis
armament program must take into account the national security; 
foreign policy; the relationships of this country to international 
peacekeeping agencies, including the United Nations; and our domes
tic economic and other policies.

The Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the heads of other 
affected agencies, and I  agree that the performance of these tasks 
requires the establishment of the new agency which would be created 
by the enactment of this bill.

The draft legislation provides that the Director of this new United 
States Disarmament Agency for World Peace and Security be under 
the direction of the President and the Secretary of State. This ar
rangement recognizes that disarmament considerations are so all- 
pervasive in scope and importance that the President must concern 
himself with these matters on a continuing basis. I t  also recognizes 
the fact that disarmament policies, negotiations and programs must be 
very closely coordinated with State Department activities and respon
sibilities. Appropriate provision is also made for coordination and 
cooperation with other affected agencies such as the Department of 
Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission.

The bill vests the Director with primary responsibility for all United 
States disarmament activities. The Agency would, in addition, par
ticipate in or contribute to the formulation of overall policy in areas 
importantly related to or affecting disarmament such as basic national 
security policies, strengthening of the peace-maintaining machinery of 
international institutions, and procedures for the settlement of inter
national disputes and the reduction of tensions among nations.

 ̂Ante, pp. 151-160.
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In addition to providing a focal point for the integration of the 
Government’s overall efforts in disarmament, establishment of the 
United States Disarmament Agency for World Peace and Security by 
enactment of the bill will make possible the necessary augmentation 
and coordination of the various programs of research and develop
ment already being conducted by other agencies of the Government. 
When it appears that projects now assigned to other agencies would 
be more effectively performed if made the responsibility of the new 
Agency, they would be transferred at the direction of the President.

The new Agency would be authorized and directed by the bill to 
develop and conduct broad programs of research, development, and 
study relating to disarmament. I t  would utilize private or public 
institutions or its own facilities for this purpose. I t would take the 
lead in the acquisition of a fund of theoretical and practical knowl
edge in the disarmament field. This responsibility would encompass 
the scientific and technical assessment of all aspects of arms control^ 
including detection, identification, inspection, monitoring, limitation,, 
reduction, and control of armed forces and armaments and the de
velopment and testing of weapons. The Agency would also be re
sponsible for studies of the structure and operation of international 
organizations and the methods of maintaining peace and security 
during different stages of disarmament. I t would analyze the eco
nomic and political consequences of disarmament and would be re
sponsible for assessing the implications of foreign and military 
policies of the United States as they relate to possible disarmament 
measures. In  the conduct of research and development programs 
by the new Agency, full use would be made of the resources of other 
agencies of the Government, as well as of outside facilities and 
personnel.

The research and planning done by the new Agency would provide 
the basis for recommendations, appropriately coordinated with other 
agencies with affected responsibilities, for the President, the Secre
tary of State, and the heads of other agencies.

Under the bill, the Director would be responsible for conducting 
negotiations based on approved policy, under the direction of the 
Secretary of State. Such negotiations may take the form of formal 
conferences or informal communications through regular diplomatic 
missions.

I t  is essential that in this country and throughout the world the 
public be kept fully informed of United States disarmament policy. 
The Director would work closely with the United States Information 
Agency to assure that its broadcasts and other information programs 
properly reflect our disarmament policy.

Tasks of inspection and control will fall upon the shoulders of any 
government participating in a disarmament treaty. The bill con-
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templates that the planning of United States participation in any 
agreed upon inspection and control system would be done by the 
Agency. The nature and extent of any such systems are as yet unclear, 
but the Agency would be expected to play the primary United States 
role in developiag and, as appropriate, directing the United 
States participation in such arrangements as might result from dis
armament activities.

To assist in the discharge of the various responsibilities assigned 
to the Agency, the bill provides for the appointment of an advisory 
committee of outstanding citizens to advise the Director on such 
matters as he might request.

The exact nature of the skills or organization required to perform 
the tasks envisaged for the Agency cannot be clearly foreseen at this 
time. Therefore the maximum amount of flexibility consistent with 
responsible direction is provided by the bill to permit recruitment 
by the Agency of high caliber personnel, and to permit the establish
ment of internal arrangements adequate to meet changiQg 
requirements.

In  conclusion, I  must stress that organization, machinery and com
petent people alone cannot guarantee the success of the mission of our 
country to prevent war, curb the arms race, and create lasting condi
tions of peace. But they can assure that the best effort of which we 
are capable is directed toward these ends.

Respectfully,
J o h n  J . M cCi/Oy

Soviet Statement Submitted During the Bilateral Talks 
With the United States, June 27,1961 ^

On the initiation of the exchange of views between the Soviet Union 
and the United States of America, the Soviet Government considers 
it necessary to make the following statement.

The Soviet Government notes with satisfaction that the two greatest 
Powers in the world— t̂he USSR and the United States of America— 
are meeting in negotiations in order to exchange views on questions 
relating to disarmament and the resumption of negotiations in the 
appropriate organ.

As is known, the negotiations on general and complete disarmament 
which were conducted in the spring and summer of 1960 in the Ten- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament came to a deadlock, and the Gen

" A/4887, Sept 25, 1961.
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eral Assembly, on the proposal of the Soviet Union, considered the 
resulting situation at its fifteenth session. I t  is hardly appropriate at 
this time to turn back the pages of the past, pages thnt record the 
persistent attempts of certain countries to place one obstacle after 
another in the path of general and complete disarmament. But if an 
agreement on disarmament is to be achieved, the obstacles to it must 
be removed.

In view of the urgency of solving the problem of general and com
plete disarmament, the Soviet Union considered it necessary that 
agreement should be reached even at the fifteenth session of the Gen
eral Assembly on directives for subsequent disarmament negotiations 
and on the composition of the working body in which those negotia
tions should be conducted. At the same time, the Soviet Government 
took cognizance of statements by United States leaders and by Presi
dent Kennedy himself concerning their intention of studying the 
problem of disarmament and working out a constructive policy in the 
matter, and felt able to meet the United States Government’s desire 
for a temporary postponement of the substantive discussion of the 
disarmament problem. The Soviet Government hopes that now, after 
tliis review, the United States and the Soviet Union can begin an 
exchange of views on the basic provisions of the treaty on general and 
complete disarmament which all mankind awaits.

The crucial importance of an exchange of views between the Soviet 
Union and the United States is obvious. For there can be no doubt 
that a solution of the disarmament problem depends to a considerable 
extent on the reaching of agreement between the USSR and the United 
States. The Soviet Union and the United States are now the strongest 
Powers, possessing the greatest armed forces and armaments, Powers 
which, given goodwill and willingness on both sides, can exert a posi
tive effect on the solution of the whole question of general disarma
ment. A joint initiative by them would undoubtedly give tremendous 
impetus to the solution of the disarmament problem.

The Soviet side considers it useful and expedient, at the very outset 
of the exchange of views between the USSR and the United States, 
to state its views on ways of solving the disarmament problem and to 
clarify some points of its proposals for general and complete 
disarmament.

I. G e n e r a l  a n d  C o m p l e t e  D i s a r m a m e n t  Is t h e  

O n l y  R oad  to  L a s t in g  P e a c e

There is no more acute or urgent problem in our time than the task 
of consolidating peace. Wars have always been a grievous calamity 
for the peoples. They have left deep scars in the history of mankind, 
scars that bear witness to the suffering endured. In the present 
century alone, people have experienced the miseries of two bloody
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World Wars, which have left in their train more than 40 million 
people slaughtered, towns and villages in ruins and ashes and inde
scribable sufferings of many millions of people.

But the horrors of the past pale before those that a new war, if it 
is allowed to break out, will visit upon- the world. The enormous 
destructive power of modem weapons, the unprecedented expansion 
of the arms race and the emergence of military blocs that have spread 
their tentacles all over the world have created a situation in which the 
smallest spark will be sufficient to cause the outbreak of the war the 
threat of which hangs like the sword of Damocles over mankind. 
Himdreds of millions of persons would perish in its flames. The 
centres of world production and culture would be reduced to smoking 
ruins. Even after the war ended, its frightful legacy in the form of 
radioactive contamination knowing no State frontiers would for many 
years be disastrous to health and bring death to future generations.

Never before in history has the necessity of adopting the most 
resolute measures to save mankind from the prospect of mass annihi
lation been so urgent and acute.

In  order to rid mankind forever of the danger that hangs over it, 
there is only one sure path that can be taken— t̂he path of general 
and complete disarmament. All means of waging war must be elim
inated, the military organization and machinery of States must be 
dismantled and must not be permitted to be re-established in any 
form.

So long as States continue to possess great armies equipped with all 
types of modem military equipment, in particular nuclear-rocket 
weapons, so long as young people throughout the world are taught the 
art of war and general staffs draw up plans for future war, there are 
not and there cannot be any guarantees that a flame kindled anywhere, 
in however remote a place, will not engulf the whole world in the holo
caust of a future war, of future extermination. In our century of 
headlong scientific and technological development, which has produced 
missiles that in a matter of minutes can deliver a lethal nuclear war
head to any point in the world, the most radical measures are neces
sary to avert the threat of war. Only general and complete disarma
ment, eliminating the very possibility of war between States and de
priving aggressors of the material means of unleashing war, can 
ensure a lasting peace. That is why the fate of each and every man, 
wherever he may live, now hangs upon general and complete disarma
ment. That is why this has now become the major problem of our 
day.

The advantage of general and complete disarmament over all other 
plans for preserving peace is, first and foremost, that it is the easiest 
to put into practice. Its implementation would exclude the possibility 
of any State’s gaining military advantages and guarantee equality of
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conditions for all countries. This permits the elimination of many of 
the obstacles which have arisen when merely partial disarmament 
measures have been under consideration and when individual States 
have feared that the application of such measures might destroy the 
balance of forces and be prejudicial to their security.

Whereas before many States were suspicious of the various plans 
for disarmament, regarding them as an attempt by the other side to 
obtain certain unilateral advantages, general and complete disarma
ment removes these fears and suspicions, since all will gain and none 
will lose by it. The agreement of States to begin disarmament of this 
kind would in itself alone be convincing proof that they did not 
intend to attack anyone and were resolved to found their relations 
with other countries on peaceful co-existence and on respect for the 
sovereign rights of peoples. The implementation of general and com
plete disarmament would, indeed, completely deprive all States of the 
physical possibility of carrying out any other policy than a policy of 
peace.

I t  must be borne in mind too that the conclusion of such an agree
ment will also greatly simplify the exercise of international control 
over disarmament measures, since, if complete disarmament is achieved, 
States will have no reason for concealing anything from one another 
and the door will lie wide open for international inspection to verify 
the performance by States of the obligations they have assumed.

The destruction of the means of war would radically change the 
whole situation in the world. Over and above the fact that general 
and complete disarmament would remove from the people the intoler
able burden of military expenditures and would give all countries new 
prospects for economic development, it would create unparalleled op
portunities for sharply raising the standard of living of all peoples, 
by employing for useful purposes the funds now immobilized in the 
form of unproductive military expenditures. Such phenomena in in
ternational relations as the arms race and the “cold war”, militarism 
and war propaganda, which poison the peaceful labour of the peoples, 
would vanish into the past forever and remain only as a bad memory 
in the history of mankind. They would be replaced by lasting peace
ful co-existence and mutual assistance in the mastering of as yet un
known forces of nature, outer space, nuclear energy and the natural 
wealth of our planet. The thoughts of men will then be directed not 
towards the preparation of destructive wars but to the creation of 
material and cultural values and to a joint struggle against the diseases 
and natural calamities which inflict great damage on the peoples.

Guided by these considerations, the Soviet Government, as far back 
as September 1959, submitted to the United Nations General Assembly 
for consideration at its fourteenth session a Declaration on general
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und complete disarmament.^ The idea advanced by the Soviet Union 
of the necessity for the complete and final elimination of all types of 
arms and armed forces, and thereby the destruction of the material 
basis for waging war, won support from the widest public circles. 
This found expression in the special resolution unanimously adopted 
on 20 November 1959 by the United Nations General Assembly at its 
fourteenth session.^

The General Assembly proclaimed that the question of general and 
<jomplete disarmament was the most important one facing the world 
today, called upon Governments to make every effort to achieve a 
solution of that problem, and expressed the hope that measures lead
ing towards the goal of general and complete disarmament under ef
fective international control would be worked out in detail and agreed 
upon in the shortest possible time. In  so doing, the General Assembly 
<5learly defined the main direction of all future disarmament negotia
tions.

The comprehensive discussion of disarmament problems that took 
place at the fifteenth session of the General Assembly provided further 
<;onfirmation that the majority of States understood the vital necessity 
of implementing general and complete disarmament, and not partial 
measures of one kind or another. Eepresentatives of many States 
spoke during the fifteenth session of the General Assembly in favour 
of the adoption of specific directives for the drafting of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament, with the object of preventing 
further delays in the solution of this problem. An entire group of 
neutral States together with certain other countries—India, Indonesia, 
United Arab Eepublic, Ghana, Morocco, Burma, Nepal, Iraq, Cam
bodia, Ceylon, Yugoslavia and Venezuela—prepared and submitted 
on 15 November 1960, to the General Assembly at its fifteenth session, 
a draft resolution containing directives which reflected the stand
points and desires of most States Members of the United Nations.^ 
This draft resolution emphasized the urgency of the speediest con
clusion of an agreement on general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control, which should include the time-limits 
and schedules for the implementation of each successive stage of the 
disarmament progranmie.

The Soviet Government continues to hold that this draft resolution 
contains the essential minimum of provisions on which a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament should be based, and that it would 
facilitate the resumption of negotiations on this highly important 
problem of our time.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 194^-1959, vol. II, pp. 1460-1474. 
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All this convincingly shows that the most extensive possibilities 
are open for fruitful co-operation between States for the purpose of 
reaching an agreement on complete disarmament. Nowhere in the 
world are any serious reasons to be found why general and complete 
disarmament should not come about, provided only that States display 
the desire to achieve the realization of this hope which is cherished 
by all the peoples.

The opponents of disarmament have expended considerable efforts 
in vain attempts to prove the “impracticability” of general and com
plete disarmament. They say, for instance, that general and complete 
disarmament is impossible for economic reasons, in that it would re
sult in a disorganization of industry and an increase in unemployment. 
Admittedly, the conversion of economies from military to peaceful 
production would take a certain time and might create some temporary 
difficulties. But any serious shocks to the economy—even of a tem
porary nature—in the way, for instance, of an increase of unemploy
ment, with which the protagonists of the arms race threaten the work
ers, are, of course, ruled out. The practicability of such measures^ 
without an increase in unemployment, is confirmed by the single fact 
that the large-scale and highly complicated problem of reconversion 
in the United States was solved after the Second World War. The 
cessation of the arms race and the expansion of industrial production 
for peaceful purposes will require the employment of many highly- 
skilled workers, as well as of engineers and technicians; this can lead 
to greater employment in industry, and in production as a whole.

Disarmament will bring about a reduction of the tax burden; this 
means an increase in the people’s purchasing power, which will permit 
capital investment to be expanded in every branch of the economy. 
For instance, the conversion to housing construction of only 5 per 
cent of the money at present spent in the United States for military 
purposes would, within fifteen years, enable housing to be provided 
for that country’s entire population. A similar result would become 
possible in regard to school-building, the social and health services, 
municipal transport, etc. According to a statement by the National 
Planning Association of the United States, government expenditure 
on the satisfaction of immediate needs in the field of peaceful con
struction should, over the next five years, amount to $330,000 million— 
which would substantially exceed military expenditure over the same 
period.

All this provides convincing evidence that the cessation of military 
production, far from causing any economic shocks and worsening 
the position of the workers, would definitely improve the economy and 
lead to a higher level of living for the population.

The expansion of peaceful production would also permit of ever- 
increasing assistance to the under-developed countries, and of a con
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siderable development of international trade, which is at present 
shackled by artificial restrictions adopted in connexion with the 
existing arms race.

The opponents of disarmament endeavour to show that only the 
accumulation and perfection of weapons of war, and not their liquida
tion, can ‘̂ prevent” the outbreak of war and safeguard peace. But 
that is not the case at all.

States have now already accumulated, and are continuing to ac
cumulate, colossal quantities of nuclear weapons and of devices for 
delivering them to their targets. This in itself constitutes a serious 
danger to peace, inasmuch as the establishing of military alliances and 
the speeding-up of the arms race have already led to a position where 
even an insignificant incident can develop into global war.

In the present international circumstances of distrust and suspicion, 
when States have at their disposal enormous stocks of nuclear weapons, 
every further step forward in the arms race also increases the danger 
of a so-called accidental outbreak of war. Any inaccurate working 
of the radar system may result in an incorrect interpretation of radar 
readings, and hence in a catastrophe of unprecedented proportions. 
An incorrect understanding of their orders by the airmen who, as the 
United States Government has affirmed, are carrying out round-the- 
clock flights of bombers equipped with atomic weapons may result in 
the bombs being dropped on the territory of some other State, with all 
the grievous consequences for peace that would ensue. Again, faulty 
electronic mechanisms in military nuclear-rocket systems may start a 
chain reaction in military conflict. I f  the nuclear arms race continues, 
it will become ever more difficult to prevent such “accidents”.

The safeguarding of peace and security is to be found, not in a con
tinuation of the arms race and in the accumulation of destructive de
vices for waging war, but in a uniting of the efforts of all States to 
maintain peace, in the prohibition of atomic weapons, and in general 
and complete disarmament.

Certain statesmen of the West are now asserting that salvation from 
a nuclear war of extermination is to be sought not in disarmament, but 
in the establishment of a system of international security, which is 
conceived as a sort of preliminary condition. But it is easy to see 
that no plans for establishing international security, however far- 
reaching, can lead to the desired result so long as armaments and armed 
forces equipped with nuclear missiles continue in existence. Moreover, 
the very idea of security while such weapons continue to exist is mean
ingless. The present type of armament, because of the lightning speed 
with which it can be brought to bear, is in itself a factor making for 
lack of security, since no controllers can prevent a sudden attack so 
long as the armaments of States include formidable weapons of mass
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destruction and the means of delivering them to their targets almost 
instantaneously. Under such circumstances, the establishment of con
trol without disarmament would amount merely to military espionage, 
the open assembling of information on military potential and the 
location of military objectives, such as a potential aggressor must 
possess in order to carry out a sudden attack. Such “control” would 
not merely not strengthen peace but would, on the contrary, increase 
distrust and suspicion between States. I t  would be quite otherwise 
if general and complete disarmament were brought about. Only in 
this event would genuine conditions be created for ensuring the security 
of all States, large and small alike. If, imder general and complete 
disarmament, it becomes necessary to take steps for the maintenance 
of peace and of international law and order, then, in accordance with 
the United Nations Charter, States should, where necessary, make 
available to the Security Council of the United Nations the necessary 
units from the militia or police contingents which they would retain 
after general and complete disarmament had been brought into effect.  ̂
Such units, of course, may be used solely for the maintenance of peace 
between nations, and not for the suppression of peoples struggling for 
their independence and social progress, or for purposes of intervention 
in the domestic affairs of States. Such international armed forces 
should be administered by a body consisting of representatives of the 
socialist countries, representatives of the States at present comprised 
in the Western military and political alliances, and representatives of 
the neutralist States. In  such a body, decisions should be taken 
unanimously.

Such a solution of the problem of ensuring international security 
would be in line with the interests of all countries, since collective 
measures, involving the use of the national police or militia contin
gents remaining at the disposal of States after the implementation of 
general and complete disarmament, would permit of the swift and 
effective prevention of any military conflict or aggression. At the 
same time, it would fully meet the security interests of States, as it 
would give to no individual State any sort of advantage which it 
might use to the detriment of other countries.

II. P r o po sa l  b y  t h e  G o v e r n m e n t  o f  t h e  USSE C o n c e r n in g  a  

P r o g r a m m e  o f  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

On 23 September 1960, the Soviet Union, desirous of facilitating a 
solution of the disarmament problem, put forward for consideration 
by the United Nations General Assembly a new proposal entitled:

 ̂See art. 43 of the Charter.
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“Basic clauses of a treaty on general and complete disarmament”,^ 
which constituted a further development of the Soviet proposals of 
18 September 1959 and 2 June 1960.̂  The Soviet Government is 
deeply convinced that the proposal offers a good basis for the prepara
tion and conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. 
The substance of the Soviet proposals is as follows:

The Soviet Government proposes that, “m three successive stages 
over a 'period of four years^ or some other mutually agreed period^ 
all States should carry out complete disarm am entin other words^ 
that they should completely and definitively eliminate all their armed 
forces^ armaments^ military production and military installations and 
establishments.

In  the first stage^ lasting for approximately one to one and a half 
years, the manufacture of means of delivering nuclear weapons will 
be discontinued and all such means of delivery will be destroyed. 
During this same stage all foreign military bases in the territories of 
other countries will be eliminated and all foreign troops will be with
drawn from such territories. The strength of national armed 
forces will be substantially reduced, the force level for the USSR 
and the United States of America being fixed at 1.7 million men. 
Conventional weapons and military expenditures will be reduced 
correspondingly.

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. States not 
possessing nuclear weapons will refrain from manufacturing them.

What would be the situation resulting from the implementation of 
the disarmament measures provided for in the first stage of the Soviet 
programme?

In the first place, it must be pointed out that when all means of 
delivering nuclear weapons—war rockets of all ranges, military air
craft, submarines and surface warships, artillery capable of firing 
nuclear missiles, etc.— ĥave been eliminated and States no longer main
tain armed forces and military installations outside their own borders, 
the threat of attack by one country against another with atomic and 
hydrogen weapons will be virtually eliminated. For the sake of 
achieving this great goal the Soviet Union has even expressed its 
readiness to begin disarmament with the destructlion of all means of 
delivering nuclear weapons, in spite of the fact that it enjoys a uni
versally recognized superiority in the most modern and efficient means 
of this kind, namely, in intercontinental ballistic missiles.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1960  ̂pp. 241-248.
 ̂The June 2 proposals are printed iMd., pp. 100-111.
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The Soviet Union cannot overlook the following circumstance: the 
elimination of any particular type of nuclear-weapon carrier—for 
example, of only intercontinental rockets—would put States in an 
unequal position. Intercontinental rockets are only one of the means 
of delivering nuclear weapons. A target may be destroyed with 
nuclear weapons with the help of aircraft operating either from land 
bases or from aircraft-carriers. Nuclear weapons may also be used 
by long-range artillery and submarines. To isolate the one question 
of ballistic missiles would be to place in a privileged position those 
States which have covered the whole world with their military bases. 
That is why it is necessary to bring about the simultaneous elimina
tion of all means of delivering nuclear weapons without exception and 
of military bases in foreign territories.

I t  must also be pointed out that, not only at each separate stage 
of the Soviet proposals but within the framework of the whole 
programme, the disarmament measures are linked together in such 
a way that their implementation would not create a military advantage 
for any country or group of countries.

The implementation of all the measures in the first stage of the 
Soviet disarmament programme will mean a significant reduction in 
the armed forces and armaments of States as well as the prevention 
of a wider dissemination of nuclear weapons. All this will not only 
stop the dangerous arms race but will also substantially reduce the 
possibility of the outbreak of a military conflict.

As can be seen, the Soviet Union is in favour of proceeding, im
mediately, at the very beginning of the implementation of the pro
gramme of general and complete disarmament, to carry out effective 
disarmament measures, which at the same time are bound to have a 
beneficial effect upon the international situation as a whole. Of course, 
the goal—the complete elimination of the threat of war—will not 
have been reached with the completion of the first stage. States 
will continue to have at their disposal the weapons of mass destruction 
themselves as well as rather considerable armed forces and conven
tional armaments. The proposals of the Government of the USSR 
accordingly provide that after the international control body and 
the Security Council are satisfied that all States have fulfilled their 
obligations with respect to this stage, the States will proceed to take 
subsequent disarmament measures constituting the second and third 
stages.

In  the second stage^ the Soviet Government proposes the im
plementation of the complete prohibition of nuclear, chemical, bio
logical and other weapons of mass destruction, including the cessation 
of the manufacture and the elimination of stockpiles of such weapons, 
and the carrying out of a further reduction of national armed forces
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with a corresponding reduction in armaments, military t^clmical 
equipment and military expenditures.

However, the Soviet Government takes the position that matters 
must not stop even here. In  order to reach general and complete 
disarmament it is necessary to go stilL further and, in the third stage^ 
complete the elimination of the armed forces and armaments of all 
States, cease military production, abolish war ministries, general 
staffs and military and para-military establishments and organizations 
of every kind, as well as discontinue the appropriation of funds for 
military purposes.

The Soviet Government considers it necessary to draw attention to 
the fact that its proposals contain control provisions which have been 
loorhed out thoroughly and in detail. The proposals provide that 
from the very beginning disarmament measures— b̂pth the process of 
disarmament as a whole and each measure separately—will proceed 
under strict and effective control. With this in view, inmiediately 
after the entry into force of the treaty on general and complete disr 
armament an international control organization is to be set up which 
will have a t its disposal in all countries parties to the treaty its oym 
staff, recruited on an international basis. This organization is to 
station its inspectors and control officers in the territories of States 
in such a way as to enable theni to proceed to perform their duties 
^ t the very moment when States hegin to implement disarmam^t 
measures. I t  follows that the Soviet Union does hot by any means 
propose to begin with disarmament and only later to establish control, 
as certain people in the West are trying tendentiously to make out.

The Soviet proposals contain detailed provisions concernmg the 
structure and functions of the control organization. They provide, 
in particular, that the control organization is to comprise all States 
parties to the treaty, whose representatives are to consider all matters 
arising out of the implementation of effective control over disarma
ment. A conference is to elect a control council, which will be re
sponsible fOirihe practical administration of the entire control system, 
will draw up instructions and will in good time analyse and process 
the reports rendered to it.

What ought the composition of this council to be? In  the view of 
the Soviet Government, the control council will consist of representa
tives of socialist countri^, of representatives of States now members 
of Western military and political alliances, and of representatives 
of neutral States. In  proposing this composition of the control coun
cil, the Soviet Union bases itself on the real situation which has 
come about in the world, on the need to secure the interests of all 
three main groups of States.

The Soviet; programme of general and complete disarmament is 
based on the necessity of ensuring equal conditions with respect to
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control for all parties to the agreement. This constitutes a guarantee 
that the control organization will not become a weapon in the hands 
of any isolated group of States but will be a body that expresses and 
safeguards the interests of all.

Control measures shotdd be indissolubly linked with specific disar
mament measures and should be adapted to these measures. What is 
important is disarmament, not control. Control is a means of verify
ing the fulfilment by States of this or that disarmament measure. 
Control in isolation, not linked to disarmament measures, would be
come an international system of legalized espionage.

How does the Soviet Union apply this principle in its proposals? 
In the Soviet programme the task of control, its functions and powers, 
would constantly expand as the disarmament process was carried out, 
embracing more and more new fields.

As has already been stated, the first stage of the programme pro
posed by the Soviet Gk)vernment envisages the destruction of all means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons to their targets, together with the 
dismantling of foreign military bases, a substantial reduction of 
armed forces and conventional weapons and several other measures. 
The Soviet plan also includes appropriate provisions for control over 
these measures.

In the first stage, on-site international control would be established 
for the elimination of all means which could be used as vehicles for the 
delivery of atomic and nuclear weapons. The control organization 
would have the right to inspect all undertakings, plants, factories and 
shipyards formerly used entirely or in part for the production of 
rockets, aircraft, surface warships, submarines and other means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons. In addition, the international control 
teams dispatched by the control organization would have the right to 
carry out a thorough inspection of rocket devices launched for peace
ful scientific uses and to be present at their launching.

The Soviet proposals also include effective control measures for 
on-the-spot verification of the disbanding of troops and the destruc
tion of conventional weapons. They enumerate specifically and in 
detail the tasks and functions of the controllers.

Similarly, control measures are formulated for the second and third 
stages of the Soviet programme of general and complete disarmament.

Should the control organization be maintained after the programme 
of general and complete disarmament has been carried out? The 
Soviet Government’s plan provides that even after the entire pro
gramme of general and complete disarmament has been put into 
effect, the control organization will continue to function and to 
maintain constant supervision to ensure that no State secretly resumes 
war production and begins again to build up armed forces. Given 
conditions of general and complete disarmament, the most thorough
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control must be exercised. The control organs must be assured of free 
access to all places without any so-called veto, any prohibition, any 
limitation from any quarter whatsoever, including the State in whose 
territory control is being exercised. The inspectors should have free 
entry at all times and in all places.

The Soviet Union is a consistent advocate of really effective and 
strict disarmament control. The Soviet Union is not a whit less 
desirous than the Western Powers that the agreement on general and 
complete disarmament should be carried out by all States, and is doing 
everything within its own power to prevent the problem of control 
from becoming a stumbling-block on the road to disarmament. The 
control system envisaged in the Soviet proposals is a reliable and 
adequate one. I f  the United States and other Western Powers do not 
agree to it, then the Soviet Government, as Mr. IST. S. Khrushchev, 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSK, has repeatedly 
stated, is ready to accept any control proposals put forward by the 
Western Powers, on condition that they for their part agree to accept 
the Soviet Union’s proposals on general and complete disarmament.

I t  is of great importance that agreement should be reached on the 
principle that in the course of the negotiations a single treaty on 
general and complete disarmament should he worked out and con- 
chided^ covering all stages of such a disarmament programme and 
setting precise dates for the completion hoth of the various stages and 
of the disarmament programme as a whole. A n j  failure to reach 
agreement on the entire programme might enable the opponents of dis
armament, resorting to ruses of various kinds, to delay or even prevent 
the implementation of disarmament measures. Only if there is a 
definite agreement, together with precisely specified time-limits for 
its implementation, will the obligations assumed by States under the 
terms of the treaty on general and complete disarmament have any 
reality.

In view of the urgent need for a solution of the disarmament prob
lem, the Soviet Government considers that States should exert them
selves to the utmost to carry out a disarmament programme within 
the shortest possible time. Accordingly, the Soviet Union proposes 
that the programme of general and complete disarmament should be 
carried out within a period of four to five years. In proposing this 
time-limit the Soviet Union has had due regard to the actual ability 
of States to dismantle their war machines and convert their economies 
to peaceful aims.

The Soviet Union is ready to study other proposals regarding time
limits for the implementation of the programme of general and 
complete disarmament. In any case, however, the agreed time-limit 
should be entirely specific and as short as possible.
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Such are the main provisions of the Soviet Union’s most recent 
proposals on general and complete disarmament.

In working out these proposals the Soviet Government has met the 
Western Powers half way on a number of important points. The 
Soviet Union has reconsidered the order of implementation of the 
measures envisaged in the programme of complete and general dis
armament. In including among the measures to be carried out during 
the first stage the elimination of means of delivery of nuclear weapons, 
the USSE has taken into account the view expressed by France, 
notably through the mouth of President de Gaulle of France during 
his talks with Mr. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
of the USSK, in April 1960. The Soviet Government still hopes that 
this approach may facilitate the achievement of agreement with the 
Western Powers on the entire programme of general and complete 
disarmament.

The Soviet Union has taken into account the statements of repre
sentatives of the Western Powers that from the first stage, measures 
relating to nuclear weapons should be combined with measures for the 
reduction of armed forces and conventional weapons. To that end, 
the Soviet proposals envisage a substantial reduction in the armed 
forces and conventional weapons of States at the very first stage.

As the United States and other Western Powers have repeatedly 
stated in the course of the disarmament negotiations that the placing 
in orbit or stationing in outer space of devices capable of carrying 
weapons of mass destruction should be prohibited from the veiy be
ginning, a provision to that effect is included in the Soviet proposals 
along with other disarmament measures. In  accordance with the 
wishes expressed, in particular, by the United States, the Soviet Gov
ernment has included in its proposals a provision that rockets should 
be launched for peaceful scientific purposes only and that such launch
ings should be subject to agreed control measures, including on-the-spot 
inspection of the rocket-launching sites. Considering that these 
measures are included among the measures to be applied during the 
first stage, there is every justification for the view that the United 
States should be satisfied with the fulfilment of its wishes concerning 
the prohibition of the use of cosmic space for military purposes.

The Soviet Union has also taken into consideration in its pro
gramme the proposal on the prevention of the wider dissemination 
of nuclear weapons. As is known, a resolution on this question was 
supported by a majority of States at the fifteenth session of the 
General Assembly.^

The Soviet Government cannot fail to take into account the fact 
that the elaboration of a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
will require of all participants in the negotiations patience, mutual

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, p. 373.
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respect for the interests of the parties, and flexibility. The Soviet 
Government is ready, as in the past, to enter into such negotiations. 
In that connexion it would like to stress once again that the settlement 
of the disarmament problem depends to a large extent on agreement 
between the Soviet Union and the United States of America. Such 
agreement, if it were reached, would be a major step towards the 
strengthening of peace and a great blessing to all mankind.

The Soviet Government hopes that such negotiations, like the bi
lateral exchange of views on disarmament questions between the Soviet 
Union and the United States, will facilitate the efforts to find a solu
tion of the disarmament problem acceptable to all parties, in the 
interests of all the peoples of the world.

Address by Premier KJirushchev at Soviet-Vietnamese 
Friendship Meeting {Extract}, June 28, 1961 ^

Comrades, all peoples are striving for a stable peace. They do not 
want a cold, let alone a hot, war. The Soviet Government is doing 
everything to strengthen peace on Earth. We have proposed to solve 
fundamentally the problem of disarmament: to dissolve all national 
armies, destroy all existing dangerous weapons, and cease the manu
facture of armaments everywhere; that is to say, carry out universal 
and complete disarmament under international control.

The discontinuation of tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons, on 
which the Western countries are at the moment focussing their atten
tion, does not by itself, solve the problem. The Soviet Union is against 
any nuclear explosions. Our government has been and remains the 
champion of an international agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
tests under strict and equally applicable international control. The 
conclusion of an agreement to this effect is being prevented by the 
unwillingness of the American and British partners in the talks to 
take into consideration Soviet interests.

I  should like to repeat that the discontinuation of tests of nuclear 
weapons does not yet by itself rid the peoples of the threat of dev
astating war. A cardinal solution means universal and complete 
disarmament. The Soviet Union is ready at any time to begin the 
practical implementation of complete disarmament. We propose that 
disarmament take place under the strictest possible international con
trol, which would guarantee strict fulfillment of the disarmament 
program by all states.

 ̂Moscow radio broadcast, June 28,1961.
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We do not need control of armaments without disarmament. The 
Soviet Government will not accept such control. We are for universal 
and complete disarmament under an all-embracing and complete con
trol. The Soviet Government is ready to accept any system of control 
over disarmament which is proposed by the Western powers, but let 
them agree to real disarmament. Thus, the allegation of the Western 
powers that we are against control is inconsistent. Our partners in 
the talks understand that we do want control. Moreover, the Soviet 
Government will not embark on disarmament without control. They 
are aware of this, but are distorting our position because for the time 
being they have not thought of any other arguments.

In essence everything runs up against the unwillingness of certain 
Western circles to give up the policy of an arms race and of preparing 
new military adventures. Only this fact can explain the unwillingness 
of the Western powers to cooperate in a peaceful settlement with Ger
many which would reliably insure stability and security in Europe.

Letter From President Kennedy to the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives: 
Proposed United States Disarmament Agenq^ for World 
Peace and Security, June 29,1961 ^

I  am transmitting herewith, for consideration by the Congress, a 
draft of legislation^ to carry out the recommendation contained in 
my May twenty-fifth Message,® for the establishment of a strengthened 
and enlarged disarmament agency to make an intensified effort to 
develop acceptable political and technical alternatives to the present 
arms race.

Today, ability of man to master his environment threatens to out
pace his ability to control himself. The world is more and more 
interdependent, and the people of the earth can now look beyond this 
planet to a new age of discovery, but they have not yet been able to 
banish the primitive threat of war. The ingenuity that has made the 
weapons of war vastly more destructive should be applied to the 
development of a system of control of these weapons.

But peace cannot be brought about by concentrating solely on meas
ures to control and eliminate weapons. I t must also encompass meas
ures to sustain and strengthen international institutions and the rule

 ̂White House press release, June 29,1961.
* Infra,
" Ante, p. 158.
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of law. A disarmament program must take into accomit the national 
security; our foreign policy; the relationships of this country to inter
national peace-keeping agencies, including the United Nations; and 
our domestic economic and other policies. I t should drive toward the 
creation of a peaceful world society in which disarmament, except 
for the forces needed to apply international sanctions, is the accepted 
condition of international life.

For the past five months, Mr. John J. McCloy, my adviser on dis
armament matters, has been conducting, at my request, an extensive 
study of the governmental effort and organization necessary to give 
effect to our national purpose in this field. He has had available to 
him the results of searching studies by individual members and com
mittees of the Congress, the agencies of Government principally con
cerned, national and international organizations and eminent private 
individuals. During the course of his study, Mr. McCloy has con
sulted closely with Secretary Kusk, Secretary McNamara, Chairman 
Seaborg and other high officials. All of these studies and consulta
tions have inescapably pointed to the conclusion that a new effort, 
considerably larger than our present effort in terms of size, range of 
skills and authority, will be necessary. This can best be accomplished 
by the creation of a new United States agency.

Following Mr. McCloy’s recommendations, I  am therefore proposing 
that a jnew United States Disarmament Agency for World Peace and 
Security be established. Enactment of the proposed legislation will 
permit this agency to deal broadly with the whole range of disarma
ment matters, including research, policies, and programs.

The importance and broad scope of disarmament matters require 
continuing Presidential attention. The complex inter-relationships 
between disarmament activities, foreign affairs, and national security 
also require that close working-level coordination and cooperation be 
established between the new agency and the Departments of State and 
Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and other agencies.

The proposed legislation provides that the Director of the new 
agency function under the direction of the President and the Secretary 
of State. This arrangement will permit coordination of disarmament 
matters within the purview of the various agencies; it will give special 
recognition to the need for intermeshing disarmament policies and 
programs with the broad conduct of foreign affairs; and it will pro
vide a focal point at the highest level of Government for the consid
eration of disarmament matters.

In the light of these unique i?elationships the Director, as the prin
cipal adviser to the President in the disarmament field, will have 
direct access to him but will, of course, notify the Secretary of State 
as to the occasion and substance of the advice he offers. In addition, 
the Director will report to the Secretary of State without going
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through intermediate authority, and he will act as the agent of the 
Secretary of State with authority under his direction, to act in his 
name. Also, I  intend that he participate in all meetings of the Na
tional Security Council having to do with disarmament.

I  am enclosing a letter from Mr. McCloy describing the legislation 
in more detail.^

Sincerely,

J o h n  F. K e n n e d y

Draft Bill To Create a United States Disarmament 
Agency for World Peace and Security, June 29,1961 “

Be it enacted by the Senate and the Heme of Be'pre8enta;tim8 of the 
United States of America m Congress assembled.

TITLE I—
SHORT TITLE, PURPOSE AND DEFINITIONS

S h o r t  T it l e

S e c t io n  1. This Act may be cited as the Disarmament Act for 
World Peace and Security.

P urpose

S ec. 2. An ultimate goal of the United States is a world whicji is 
free from the scourge of war and the dangers and burdens of arma
ments; in which the use of force has been subordinated to the rule of 
law; and in which international adjustments to a changing world are 
achieved peacefully. I t  is the purpose of this Act to provide impetus 
toward this goal by creating a new agency of peace to deal with the 
problem of disarmament.

The formulation and implementation of United States disarma
ment policy in a manner which will promote the national security 
require a central organization charged by statute with primary re
sponsibility for this field. This organization must be so placed within 
the Government that it can provide the President, the Secretary of 
State, other oflGlcials of the Executive Branch, and the Congress with 
recommendations concerning United States disarmament policy, and 
can assess the effect of these recommendations upon our foreign poli
cies, our national security policies, and our economy.

 ̂Ante, pp. 196-199.
®ACDA files. The bill was sent to Congress by President Kennedy on June 

29 {supra).
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This organization must have the capacity to provide the essential 
scientific, economic, political, military, psychological and technologi
cal information upon which realistic disarmament policy must be 
based. I t  must be able to carry out the following primary functions:

(1) The-Conduct, support and coordination of research for dis- 
armgunent policy formulation.

(2) The preparation for and direction of United States partici
pation in international negotiations in the disarmament field.

(3 ) The dissemination and coordination of public information 
concerning disarn^ame^t.. ..

(4) The prepa^ration for,, pperation of, or, as appropriate, di
rection of United States participation in such control sys-

' tems as may become part of United States disarmament
. activiti^. -

P E H N m O N S  I ;

As used in this A ct:
S ec . 3.

(a) The term “disarmament” includes the elimination, reduction, 
control, limitation, insp^tion, verification or identification, of arnied 
forces and armamente of all Mnds under international agreement or 
measure; including the necessary step^ in connection with disarma
ment to create and strengthen international prganizations for the 
maintenance of peace.

(b) The term ‘‘government agency” means any executive depart
ment, commission^ agency, independent establishment, corporation 
wholly or partly owned by the United States which is an instrumen
tality of thei United States, or any board, bureau, division, Service, 
office, officer, authority, administratidn, or other establishment in the 
executive branch of Government.

(c) The term “Agtocy” means the United States Disarmament 
Agency.

(d) The term"‘‘Person” means (1) any individual, corporation, 
partnership, firm, association, trust, estate, public or private insti
tution, group, government agen<jy other than the Agency, any state 
or any political subdivision thereof, or any political entity within a 
state, any foreign government or nation, any international organiza
tion, or other entity, and (2) any legal successor, representative, agent, 
or agency of the foregoing.

TITLE II—ORGANIZATION

U xrT E D  S t a t e s  D i s a r m a m e n t  A g e n c y  fo r  W o rld  P e a c e  a n d

S e c u r it y

Seo. 21. There) is hereby established the United States Disarmament 
Agency for World Peace and Security.
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Director
S ec. 22. The Agency shall be headed by a Director. He shall be 

appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. He shall receive compensation at the rate of $22,500 
per annmn. The Director shall serve as the principal adviser to 
the President on disarmament matters. Under the direction of the 
President and the Secretary of State, the Director shall have primary 
responsibility within the Government for disarmament matters.

Dejmty Director
S ec. 23. A Deputy Director of the Agency shall be appointed by 

the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. He 
shall receive compensation at the rate of $21,500 per annum. The 
Deputy Director shall perform such duties and exercise such powers 
as the Director may prescribe. He shall act for, and exercise the 
powers of, the Director during his absence or disability or during a 
vacancy in said office.

Assistant Directors 
S ec. 24. Not to exceed four Assistant Directors may be appointed 

by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
They shall receive compensation at the rate of $20,000 per annum. 
They shall perform such duties and exercise such powers as the Di
rector may prescribe.

Burecms  ̂OifiGes cmd Divisions 
S ec. 25. The Director may establish within the Agency such pro

gram and staff bureaus, offices and divisions as he may determine 
to be necessary to discharge his responsibilities under this Act, includ
ing, but not limited to, an Office of Public Affairs and an O^serof 
the General Counsel.

General Advisory Committee 
S ec. 26. The President may appoint a General Advisory Com

mittee of not to exceed 15 members to advise the Director on dis
armament policy and activities. The President shall designate one 
of the members as Chairman. The*members of the Committee may 
receive the compensation and reimbursement for expenses specified 
for consultants by Section 41(d) of this Act.

TITLE III—FUNCTIONS

K e s e a r c h

S ec. 31. The Director is authorized and directed to exercise his 
powers in such manner as to insure the conduct of research, develop
ment and other studies relating to disarmament, by private or public 
institutions or persons, and to assist in the acquisition of a fund of
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theoretical and practical knowledge in this field. To this end, the 
Director, under the direction of the President, is authorized and di
rected to coordinate the research, development and other studies 
conducted in this field by or for other Government agencies in ac
cordance with procedures established under Section 37 of this Act. 
To the same end, the Director is authorized and directed to make ar
rangements (including contracts, agreements and grants) for the 
conduct of research, developmtot and other studies relating to dis
armament, including:

(a) the detection, identification, inspection, monitoring, limita
tion, reduction, control and elimination of armed forces and arma
ments, including thermonuclear, nuclear, missile, conventional, 
bacteriological, chemical and radiological weapons;

(b) the techniques and systems of detecting, identifying, in
specting, and monitoring of tests of nuclear, thermonuclear and other 
weapons;

(c) the analysis of national budgets, levels of industrial produc
tion and economic indicators to determine the amounts spent by 
various countries for armaments;

(d) the control, reduction and elimination of armed forces and 
armaments in space, in areas on and beneath the earth’s surface, and 
in underwater regions;

(e) the structure and operation of international control and other 
organizations useful for disarmament;

(f) the training of scientists, technicians, and other personnel 
for manning the control systems which may be created by international 
disarmament agreements;

(g) the reduction and elimination of the danger of war resulting 
from accident, miscalculation or surprise attack, including (but not 
limited to) improvements in the methods of communications between 
nations;

(h) the economic and political consequences of disarmament, in
cluding the problems of readjustment arising in industry and the 
reallocation of national resources;

(i) the disarmament implications of foreign and national security 
policies of the United States with a view to a better understanding of 
the significance of such policies for the achievement of disarmament;

(j) the national security and foreign policy implications of dis
armament proposals with a view to a better understanding of the effect 
of such proposals upon national security and foreign policy;

(k) methods for the maintenance of peace and security during 
different stages of disarmament;

(1) the scientific, economic, political, legal, social, psychological, 
military, and technological factors related to the prevention of war
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with a view to a better understanding of how the basic structure of 
a lasting peace may be established.

(m) such related problems as the Director may determine to 
be in need of research, development or study in order to carry out 
the provisions of this Act.

R e s e a r c h  F A c iL m E S

S ec. 32. The Director is authorized (1 ) to conduct and support 
research, development and other studies of the types specified in 
the preceding section through use of the Agency’s own facilities, and
(2) to use, with their consent, the facilities of other government 
agencies or those of outside organizations. In carrying out his 
responsibilities under this Act the Director shall, to the extent feasible, 
make full use of available facilities. Government and private, and 
may construct such new laboratories as he deems necessary.

P a u o Y  F o r m u l a t i o n

S ec. 33. The Director is authorized and directed to prepare for 
the President, the Secretary of State, the heads of such other Govern
ment agencies as the President may determine, recommendations 
concerning United States disarmament policy.

N e g o t ia t io n  o f  I n t e r n a t io n a l  A g r e e m e n t s

Seo. 34:. Under the direction of the Secretary of State, the Director 
may (a) consult and communicate with or direct the consultation 
and communication with representatives of other nations or of 
international organizations, for the purpose of conducting negoti
ations concerning disarmament, or for the purpose of exercising 
any other authority given to the Director by this Act; and (b) com
municate in the name of the Secretary with diplomatic representatives 
of the United States in this country and abroad.

P u b l ic  I n f o r m a t io n

S ec. 35. Under the direction of the Secretary of State, the Director 
shall perform functions pursuant to Section 2(c) of Reorganization 
Plan 8 of 1953 with respect to the dissemination abroad of information 
concerning United States disarmament activities.

I n s p e c t io n  a n d  C o n t r o l

S ec. 36. The Director is authorized (1) to formulate plans and 
make preparations for the establishment, operation, and funding of 
inspection and control systems which may become part of United 
States disarmament activities and, (2) as appropriate, to put into 
effect, direct, or otherwise assume United States responsibility for 
such systems.
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C o o p e r a t io n  a n d  C o o r d in a t io n

S eo. 37. The Director, in consultation with other appropriate 
Government agencies and subject to approval by the President, shall 
develop suitable procedures to assure cooperation, coordination, and 
a continuing exchange of information among affected Government 
agencies on all significant aspects of U.S. disarmament policy and 
related matters, including current and prospective policies, plans, 
and programs. The Director and such Government agencies shall 
keep each other fully informed, currently and prospectively, of policy 
decisions, activities, statements, studies, research, and other matters 
which are within the scope of their respective responsibilities and 
which affect disarmament matters.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

G e n e r a l  A u T H O R irr

S ec. 41. In  the performance of his fimctions, the Director is au
thorized to—

(a) With the consent of the Secretary of State or other officer 
or agency concerned, utilize or employ the services, personnel, equip
ment, or facilities of the Department of State, or any other Govern
ment agency to perform such functions on behalf of the Agency as 
may appear desirable. I t  is the intent of this section that the Director 
rely upon the Department of State for general administrative services 
in the United States and abroad to the extent agreed upon between 
the Secretary of State and the Director. Any government agency is 
authorized, notwithstanding any other provision of law, to transfer 
to or to receive from the Director, without reimbursement, supplies 
and equipment other than administrative supplies or equipment. 
Transfer or receipt of excess property shall be in accordance with the 
provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, as amended.

(b) Appoint officers and employees, including attorneys, for the 
Agency in accordance with the Civil Service laws and fix their com
pensation in accordance with the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, except that, to the extent that the Director deems such 
action necessary to the discharge of his responsibilities, not to exceed 
45 scientific, technical, administrative and professional personnel may 
be appointed, compensated and removed without regard to the provi
sions of any other law, of whom not to exceed 20 may be compensated 
at annual rates not more than $500 in excess of the compensation now 
or hereafter fixed by law for Grade 18 of the General Schedule, and 
of whom not to exceed 2 may be compensated at annual rates not
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more than $1,500 in excess of that now or hereafter fixed by law for 
Grade 18.

(c) Enter into agreements with other Government agencies, in
cluding the military departments through the Secretary of Defense, 
under which officers or employees of such agencies may be detailed 
to the Agency for the performance of service pursuant to this Act 
without prejudice to the status or advancement of such officers or 
employees within their own agencies.

(d) Procure services of experts and consultants or organizations 
thereof, including stenographic reporting services, as authorized by 
section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a) at rates not 
to exceed $100 per diem for individuals, and to pay in connection 
therewith travel expenses of individuals, including transportation and 
per diem in lieu of subsistence while away from their homes or regular 
places of business, as authorized by section 5 of said Act, as amended 
(5 U.S.C. 73b-2) : Provided^ That such contracts may be renewed 
annually.

(e) Employ individuals of outstanding ability without compen
sation in accordance with the provisions of section 710(b) of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2160), 
and regulations issued thereunder.

(f) Employ, with the prior approval of the President, not to 
exceed three retired commissioned officers of the armed forces who 
are experts in military strategy or weapons systems and whose service 
shall not be considered as employment or holding of office or position 
bringing such individuals within the provisions of section 2 of the Act 
of July 31,1894 (5 U.S.C. 62); section 13 of the Civil Service Eetire- 
ment Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 2268); section 212 of Public Law 
72-212, as amended (5 U.S.C. 59a); or any other law limiting the 
reemployment of such officers or governing their simultaneous receipt 
of compensation and retired pay or annuities.

(g) Establish advisory boards to advise with and make recom
mendations to the Director on United States disarmament policy and 
activities. The members of such boards may receive the compensation 
and reimbursement for expenses specified for consultants by section 
41(d) of this Act.

(h) Make such investigations and obtain such information, as the 
Director may deem necessary or proper to assist him in exercising 
any authority provided in this Act.

(i) Acquire, purchase, lease and hold real and personal property, 
including patents, as agent of and on behalf of the United States, 
subject to the provisions of section 355 of the Kevised Statutes, as 
amended (40 U.S.C. 255), and sell, lease, grant and dispose of such 
real and personal property in accordance with the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended.
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(j ) Accept in the name of the Agency and to hold and administer 
any conditional or miconditional gifts, devises, bequests, grants or 
other donations or contributions of money, securities, or real or per
sonal property, for use in the furtherance of the purposes of this Act. 
The Director shall not accept any conditional gift, devise, bequest, 
grant or other donation or contribution which is conditioned upon any 
expenditure not to be met therefrom or from the income thereof unless 
such expenditure has been approved by Act of Congress.

(k) Delegate, as appropriate, to the Deputy Director or other 
officers of the Agency, with power to redelegate as needed, any author
ity conferred upon the Director by the provisions of this Act.

(1) Make, promulgate, issue, rescind and amend such rules and 
regulations as may be necessary or desirable to the exercise of any 
authority conferred upon the Director by the provisions of this Act.

F o r e ig n  S e r v ic e  R e se r v e  a n d  S t a f f  O f f ic e r s

S ec. 42. The Secretary of State may authorize the Director to 
exercise, with respect to Foreign Service Eeserve Officers and Foreign 
Service StaflF Officers and employees appointed or employed for the 
Agency, the following authority: (i) the authority available to the 
Secretary of State under the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended,
(ii) the axithority available to the Secretary under any other provision 
of law pertaining specifically, or generally applicable, to such officers 
or emjployees, and (iii) the authority of the Board of Foreign Service 
pursuant" to the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended. The ap
pointment or employment of Foreign Service Eeserve Offitjers jpur- 
suant to this subsection may be made without regard to the teriii or 
terms of appointment or employment prescribed by section 522 of 
the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended.

C o n t r a c t s  or E x p e n d it u r e s

S ec . 43. The President may, in advance, exempt actions of the 
Director from the provisions of law relating to contracts or expendi
tures of government funds whenever he determines that such action 
is essential in the interest of the United States disarmament policy.

C o n f l ic t  o f  I n t e r e s t  a n d  D u a l  C o m p e n s a t io n  L a w s

S ec. 44. The members of the General Advisory Committee created 
by section 26 of this A ct; and the members of the advisory boards, 
the consultants, and the individuals of outstanding ability employed 
without compensation, all of which are provided for in section 41 
of this Act; may serve as such without regard to the provisions of 
sections 281, 283, 284, or 1914 of Title 18 of the United States Code, 
or of section 190 of the Eevised Statutes (5 U.S.C. 99), or of any 
other Federal law imposing restrictions, requirements, or penalties
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in relation to the employment of individuals, the performance of 
services, or the payment or receipt of compensation in connection 
with any claim, proceeding, or matter involving the United States 
Government, except insofar as such provisions of law may prohibit 
any such individual from receiving compensation from a source other 
than a non-profit educational institution in respect of any particular 
matter in which the Agency is directly inter^ted. Nor shall such 
service be considered as employment or holding of office or position 
bringing such individual within the provisions of section 13 of the 
Civil Service Eetirement Act (5 U.S.C. 2263), section 212 of the Act 
of Jime 30, 1932, as amended (5 U.S.C. 59a), or any other Federal 
law limiting the reemployment of retired officers or employees or 
goveniing the simultaneous receipt of compensation and retired 
pay or annuities.

SECXJ5UTT E eQXJOTBM3BNTS . ;

Seo* 45.
(a) The Director shall establish such security requirements, 

restrictions, and safeguards as he deems necessary in the interest of 
national security. The Director may arrange with the Secretary of 
State or with the Civil Service Commission for the conduct of such 
security or other personnel investigations of the Agency’s officers, 
employees, consultants, persons detailed from other. Go,icQrnnient 
agencies, and its contractors and sub-contractors and their officers 
and employees, actual or prospective, as he deems appropriate; and 
if any such investigation develops any dat^ reflepting^that ther ̂ d i
vidual who is the subject thereof is of questionable loyalty, the matter 
shall be referred to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the results of 
which shall be furnished to the Director.

(b) The Atomic Energy Commission may authorize any of its 
employees, or employees of any contractor, prospective contractor, 
licensee, or prospective licensee of the Atomic Energy, Commission or 
any other person authorized to have access to Eestricted Data by the 
Atomic Energy Commission under section 2165 of Title 42, to permit 
the Director or any officer, employee, consultant, person detailed from 
other Government agencies, member of the General Advisory Com
mittee or of an advisory board, contractor, sub-contractor, prospective 
contractor, or prospective sub-contractor, or officer or employee of 
such contractor, sub-contractor, prospective contractor or pro
spective sub-contractor, to have access to Eestricted Data which 
is required in the performance of his duties and so certified by the 
Director, but only if (1) the Director has determined, in accordance 
with the established personnel security procedures and standards of 
the Agency, that permitting such individual to have access to such 
Eestricted Data will not endanger the common defense and security,
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and (2) the Director finds that the established personnel and other 
security procedures and standards of the Agency are adequate and in 
reasonable conformity to the standards established by the Atomic 
Energy Commission under section 2165 of Title 42, including those 
for interim clearance in subsection (b) thereof. Aay individual 
granted access to such Restricted Data pursuant to this subsection may 
exchange such data with any individual who (a) is an officer or 
employee of the Department of Defense, or any department or agency 
thereof, or a member of the: armed forces, or an officer or employee 
of the. National Aeronautics and Space Administration, or a contrac
tor or subrcontractor of any such department, agency, or arnaed force, 
or an officer or employee of any such contractor or sub-cpntractor, and
(b) has been authorized to have access to Eestricted Data under the 
provisions of sections 2163 or 2455 of Title 42.

(c) Any and all of the functions of the Director described in 
this section may be the subject of an agreement between the Director 
and the Secretary of State under section 41 (a) of this Act.

Comptroller General A udit

S eo . 46. No moneys appropriated for the purpose of this Act shall 
be available for payment imder any contract with the Director, 
negotiated without advertising^ except contracts with any foreign 
government, international organization or any agency thereof, unless 
such contract includes a clause to the effect that the Comptroller 
General of the United States or any of his duly authorized representa^ 
tives shall, until the expiration of three years after final payment, 
have access to and the right to examine any directly pertinent books, 
documents, papers, and records of the contractor or any of his sub-con
tractors engaged in the performance of, and involving transactions 
related to such contracts or sub-contracts; Provided^ however^ that 
no moneys so appropriated shall be available for payment under such 
contract which includes any provisions precluding an audit of the 
General Accounting Office of any transaction under such contract: 
And, provided fwther^ that nothing in this section shall preclude the 
earlier disposal of contractor and sub-contractor records in accordance 
with records disposal schedules agreed upon between the Director and 
the General Accounting Office.

P residenttal A uthority To T ransfer Certain F unctions

S e c . 47. The President may transfer to the Director any functions 
(including powers, duties, activities, facilities, and parts of functions) 
of any government agency which relate primarily to disarmament. 
In  connection with any such transfer, the President may provide for 
appropriate transfer of funds, records, property, and for necessary

629270— 62-------16
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civilian and military personnel to be made available from the agency 
from which the transfer is made.

U se op F unds

S ec. 48. Appropriations made to the Director for the purposes of 
this Act, and transfers of funds to him by other Government agencies 
for such purposes, shall be available to him to exercise any authority 
granted him by this Act, and shall also be available for the following 
uses to carry out the purposes of this A ct:

(1) rent of buildings and space in buildings in the District of 
Columbia: provided that to the extent feasible, the Director shall rely 
upon the General Services Administration for this purpose.

(2) administrative expenses incident to carrying out the pur
poses of this Act, including, without limitation, expenses of prihting 
and binding without regard to the provisions of section 11 of the Act 
of March 1,1919 (44 U.S.C. 111);

(3) purchase or hire of one passenger motor vehicle for the official 
use of the Director without regard to the limitations contained in 
section 78(c) of Title 5 of the United States Code or any other law 
relating to the purchase or use of government owned motor vehicles ;

(4) entertainment and official courtesies (not to exeed $25,000 in 
any fiscal year except as may otherwise be provided in an appropria
tion) ;

(5) expenditures (not to exceed $50,000 in any fiscal year except 
as may be provided in an appropriation) of a confidential character 
other than entertainment; Provided^ That a certificate of the amount 
of each such expenditure, the nature of which it is considered inad^ds- 
able to specify, shall be made by the Director and every such certificate 
shall be deemed a sufficient voucher for the amount therein specified;

(6) expenses authorized by the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as 
amended, not otherwise provided fo r;

(7) expenses in connection with travel of personnel outside the 
United States, including transportation expenses of dependents, and 
transportation of personal effects, household goods, and automobiles 
of such personnel, and including all such expenses when any part of 
such travel or transportation begins in one fiscal year pursuant to 
travel orders issued in that fiscal year, notwithstanding the fact that 
such travel or transportation may not be completed during the same 
fiscal year;

(8) expenditures necessary to make grants for, and to pay ex
penses incident to, training and study ;

(9) expenditures in connection with participation in international 
conferences for the purposes described in section 34 of this Act, in
cluding, but not limited to, rental of quarters by contract or otherwise.
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A ppropriations

S ec. 49.
(a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Agency 

such sums as may ba necessary and appropriate to carry out the pur
poses of this Act. Sums appropriated pursuant to this section for 
research development and studies shall remain available until 
expended.

(b) Funds appropriated pursuant to this section may be allocated 
or transferred to any agency for carrying out the purposes of this Act, 
Such funds shall be available for obligation and expenditure in ac
cordance with authority granted in this Act, or imder authority 
governing the activities of the agencies to which such funds are allo
cated or transferred.

E eport to Congress

S ec. 50. The Director shall submit to the President, for transmittal 
to the Congress, not later than January 31 of each year, a report con
cerning activities of the Agency. The Director shall include in his 
report, and shall at such other times as he deems desirable, submit to 
the Congress such recommendations for additional legislation as he 
deems necessary or advisable.

Soviet Note to the United States Regarding the 
Nuclear Test-Ban Negotiations, July 5, 1961 ^

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Kepublics presents its compliments to the Embassy of the United 
States of America, and has the honour to state the following:

The Soviet Government has considered the reply of the United 
States Government of 17 June 1961  ̂ to the memorandum on the dis
continuance of nuclear weapon tests handed to the President of the 
United States, Mr. J . Kennedy, during his meeting with the Chairman 
of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, N. S. Khrushchev, in Vienna 
on 4 June last.^ I t  appears from this reply that the Government of 
the United States has unfortunately not agreed to the Soviet Govern
ment’s proposals aimed at facilitating and hastening solution of the 
problem of ceasing for all time tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

The whole content, in fact the very tone, of the United States Gov
ernment’s reply note shows that, instead of a businesslike and con-

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 549-559. The United States replied on July 15.

* Ante, pp. 189-195.
® Ante, pp. 162-166.
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structive exchange of views, the United States Government has chosen 
a different path: distortion of the Soviet proposals and idle fabrica
tions about the Soviet Union’s position. The United States Govern
ment is clearly trying to exacerbate the controversy and at the same 
time to introduce into it matters which have no bearing at all on the 
question under discussion. The object of all this is clearly to relieve 
the United States of responsibility for the sterility of the Geneva 
talks. At the same time there is not even the shadow of a desire to 
facilitate agreement on cessation of nuclear weapon tests. On the 
contrary, the United States note plainly suggests that the United 
States Government has now only one concern: how to justify to the 
world the resumption of nuclear weapon tests which is being prepared 
in the United States, and under what pretext to bum all bridges lead
ing to agreement between the Powers on the banning of these tests. 
Indeed, the American press makes no attempt to conceal that the 
United States Defence Department— t̂he Pentagon—and Atomic 
Energy Comrmssion are only waiting for the day when they will be 
given the all-clear to continue nuclear tests. This is evidently why 
the United States Government is trying to present in a distorted light 
the whole course of the three-Power talks at Geneva.

The Soviet Government finds it necessary to recall the basic facts 
pertaining to the talks on the discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen 
weapon tests, and particularly to the position of the sides at the Geneva 
Conference.

For many years the Soviet Union has consistently argued that the 
world should be freed for ever from all types of nuclear explosions 
stimulating the atomic arms race and threatening human life and 
health. I t  was none other than the Soviet Union which, first among 
the atomic Powers, pointed out the need to end without delay the 
dangerous experiments with nuclear weapons.

As far back as March 1958 the Soviet Union, wishing to facilitate 
the drafting of an international agreement on this matter, unilaterally 
stopped atomic weapon testing, although it was known to have car
ried out fewer test explosions than the United States and the United 
Kingdom.^ What was then the reply to this of the Governments of 
the United States and the United Kingdom? They replied with a 
new series of nuclear bomb test explosions of unprecedented intensity. 
But the Soviet Union continued its policy of advocating the immediate 
discontinuance of nuclear tests everywhere.

In 1959 the Soviet Government decided that it would not resume 
nuclear explosions if the Western Powers would likewise not carry 
out such explosions.2 And the Soviet Government has adhered strictly

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 978-980. 
" lUd.,  pp. 1440-1441.
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to its commitment although France, an ally of the United States and 
the United Kingdom in the NATO military bloc, is regularly con
ducting nuclear tests. The Geneva Three-Power Conference itself 
was convened precisely as a result of the Soviet Union’s persistent 
efforts. And the whole history of the Geneva talks is primarily a 
history of the Soviet Union’s tireless search for mutually-acceptable 
solutions concerning the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests. 
Everyone knows that the Soviet Government, with a view to reaching 
an agreement, accepted a number of proposals by the United States and 
the United Kingdom on important points of the treaty which is 
beiag drafted; and any definite progress made at the Geneva Con
ference is mainly due to the goodwill and sincere efforts of the Soviet 
Union to advance the cause of discontinuance of tests.

And what was the attitude of the Government of the United States 
and the other Western Powers? On different artificial pretexts they 
blocked the solution of this problem. Who does not know that it was 
precisely the Western Powers, and in the first place the Government 
of the United States, which for a long time opposed test ban talks in 
general ?

I t  will become obvious to the least objective observer who regards 
the progress of the Geneva Conference, not in a distorting mirror as 
the United States Government is trying to do, but in a true light, that 
in fact the United States has throughout the Geneva Conference been 
striving to prevent the drafting of an agreement on the discontinu
ance of nuclear weapon tests. Many facts show that, but for the 
United States and United Kingdom position aimed at thwarting 
agreement, the Geneva Confe!rfence’s work would long since have been 
completed and an agreement signed.

For example, a favourable situation developed in 1958 after the 
Conference of Experts from the United States, the United Kingdom, 
the Soviet Union and other countries had thoroughly di^ussed meth
ods of detecting nuclear explosions-and had unanimously drafted rec
ommendations on control over discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen 
weapon tests.^ I t  remained only for the Governments which had 
participated in the talks and had approved these recommendations 
to conclude quickly on that basis an agreement on the discontinuance 
of all nuclear weapon tests.

At the Conference of representatives of the USSE, the United 
States and the United Kingdom which opened at Geneva, agreement 
was reached on a number of articles of a draft treaty on the dis
continuance of tests.2 But this, apparently, seriously alarmed those 
quarters in the United States which have always feared the very

pp. 1090-1111. 
UUd., 37^-387.
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prospect of banning nuclear tests. Indeed, it is a fact that the 
United States Government backed out and attempted to revise—and 
in fact to reject— t̂he scientific experts’ recommendations which it 
had itself approved.

The United States Government worked hard to discredit these rec
ommendations! Its representatives emphasized especially that the 
system of control over underground explosions drafted by the experts 
in 1958 would be inadequa:te.. Basing; itself on this far-fetched argu
ment, the United States at first demanded exclusion from the treaty 
of all provisions referring to the prohibition of underground nuclear 
weapon tests. Meeting resolute objections by tlpie Soviet Union, it 
then put forward a proposal to exclude from the treaty underground 
nuclear tests below a certain yield.

The United States representatives invariably gave as the reason 
for all their demands that the control system drafted by the experts 
was untrustworthy and unreliable. Yet the scientific experts who 
drafted the recommendations hold that it is already perfectly possible 
to detect any violation by States of the agreement on discontinuance 
of tests and con^iiently to ensure fulfilment of their commitments.

But even if the control system is to some extent inadequate, this 
can by no means be pleaded as an obstacle to agreement, since, as sci
ence and engineering progress, increasingly efficient instruments will 
be designed, and consequently the control system will be improved. 
Therefore that part of the draft treaty which has been agreed upon 
includes a provision that two years after the treaty on the discontinu
ance of tests enters into force, and thereafter every year, the control 
organization may introduce improvements into the control system in 
the light of accumulated experience and scientific progress.

The United States Government is deliberately ignoring this im
portant provision, agreement on which was a resi^lt of prolonged 
efforts. Its references to technical inadequacy of control methods show 
once again that it is not interested in honest agreement on a treaty 
which would end nuclear tests for all time, but is looking for all sorts 
of loopholes to bypass the treaty and turn it into a scrap of paper. 
Is this not proved by the fact that the United States, trying to impose 
such a treaty, demands that the abstention from underground tests 
of low-yield atomic bombs— t̂he so-called moratorium on these ex
plosions^—should be established only for three years ? But what mean
ing would there be in an agreement on a moratorium such as that 
proposed by the United States? The result would in fact be that the 
territory of the USSK would be placed under control and in three 
years the United States would be able, on some artificial pretext, to 
resume nuclear weapon tests. I t  is clear to everyone that under these 
conditions control over the discontinuance of nuclear tests would turn 
completely into a collection of information by spying.
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Thus the United States position on underground explosions by itself 
makes agreement impossible. But this is not the only matter on which 
the United States Government has demonstrated its unwillingness to 
conclude an agreement.

The United States Government tries in its note to advertize the 
proposals advanced recently by the United States delegation at the 
Geneva Conference. But in doing so it is careful not to mention that 
the position of the United States Government has not changed on the 
major issue: recognition of full equality of the sides, and assurance 
to them of equal conditions of control, without which agreement is 
unthinkable. I f  a serious effort is to be made to conclude an agreement, 
these barriers must first of all be removed, since only then can the 
Geneva Conference break out of the deadlock and the path to agree
ment be cleared.

In  this connexion it is impossible to overlook the United States 
Government’s objections to the Soviet Government’s proposals that 
the control organization should be headed, not by a single administra
tor, but, by an administrative council consisting of representatives 
vested with equal rightsi-from the three main groups of States : the 
socialist States, the capitalist States in the Western military blocs, 
and the neutral States.^ In proposing the establishment of an ad
ministrative council of that composition, the Soviet Government based 
itself on the realities of present-day international life— t̂he necessity 
for creating equal conditions for representatives of all three groups 
of States, and for precluding any abuse of the executive authority in 
the control organ and any action detrimental to the security of the 
countries parties to the treaty.

The United States Government also admits in its note of 17 June 
that the control system must be organized in such a way that ‘‘no party 
to the treaty and no operator of the Control System could hurt the 
interests of another party or abuse the authority granted by the 
treaty”. But the United States Government contradicts itself by 
insisting that the executive authority in the control organ should be 
placed in the hands of one person. Experience shows that there is no 
person who can make an unbiased approach to any international event 
or social system. That is not surprising, because no person can live 
in a society without being influenced by some ideology or other and 
by the relationships existing between different groups within that 
society. That is why there are neutral countries but there are, and 
can be, no neutral persons.

Examples, and very instructive ones for that matter, are not far to 
seek. The tragedy of the Congo graphically showed the whole world 
how dangerous it is to entrust the execution of important decisions to

 ̂See ante, pp. 51-53.
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one person. Only the politically blind can fail to see that it is 
precisely with the help of Mr. Hammarskjold, who poses as a neutral 
man, that the colonialists have committed and are committing mon
strous crimes on Congolese soil. I t  was Mr. Hammarskjold and no 
one else who, to please the colonialists, turned inside out the Security 
Council’s decisions aimed at protecting the national independence of 
the Congo. The colonialists, using as their cat’s-paws Mr. Ham
marskjold and the United Nations officials appointed by him, are 
stifling the liberation forces in the Congo and making short work of 
Congolese patriots. Can Mr. Hammarskjold’s behaviour in the Congo 
be called neutral, seeing that he scoffs at elementary justice and pro
tects the murderers of Patrice Lumumba, that passionate fighter for 
the Congo’s independence?

No; towards the Congo, as in other international affairs, Mr. Ham- 
merskjold is not neutral, although he is a representative of neutral 
Sweden. In  fact he has always been and still is, a champion of the 
policy of one group of States only, the capitalist States. And after 
all this the United States Government is trying to impose someone 
like Mr. Hammarskjold as single administrator in the organ which is 
to control the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests.

I t  goes without saying that no State to which the cause of peace is 
dear will be willing to repeat the experiment with another Ham
marskjold, especially in matters affecting the most vital interest of 
the peoples— t̂heir security.

How is it possible to preclude all unilateral action in the control 
organ which would infringe the lawful interests of States parties to 
the treaty ? The Soviet Government asked itself that question and, 
on the basis of exhaustive study of this problem, arrived at the firm 
conclusion that only an executive organ consisting of representatives 
of the three main groups of States, invested with equal powers, could 
ensure fair and objective control over the fulfilment of the commit
ments assumed by the States.

The United States Government objects to co-operation on an equal 
footing between representatives of the three main groups of States in 
the main executive organ of the control organization, and again 
alleges that it would render that organ ineffectual and be tantamount 
to introducing a “veto”. But, speaking of a “veto”, it is precisely the 
United States Government which wants to invest the single admin
istrator with that right. Indeed, the United States wants the person 
placed at the head of the control organ to decide himself whether a 
given event on which a State party to the treaty has asked for a check 
is subject to inspection or not. The result would be that this admin
istrator would actually have a “veto” enabling him, not only to hamper 
inspection where it is needed, but even to prevent it altogether. And 
since an administrator cannot be neutral, his decisions cannot be



SOVIET NOTE, JULY 5 233

expected to be objective. A State whose interests were unlawfully 
infringed by the administrator would naturally not agree to his 
demands. That would in practice paralyze the control activity and 
render it ineffective.

The legitimate question therefore arises: who is in fact insisting on 
introducing a “veto” and establishing an inefficient control organ: the 
Soviet Union, which proposes the establishment of a tripartite admin
istrative council, on an equal footing, or the United States, which 
demands that the control organ shall be placed at the disposal of one 
person who will, it expects, have to serve as a tool of the Western 
Powers? In view of what has been said, the only possible opinion is 
that the United States Government is striving to establish an organ in 
which it would be guaranteed imilateral privileges and which would 
be dominated by the veto, in the hands of the placeman of a single 
group of States whose actions, for instance within the United Nations, 
experience has shown to be incompatible with international law.

The Soviet Union’s position completely precludes any arbitrary ac
tion in the execution of an inspection. Its proposals for annual quotas 
of on-site inspections clearly state that, within the limits of the agreed 
quotas, an inspection team shall be dispatched at the request of the 
opposite side and no one—^neither the Control Commission, nor the 
administrative council, nor any other organ of the control organiza
tion—can prevent the exercise of a State’s right to inspection within 
the quota, if objective instrument readings indicate the existence of a 
suspicious event.

The Soviet Grovernment and its head, N. S. Khrushchev, have re
peatedly declared that the Soviet Union has never demanded and does 
not now demand for itself any exceptional position or dominance in 
the control organ. The Soviet Union seeks to secure for itself the 
same rights as will be enjoyed by all the other parties to the treaty.

The United States Government points out in its note that for almost 
three years the United States has been willing to assume “the risk’̂  
of not testing nuclear weapons without an international agreement 
on the matter, and that it cannot take this “risk” indefinitely.

I f  that is how the question is to be put, then it must be said that 
it is the Soviet Union, not the United States, that is running the risk. 
Indeed, it is well known that, while the USSR is carrying out no 
experimental explosions of nuclear weapons, France, an ally of the 
United States in the NATO military bloc, is carrying out nuclear 
weapon tests and can thus improve this weapon in the interests also 
of the United States, its ally in that bloc.

The cardinal solution for this problem, which would prevent a new 
world war, is general and complete disarmament. Now that the 
Western Powers, seeking unilateral military advantages, have dead
locked the talks on the discontinuance of tests, the way out of the
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resulting situation is to be sought in an interlinked solution of both 
problems: that of general and complete disarmament, and that of 
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. The advantage of this solu
tion is that it removes the main obstacle which the Western Powers 
now see in the Soviet proposal for the establishment of a three- 
member administrative council.

As N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, stressed at a meeting of the United Nations General Assembly, 
if the Western Powers accept the proposal for general and complete 
disarmament, then the Soviet Government, for its part, is prepared 
to accept unconditionally any proposals of the 'Western Powers for 
control?' The United States Government, in objecting to an inter
linked solution of the problem of discontinuance of nuclear tests with 
the problem of general and complete disarmament, pretends not to 
notice this agreement of the Soviet Union to the forms of control pro
posed by the Western Powers, in the conditions of realization of gen
eral and complete disarmament.

Nor is it possible to ignore the statements by the United States 
Government in its note of 17 June that, if both questions were con
sidered simultaneously, an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapon tests would be postponed indej&nitely, that it would.be neces
sary to “start the whole thing from the beginning”, and so forth. 
I t  follows inevitably from these words that the United States and its 
Western allies in the military blocs intend to delay indefinitely the 
conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, thus as
suming heavy responsibility for all the consequences. The Soviet 
Government cannot agree that in the talks on general and complete 
disarmament it will be necessary to start the whole thing from the 
beginning. Nearly two years have passed since the Soviet Union ad
vanced proposals on general and complete disarmament. This prob
lem was discussed in detail for several months in the Ten Nation 
Committee on Disarmament which met last year.

The Soviet Government had hoped that the new United States Gov
ernment would revise the Eisenhower Government’s policy on this 
issue, which can only be described as obstructionist. However, in 
view of the statements contained in the United States note and of some 
other facts, it must be admitted that these hopes have not so far been 
justified. The USSR Government would like to express the hope 
that both great Powers— t̂he USSR and the United States—will find 
a common language on the disarmament problem.

General and complete disarmament has now become a pressing his
torical necessity and the surest way to enduring peace on earth. And 
although the question of ending the tests is of considerable importance, 
and an agreement on it would be a substantial step towards disarma

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, p. 295.
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ment, it should be clearly realized that the mere discontinuance of 
nuclear tests could not eliminate the menace of atomic war or end the 
arms race. General and complete disarmament is necessary if the 
great task of ridding mankind of wars and the burden of armaments 
is to be accomplished. The war machines of the States must be com
pletely smashed up and destroyed.

The Soviet Government agrees that successful completion of talks 
on the prohibition of nuclear tests would contribute to progress in 
other disarmament measures. I t  has, for its part, done everything 
possible to achieve this task, and continues to do so. But it follows 
from the note of 17 June that the United States Government now 
wants to use the Geneva three-Power Conference, which is dealing 
only with cessation of nuclear tests, as a preliminary condition for the 
solution of a much broader and more important problem—that of 
general and complete disarmament. Thus the United States Govern
ment, while making considerable efforts to lead the Geneva Gonferr 
ence into an impasse, is now also making the fate of the talks on 
disarmament in general depend on the outcome of the Geneva talks. 
This is strange logic, to say the least. All it can do is to play into the 
hands of those who want to wreck both the talks on general and 
complete disarmament and the talks on the ending of nuclear tests.

I t is regrettable that the United States Government should have 
seen fit to follow in its note the slippery path of attacks on the Soviet 
Union’s social system. What is th is: a display of hostility to com; 
munism, or an attempt to divert attention from the weakness of the 
United States position on disarmament ?

The Soviet Government has no intention of starting a discussion 
here with the United States Government on which form of society— 
the socialist or the capitalist—is ‘̂ open” and which ‘‘closed”. The 
USSR Government presumes that, if the feelings of the sides with 
regard to each other’s social system are given free rein in considering 
disarmament, the discoiitiuuance of nucleg^r weapon tests, or generally 
any question of intergovernmental relations, we shall then have to 
admit that all possibility of agreement will in effect be precluded in 
advance. The Soviet Government has always held this view, and 
considers it the only correct one. Since, however, the United States 
Government has touched upon this matter, we should like to say with 
the utmost clarity that the Soviet society is indeed solidly and reliably 
closed to the activities of exploiters and oppressors who wax rich on 
the blood and sweat of the people, and to all enemies of the social and 
State system of the USSR. But it opens up unlimited possibilities 
for the satisfaction of the needs and desires of the working people, 
who in the Soviet Union enjoy all the fullness of power and are the 
absolute masters of the fruits of their labour.

Now, to whom is the American society open ? I t  is open only to the 
exploiters, to a handful of monopolies which have placed the entire
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power of the State in the service of their own narrow interests. I t 
ill becomes the Government of a country whose system is founded on 
brutal exploitation of man by man to preach democracy to the Soviet 
people.

If  the claims the United States leaders like to make are true : that 
in the United States all secrets are open, and that the public is in
formed of every step taken by the Government and other oflS.cial 
agencies, how then would the Government of the United States answer 
such questions as these:

Did the American people, or even such a highly-placed organ as 
the United States Congress, know of the provocative flights by United 
States U2 aircraft within the boundaries of the USSR ? Apparently 
not, before these flights were exposed and the guilty persons caught 
redhanded.

Perhaps atomic bombs were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
with the approval of the American people? No; the American 
people knew nothing of the preparations for this inhuman act and, 
so far as is known,.condemn it.

Lastly, were the American people consulted when the recent aggres
sion against Cuba was being prepared and organized from the terri
tory and with the support of the United States? No; it was kept a 
close secret from the American people.

All these facts seem to fit easily within the meaning of the ‘̂free- 
and “open” society so vaunted in the United States Government’s 
note; but there is no place for them within a truly free and a truly 
open society.

I t has long been known that some foreign military headquarters 
are eagerly waiting for the Soviet Union to open its State frontiers 
and facilitate espionage in Soviet territory. The Governments of the 
Western Powers frequently bow to the demands of these organs and 
follow their line even in international talks. Is not this the reason, 
specifically, for the pressing demands of the Western Powers for an 
inflated number of on-site inspections to observe the situation regard
ing termination of nuclear tests in the territory of the USSR? 
Everything seems to show that the United States Government is 
ready to sacrifice to the interests of intelligence the reaching of agree
ment on discontinuance of nuclear weapon explosions.

The Soviet Government has repeatedly declared that it is prepared 
to introduce in its country all control measures necessary for imple
menting an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. 
But the Soviet Government considers it necessary to stress anew that 
it will never agree to the control, divorced from disarmament and 
turned into a control over armaments, for which the United States has 
been pressing for many years, in the United Nations among other 
places.
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The Soviet Union declares at the same time that it will never agree 
to any disarmament measures without effective control over their 
implementation. The Soviet Government will not agree to disarma
ment without control, since bitter experience has taught it not to rely 
upon the word of honour of its Western partners iii agreements.

The Soviet Government abides firmly by the views set forth in its 
memorandum of 4 June 1961. I t  would like the United States Govern
ment to understand its point of view correctly, since this would help 
to find a basis for agreement both on general and complete disarma
ment and on discontinuance of atomic and hydrogen weapon tests.

Address by Premier KJirushchev to Graduates of Soviet 
Military Academies {Extract), July 9,1961 ^

The Soviet Union is displaying maximum good will to achieve 
understanding with our former allies and the Federal Kepublic of 
Germany. But the language of threats and intimidation to which the 
West often resorts does not promote a businesslike atmosphere for 
negotiation. Moreover, under such circumstances, the conclusion of a 
peace treaty with the German Democratic Eepublic, with all the at
tendant consequences, may prove to be the only way out of the 
obtaining situation.

We shall sign the peace treaty and order our armed forces to ad
minister a worthy rebuff to any aggressor if he dares raise a hand 
.^gainst the Soviet Union or our friends.

The Soviet Governinent sincerely: strives to achieve a lasting peace. 
But we must not forget that the safeguarding of peace depends not 
only on our desire, not only on our efforts. A lasting peace can be 
ensured only if efforts to achieve this goal are exerted also by the 
governments of other states, if the peoples of all the world fight for 
this.

We say that a new world war is not inevitable. However, it must 
not be considered that the possibility of war has already been ruled 
out completely, inasmuch as the imperialist powers still exist. That 
is why we must be ready for any contingencies and well prepared. 
'The Soviet people, and our youth above all, must be vigilant and 
ready to defend the country, to rebuff the aggressor if he dares attack 
our homeland.

We must perfect our weapons, improve our skill in handling arms 
so that they fire without fail and with pin-point precision. This

 ̂Soviet Embassy press release 163, July 10, 1961, pp. 7-8. The address was
• deUvered at the Kremlin.
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must be remembered primarily by you, the commanders and leaders 
of our forces. The Soviet Army must be ready at any moment to 
defend reliably the peaceful construction of communism in the So
viet Union and to fulfill its international duty of rendering aid to the 
other socialist nations.

The Soviet Armed Forces today have everything necessary to ful> 
fill successfully the responsible tasks set before them. They possess 
the necessary quantities of thermonuclear weapons, the most efficient 
means of delivering them—close-combat, intermediate and interconti
nental missiles.

I t  is best for those who think of war not to imagine that distance 
will save them. If  the imperialists unleash a war, it will end with 
imperialism’s complete debacle and ruin. Mankind will end once and 
for all the system which gives rise to aggressive war.

Comrades, the Government of the Soviet Union follows attentively 
the military measures taken of late by the United States of America 
and its NATO allies. We cannot disregard such facts as the building 
up of armed forces in the Western countries, the steps to increase 
considerably the number of strategic A-bombers which are constantly 
kept in the air. The forces of West Germany are being equipped with 
the latest weapons and increased numerically.

The United States President, Mr. Kennedy, proclaimed in his recent 
messages to Confess the so-called ‘‘new course.” I t  provides for 
stepping up the program of developing rocket-missile strate^c weap
ons, the raising of the military readiness of all the services. For this 
purpose President Kennedy has proposed that military allocations, 
as compared with the draft budget submitted by the previous Presi
dent, be increased by more than 3.5 billion dollars.^ This means that 
the military expenditures in the fiscal year 1961-1962 will exceed 53 
billion dollars. The military expenditures in the Federal Republic of 
Germany increa^d 18 per cent this year. A considerable rise in mili
tary expenditures is characteristic of Britain, France and other 
NATO countries.

This is how the Western Powers are replying to the Soviet Union’s 
unilateral reduction of its armed forces and military expenditures 
during the past several years.

Would it be correct for us in these conditions to continue reducing 
our armed forces unilaterally ?

Taking into account the obtaining situation, the Soviet Government 
was compelled to instruct the Defense Ministry to suspend tempo
rarily, pending special orders, the reduction of the armed forces 
planned for 1961.̂

 ̂See ante, pp. 65-79.
* I.e., the reduction of forces decreed by the Supreme Soviet on Jan. 15, 1960

{Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 16-18). See also post, pp. 309-317.
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In view of the growing military budgets in the NATO countries, the 
Soviet Government has passed a decision to increase defense spending 
in the current year by 3.144 billion rubles, thereby raising the total 
military expenditures in 1961 to 12.399 billion rubles.

These are forced measures, comrades. We are taking them, due 
to the emerging circumstances, because we cannot neglect the interests 
of the Soviet people’s security.

United States Note to the Soviet Union Regarding the 
Nuclear Test-Ban Negotiations, July 15, 1961 ^

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet So
cialist Kepublics and has the honor to state the following:

The United States Government has examined the reply of the Soviet 
Government of July 5, 1961  ̂ to the note of the Government of the 
United States of June 17,1961 on the question of the nuclear test ban 
negotiations.^ Apparently in an effort to avoid the question of halt
ing nuclear weapons tests under effective international control, the 
Soviet note contains a multitude of irrelevant and unwarranted com
ments. The United States Government sees no point in replying to 
these comments.

Instead, the United States Government prefers to confine its reply 
to the Soviet Government to the central issue in the nuclear test nego
tiations. This issue is clear: it is whether the Soviet Union is now 
willing and prepared to reach an accord which would halt nuclear 
weapons tests under effective international control. For its part, the 
United States is fully prepared to accept all the necessary international 
controls in its territory to insure that nuclear testing is effectively 
halted. I t  fails to understand why the Soviet Union considers that 
these same controls which are strictly limited in scope to fit technical 
and organizational requirements would jeopardize its national 
security.

In an effort to achieve a basis for final agreement at the earliest pos
sible time, the Governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom have made numerous proposals designed to accommodate

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Teats: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 559-562. The Soviet Union repUed on Aug. 9 
{post, pp. 273-274).

* Ante, pp. 227-237.
® Ante, pp. 189-195.
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Soviet positions on international inspection and control. In many 
cases these proposals have met the Soviet position completely. Yet 
the reaction of the Soviet Government to our efforts to narrow the gap 
between the two sides has been to create new obstacles to agreement 
and lately, to propose that a treaty banning nuclear weapon tests 
should await agreement on, and perhaps indeed implementation of, 
general and complete disarmament.

The United States stands ready to negotiate a general disarmament 
agreement as rapidly as this can be done. I t  is clear that an immediate 
agreement to end nuclear weapon tests would aid in the achievement of 
such a disarmament agreement and equally clear that failure to reach 
agreement on a test ban would in all likelihood hinder efforts to con
clude swiftly an accord on disarmament. The fact that the Soviet 
Union resists so strenuously the limited control measures required by 
a nuclear test ban treaty can only cause grave concern for the possi
bilities of achieving effectively controlled disarmament.

This contrast between the attitudes of the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom, on the one hand, and the 
Soviet Government on the other, has been and is being brought into 
sharp relief in the conference proceedings on the question of how the 
control system should be managed and directed.

An issue which the Soviet Government had long described as one 
of the most important facing the conference was the issue of the com
position of the Control Commission. The Unitied States and the 
United Kingdom have agreed to equality of representation with the 
Soviet Union on this supreme supervising organ of the control system.^ 
There would be four representatives from each of the two sides and 
three neutral representatives. The Soviet Union and its allies would 
participate directly in the Control Commission in its task of setting 
the guidelines for operation of the control system and maintaining 
supervision over it.

Despite this significant move, which gave the Soviet Union an 
equal voice with the United States and the United Kingdom in guid
ing the affairs of the control system, the Soviet Union demanded still 
greater powers to impose its will on the control organization. Ee- 
treating from an agreed provision of the treaty, the Soviet Union has 
unfortunately chosen to advance the proposal that day-to-day ad
ministrative and executive authority over the international control 
system be exercised by a three-man administrative council.^ This 
council, on which each of the two nuclear sides and non-associated 
states would be represented, could take action only by unanimous 
consent so that the implementation of both the decisions of the Control

 ̂See ante, pp. 62-64. 
 ̂See (mtey pp. 51-53.
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Commission and the provisions of the treaty itself could be freely 
frustrated or vetoed. The effect of this proposal would be the paral
ysis of the entire control organization and would surely make a 
mockery of effective international inspection.

I t  cannot be argued that this new Soviet proposal was necessary to 
protect Soviet security interests. Under agreed provisions of the 
treaty, the Soviet Union has received ample assurance that adminis
tration of the control system will be competent and impartial. The 
Administrator is made accountable to the policy-making Control 
Commission, and works under its continuous supervision. His ap
pointment and the appointment of his first deputy requires the con
curring vote of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union has the right 
to nominate two deputy Administrators. The staff of the control 
organization is appropriately divided so as to provide equality between 
the two nuclear sides. Decisions as to the total amount of each annual 
budget, and the decisions as to amendment of the treaty, require the 
concurring vote of the Soviet Union. From this it is abundantly 
clear that concern over the Administrator’s activities could not have 
been the motivating cause for this Soviet demand for a tripartite ad
ministrative councU.

In an attempted justification for its tripartite administrative coun
cil proposal, the Soviet Government states that “There is no one per
son who can live in a society and not be influenced by one or another 
ideology and by mutual relations which exist between different groups 
within society. Neutral countries exist, but there are not and cannot 
be neutral people.” ^

The Government of the United States believes that this rejection of 
the idea of an international civil servant acting impartially under 
guidance from international policy making organs constitutes nothing 
less than an attack upon the executive capacity of any international 
organization for effective action. There are, of course, many people 
who are capable of exercising independent judgment in behalf of the 
international community; the whole history of international organiza
tions bears witness to this fact. The United States rejects this Soviet 
contention categorically and is convinced that nations which do not 
wish to submit to the domination of great powers will also reject it.

This is a striking example of the SovietUnion’s attempt to sabotage 
the Geneva nuclear test ban negotiations. I t is not the only example, 
however, as was pointed out in the June 17 note of the U.S. Govern
ment. The Soviet refusal to accept more than three on-site inspections 
a year; the demand that international control posts and inspection

^Variant translation of passage in Soviet note of July 5 {ante, p. 231). The 
Russian text is quoted in Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests: History and Analysis of Negotiations, p. 564, n. 3.
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teams in Soviet territory be headed by Soviet nationals; the Soviet 
insistence on criteria for on-site inspection which would seldom, if 
ever, permit an on-site inspection to be made regardless of how suspi
cious a detected event might be—all these are examples of the Soviet 
resistance to negotiating an effective nuclear test ban agreement in 
Geneva.

For its part, the United States Government must express its pro
found regret at the turn of events that has taken place in the test ban 
conference. The United States still regards the reaching of an agree
ment as a prime objective of its national policy. I t  repeats its readi
ness to negotiate in a reasonable spirit with the Soviet Government 
on the terms of a test ban treaty. Despite the lateness of the hour, 
the United States believes that the Soviet Government cannot be in
sensible to the demands of millions of people everywhere that agree
ment be reached urgently to ban nuclear weapons tests under effective 
control.

A binding treaty with effective controls would guarantee against 
hazards involved in testing; it would be a first step along the road 
towards accord on disarmament and towards the improvement of 
East-West relations; and it would inhibit the spread of nuclear 
weapons manufacturing capability. The prize we seek is too valuable 
and the consequences of our failure to win it are too serious to permit 
the luxury of indulging in narrow and temporary national interests. 
The United States Government makes common cause with all human
ity when it urges the Soviet Government to allow the negotiators at 
Geneva to get on with their work.

Letter From the United States and United Kingdom Dele
gations to Secretary-General Hammarskjold: Proposed 
Agenda Item on Test-Ban Treaty for the Sixteenth 
General Assembly, July 15,1961 ^

Your Excellency,
On the instructions of our respective governments we have the honor 

to request that an item “The Urgent Need for a Treaty to Ban Nuclear 
Weapons Tests Under Effective International Control” be included 
in the agenda of the Sixteenth Session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations.

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
and Analysis of Negotiations^ pp. 56^566.
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An explanatory memorandum is attached in accordance with Rule 20 
of the Rules of Procedure of the General Assembly.

S ir P atrick D ean  
\United Kingdom Representative]

T . P . P limpton 
[Deputy United States Representative

J uly  14, 1961

T h e  U rgent N eed for a T reaty T o B a n  N uclear W eapons T ests 
U nder E ffective I nternational Control

1. In its past six sessions, the General Assembly has given serious 
consideration to the problem of cessation of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons tests. In a number of resolutions— t̂he last of which was 
adopted on December 20, 1960^—the Assembly has recognized the 
imperative and urgent need for agreement by treaty on such a ban. To 
this end, it has urged the three States negotiating in Geneva to make 
every effort to achieve such agreement under conditions of appropriate 
international control. At the same time, while negotiations were in 
progress, the General Assembly urged the negotiating States to re
frain voluntarily from the testing of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons.

2. The United States and the United Kingdom Government [s] are 
conscious of their responsibility before the international community 
and of the importance of a test ban agreement to general world peace 
and security. For these reasons they have negotiated patiently with 
the Soviet Union in Geneva for nearly three years to achieve a ban on 
nuclear weapons tests which would be open for adherence by all States. 
For these reasons they have refrained from conducting nuclear and 
thermonuclear tests since negotiations commenced in October 1958. 
During all this period, however, there has been no international veri
fication to ensure that no clandestine nuclear weapons tests are being 
conducted by any nation. The Soviet Union has steadfastly resisted 
the adoption of key measures of international control which alone could 
afford a reasonable degree of assurance to all States that the parties 
to a treaty are adhering to their obligations. I t must be recognized 
that the voluntary forbearance of the United States and the United 
Kingdom to conduct nuclear weapons tests, under such conditions, 
involves a serious risk to their security.

3. In keeping with General Assembly resolution 1578 (XV) of 
December 20, 1960, the United States and the United Kingdom in
troduced at Geneva on March 21  ̂ and May 29  ̂ of this year, a large

 ̂Document8 on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 374r-S75.
* See ante, pp. 5 5 -^ .
^Ante,w- 161-162.
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number of far-reaching compromise proposals dealing with the prin
cipal issues unresolved between them and the Soviet Union. These 
proposals would not only give the Soviet Union and states associated 
with it a position of absolute equality with the United States, the 
United Kingdom and states associated with them on the policy-making 
control commission, and throughout the control system; they would 
also go as far as possible, consistent with the technical and organiza
tional requirements of effective control, to accommodate Soviet sensi
tivities on the subject of control. Moreover, the United States and 
the United Kingdom introduced on April 18, 1961 a complete com
promise treaty text which they are prepared to sign immediately or 
to use as a basis for further serious negotiations.^ A copy of this 
treaty was circulated to the members of the United Nations on June 3.

4. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, did not heed the counsel 
of the General Assembly “to make every effort to reach agreement as 
soon as possible.” I t  has failed to respond constructively to the 
initiative of its two negotiating partners. I t  has not introduced a 
single positive proposal within the past year and a half. Instead, 
since March 21, the Soviet Union has retreated from agreements 
already reached. Its most significant backward step was a new pro
posal that day-by-day executive authority over the international con
trol system be exercised by a three-member administrative council 
(including representatives of the two nuclear sides and a neutral 
representative) which could act only by unanimous consent.^ This 
proposal retracted the Soviet Union’s earlier agreement on a single 
administrator, who would be appointed with the concurrence of the 
Soviet Union, who would carry out the directives of the treaty and of 
the policy-making control commission, and who would be responsible 
to and operate under, the supervision of the control commission. 
While such a single administrator could take action rapidly and 
impartially, under the three-man administrative council proposal any 
action could be blocked, or delayed by any of its members.

The Soviet Union justifies its proposal for a three-member admin
istrative council by asserting that “There is no one person who can 
live in a society and not be influenced by one or another ideology and 
|by mutual relations which exist between different groups within 
society. Neutral countries exist, but there are not and cannot be 
neutral people.” ^

The United States and United Kingdom Governments categorically 
repudiate any suggestion that there are no people capable of exer-

 ̂Ante, pp. 82-126.
 ̂See ante, pp. 51-53.

* See ante, p. 24L
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cising independent judgment on behalf of the international com
munity. Indeed, the whole history of international organizations 
bears witness to the contrary. The two Governments believe that the 
Soviet rejection of the idea of an international civil servant acting 
impartially under guidance from international policy making organs 
can only be viewed as an attack upon the executive capacity of any 
international organization to act effectively.

The United States and the United Kingdom reject the Soviet pro
posal for the appointment of three-man committees, composed of 
representatives of states or of supposed blocs of states, in which all 
action would have to be taken by unanimous consent of all three—a 
further opportunity to add to the many individual vetoes the Soviet 
has cast in world affairs during the post-war period. They are con
vinced that all nations which do not wish the domination of great 
powers will likewise reject it.

The Soviet Union’s position is further based on other inadequacies 
which frustrate the concept of effective international control. Chief 
among these are: (a) the determination to limit inspection of sus
picious events in the United States, the United Kingdom and the 
Soviet Union to three annually; (b) the demand for a delay of four 
years after treaty ratification before control operations could begin; 
and (c) insistence on provisions permitting self inspection, for ex
ample by turning over direction of all control posts and inspection 
teams in the Soviet Union to nationals of the Soviet Union. More
over, in introducing the specious contention that the control arrange
ments proposed by the United States and the United Kingdom could 
be misused for espionage purposes, the Soviet Union has not only 
overlooked the far-reaching safeguards built into these arrangements 
to obviate any such danger, but has also, in effect, repudiated a con
trol system of the scope recommended by the Geneva Conference of 
Experts in August 1958.̂

5. Confirming its unwillingness to comply with the numerous Gen
eral Assembly resolutions urging early agreement on a nuclear weap
ons test ban, the Soviet Union now dismisses the significance of a 
separate treaty. I t  proposes instead that a treaty banning nuclear 
weapons tests should await agreement on, and perhaps indeed imple
mentation of, general and complete disarmament. This proposal re
verses the Soviet Union’s earlier position; it can only be concluded 
that this is being done in order to avoid any commitment now on a 
nuclear weapons test ban to which all states could accede. The 
United States and the United Kingdom are opposed to delaying a 
test ban treaty until agreement on total disarmament can be worked 
out. The Geneva Conference has shown that a treaty under reason

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.



246 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

able and effective international controls is possible; before the Soviet 
Union started reversing its positions, the Conference had such a treaty 
well within its reach. The United States and the United Kingdom 
believe that the progress made in nearly three years of negotiation 
should not be given up, but that efforts should continue until an agree
ment has been reached. They believe that an adequately controlled 
nuclear weapons test ban agreement concluded at an early time would 
be of inestimable value for (a) halting dangerous proliferation in 
nuclear weapon capabilities; (b) eliminating forever concern over 
fallout; (c) providing an agreed first step toward controlled disarma
ment; and (d) generally commencing a process which could build 
confidence among nations and decrease the danger of war.

6. The present attitude of the Soviet Union, as underlined by recent 
notes of its Government, does nothing to narrow differences between 
the two sides; indeed, it has enlarged them. Consequently, a serious 
impasse has been reached. Recognizing the importance of these ne
gotiations to the security and peace of the international community, 
the Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom be
lieve that the General Assembly should consider at its sixteenth ses
sion the critical situation that now confronts the conference. The 
two Governments are prepared to present a full exposition of their 
performance in carrying out the General Assembly mandate. I t  is 
the hope of both Governments that a treaty for cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests under adequate international control may yet be 
achieved and they stand ready to continue negotiations at Geneva to 
this end. The importance of such an agreement as a first step in 
reversing the dangerous and burdensome arms race can hardly be 
overestimated. The nations of the world must take this opportunity 
of taking a first significant step toward enduring world peace.

United States Draft Statement Submitted During the 
Bilateral Talks With the Soviet Union: Principles for 
the Conduct of Disarmament Negotiations, July 17, 
1961 ‘

The goal of negotiations should be to achieve full agreement on a 
program of total universal controlled disarmament which will be 
accompanied by the further development of reliable procedures for

*ACDA files.
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the peaceful settlement of disputes and of effective arrangements for 
the maintenance of peace in accordance with the principles of the 
United Nations Charter.

Total and universal disarmament should be understood to mean 
that the forces and military establishments, including bases, of all 
states shall be reduced to agreed levels required for the purpose of 
maintaining internal order and of supporting and providing agreed 
manpower for a United Nations international security force, and 
remaining agreed national security forces shall be armed only with 
agreed types and quantities of armaments, and that all other arma
ments, including weapons of mass destruction and means for their 
delivery and conventional arms, shall be destroyed or converted to 
peaceful uses; that the expenditures for military purposes by all 
states shall be reduced to agreed amounts necessary to maintain the 
remaining security forces; and that there shall be no manufacture of 
armaments except for agreed types and quantities to be used by the 
international security force and remaining national security forces.

The agreement should ensure that disarmament will proceed in 
such a manner that at no time would its progress adversely affect the 
security of any state; that disarmament will proceed as rapidly as 
possible through stages containing balanced, phased, and safeguarded 
measures, with each measure and stage being carried out in a specified 
period of time; that there will be an international disarmament organ
ization able to ensure that compliance with all disarmament obliga
tions is fully verified throughout the entire process; that transition 
from stage to stage will take place upon decision that all measures 
in the preceding stage have been fully implemented and verified, and 
that any additional verification arrangements required for measures 
in the next stage are agreed and, where appropriate, ready to operate; 
and that progress in disarmament is accompanied by measures to 
strengthen institutions for maintaining peace and the settlement of 
international disputes by peaceful means.

The states participating in the negotiations shall seek to achieve 
and implement the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible 
date.

Efforts to ensure early agreement on and implementation of meas
ures of disarmament should be undertaken without prejudicing 
progress on an agreement upon the total program and in such a way 
that these measures would facilitate and form part of that program; 
and efforts should continue without interruption until agreement on 
the total program has been achieved.
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Soviet Aide-Memoire Submitted During the Bilateral 
Talks With the United States: The Need for General 
and Complete Disarmament, July 19, 1961^

The Soviet Govemment regards general and complete disarmament 
as an international problem whose solution brooks no further delay.

Disarmament negotiations have been dragging on now for more 
than fifteen years. During that time a variety of commissions, com
mittees and sub-committees have discussed innumerable disarmament 
proposals. The results of these long-drawn-out negotiations have been 
far from encouraging: hundreds of meetings, mountains of records 
filling up the archives of the organs concerned, and no agreement.

In  the meantime, beyond the walls of the disarmament conference 
chambers, events have been occurring which with every passing year 
have increased the danger of a new war. The establishment by the 
Western Powers of a complex of military blocs—NATO, SEATO, 
CENTO— âimed against peace-loving States, the creation of a dense 
network of United States bases on foreign soil, the “cold war” provo
cations which have poisoned relations among States and the constant 
efforts made to accelerate the armaments race have been providing the 
most dangerous kind of fuel for another war.

The headlong development of science and military technology for 
its part has led not only to the creation of monstrous nuclear bombs the 
explosion of which over great industrial and cultural centres would 
bring mutilation and death to many tens of millions of people, but also 
to the addition to the armaments of States of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, missiles capable of delivering nuclear war-heads irrevocably 
to any point on earth in a matter of minutes. Wars have always been 
a terrible calamity for the peoples; but in the conditions prevailing 
today they could for certain States be a catastrophe whose conse
quences would spell their ruin.

I f  this dangerous concatenation of events is to be broken, drastic 
measures and a new approach to the solution of the disarmament 
problem are necessary, not a game of diplomatic leap-frog intended 
to deceive the peoples and prevent agreement on disarmament. The 
Soviet Govemment considers that this purpose will be served by 
general and complete disarmament, with the elimination of all armed 
forces and armaments of States, including nuclear weapons and 
rockets, and the destruction of the military organization and ma
chinery of countries. The implementation of these measures could 
lead mankind to a world in which there would never again be the 
possibility of war.

^A/4887, Sept. 25,1961.
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The idea of general and complete disarmament has already found 
its way to the hearts of the people. The overwhelming majority of 
the world’s States have spoken out in favour of a solution of this 
pressing problem of our times. Recognizing general and complete 
disarmament as the most important question confronting mankind, the 
United Nations General Assembly at its fourteenth session called upon 
all States to bend their efforts towards its speedy accomplishment.^ 
The peoples see it as the only sure road towards lasting peace.

While States still possess weapons, the danger of an outbreak of 
war cannot fully be removed. While armaments and armed forces 
remain, even if they be reduced, restricted or cut down, the possibility 
persists that an armed conflict may break out and that one State may 
use armed force against another.

Unfortunately the position adopted by the United States of America 
at the bilateral USSR-United States talks at Washington shows that 
that country is opposed to the carrying out of general and complete 
disarmament. In  its proposals the Government of the United States 
says not a single word about the need to resolve this pressing problem. 
I t  proposes that efforts should be confined to the discussion of some 
very vague measures which presumably should lead to the goal of 
“controlled universal disarmament”. I t  may be recalled in this con
nexion that the Soviet Union has frequently had to deal with similar 
vague proposals on the part of the Western Powers which—as is clear 
from the history of years of negotiations, including those which took 
place in the days of the League of Nations—have been followed by 
continuous efforts on the part of the opponents of disarmament to pre
vent agreement on each and every disarmament question.

The latest proposals of the United States on the basic principles for 
disarmament submitted in Moscow on 17 Ju lyshow  that the negative 
position of the United States in relation to general and complete dis
armament remains substantially unchanged.

This approach to the solution of the disarmament problem affords 
no break in the chain of obstacles created by the policy of the Western 
Powers, obstacles which have hindered the achievement of disarma
ment in the past, for it offers not the slightest solution to the principal 
problem now confronting the peoples of the world, that of ensuring a 
peaceful life for themselves.

I t  should also be borne in mind that the United States Government 
in essence makes the implementation of even limited measures of dis
armament dependent on a number of preliminary conditions such as 
the solution of outstanding international political problems, the for
mation of international armed forces, etc. I t brings all this under the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545. 
® Supra,
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head of international security, but in fact its position has nothing 
whatever to do with the provision of such security. No plans for 
creating international security can achieve the desired results while 
there remain armaments and armed forces equipped with missiles and 
nuclear devices, while States still hold these terrible weapons in their 
hands.

In recent times particular stress has been laid on the need for the 
establishment of international armed forces.

But assuming that these armed forces are established, what, in fact, 
would be their practical use at the present time? Surely no one is 
going to maintain that such armed forces, which would be limited in 
number, could be used against a great Power, or indeed against any 
reasonably strong State. Hence, in present conditions, when the West
ern Powers are in effect proposing that the command of the interna
tional armed forces should be placed under their own control, these 
forces would be confined to the shameful role of an international 
gendarmerie which would be used to frustrate the national liberation 
movements of the peoples of colonial and dependent countries, as 
recent events in the Congo have tellingly demonstrated.

There can be no doubt that the formation of an international police 
force as is now suggested by the United States would exacerbate the 
international situation still further and make it more difficult to 
achieve genuine disarmament by States.

The position would be quite different in a world disarmed, in which 
the necessary conditions existed for truly guaranteeing the security of 
all States, both large and small, would be present. If, given general 
and complete disarmament, there should arise a need for collective ac
tion to maintain peace or guarantee international law and order, then 
States would be required, in the necessary conditions, to place at the 
disposal of the Security Council units from the contingents of police 
(or militia) which they would retain after general disarmament had 
been completed.

The direction of these international armed forces should, of course, 
be effected by an organ consisting of representatives of the Socialist 
countries, representatives of the States now participating in the West
ern political and military alliances and representatives of the neutralist 
States. The decisions of this body should be taken unanimously. 
This would be the only way of guaranteeing that these imits would be 
used solely for the purpose of maintaining peace and not for that of 
obstructing the efforts of peoples to secure their national independence 
or of interference in the domestic affairs of States.

The United States suggests, as one of the first measures to be taken, 
the cessation of the production of fissionable materials for military 
purposes. But the mere cessation of the production of fissionable ma
terials for military purposes, without a prohibition of nuclear weapons
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or the solution of the entire disarmament problem, can in no way 
diminish the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war.

I t  is an open secret that by now enormous reserves of nuclear bombs 
have been accumulated, together with fissionable materials for their 
production, and that these are more than enough for the conduct of a 
devastating war, a war which would have the most grievous conse
quences for mankind. The mere cessation of the production of fis
sionable materials would have no effect whatever on the possibility of 
the use of existing reserves for the conduct of an atomic war, if such 
a war should break out. Its only consequence would be the establish
ment of control over undertakings producing fissionable materials 
ifrom atomic raw materials, and over large high-energy research 
reactors.

But what would be the advantage of this control? I t  has been 
shown by scientists that it would not stop the production of nuclear 
bombs from existing reserves of fissionable materials or the reconstruc
tion and improvement of bombs made earlier. The United States 
Government itself admits that the processes of production of fission
able materials for peaceful purposes and for military purposes are 
essentially the same. I t  must therefore recognize that control would 
not serve the purpose of preventing the clandestine production of nu
clear weapons. This could be done only by means of comprehensive 
control, which is possible only in connexion with general and complete 
disarmanent.

In  present conditions control without practical disarmament meas
ures would merely permit interested agencies in certain States, which 
are working on war plans, to gather information about the atomic 
resources of those whom they regard as their eventual enemies, and to 
search out and identify bombing objectives.

Furthermore, the mere cessation of the production of fissionable 
materials for military purposes, when the question of reducing the 
threat of an atomic war has been left unresolved, would play into the 
hands of those who want to lull the vigilance of the peoples and delude 
them into believing that some steps have been taken towards the re
moval of the nuclear danger, whereas in fact that danger would still 
threaten the world and would indeed grow greater with the continued 
production and accumulation of nuclear weapons.

I t  is also suggested that control should be established over intercon
tinental and cosmic ballistic missiles, quite separately from other 
disarmament measures. This is not a sound proposal, and the Soviet 
Union cannot accept it. I t is not difficult to see that the object of 
those who advance it is to damage the security interests of the Soviet 
Union.

The question of the abolition of intercontinental and cosmic ballistic 
missiles and the establishment of control over them cannot be con
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sidered or resolved independently from the question of dismantling 
military bases in the territory of other countries. The United States, 
deliberately separating these two questions, wants to preserve the mili
tary bases it has strung around the whole globe.

Such a demand could be accepted only in the event of capitulation. 
But the Soviet Union is not in a situation in which such demands can 
be put to it. Can the Soviet Union accept conditions which would 
undermine its own security while the other side would secure uni
lateral military advantages ? Obviously not.

In  the course that has been proposed to us there is no basis for 
agreement, and it seems that those who have made these proposals have 
no desire to seek common ground.

The course proposed by the United States Government, if it were 
adopted, would preclude any possibility of agreement and would lead, 
not to a reduction of the threat of war but rather to its increase, for 
a country which has secured unilateral military advantages might 
resort to force in an attempt to achieve its aggressive aims.

This is but added proof that, while States still possess armed forces 
equipped with the entire range of modem devices from rifles to nuclear 
bombs and rockets, while the war machinery of States is continuously 
drawing ever increasing human and material resources into the sphere 
of military preparations, and while military staffs are engaged in de
vising plans for nuclear and rocket attacks, there is no possibility of 
removing the threat of war.

I t  is a well known fact that in the past the Western Powers have 
used the matter of control as a means of avoiding any constructive 
steps towards disarmament. At the same time, flying in the face of 
the facts, they misrepresented the position of the Soviet Government 
and claimed that the Soviet Union was opposed to control in any form. 
The Soviet Government has often demonstrated the absurdity of such 
charges. The Soviet Union is opposed to control over armaments, on 
which the United States Government has stubbornly insisted and on 
which, apparently it is still insisting. But the Soviet Union has urged 
and still urges the need for control over disarmament. I t  was and 
still is in favour of effective control to the very widest extent, in con
nexion with general and complete disarmament. The Soviet Govern
ment and its Head, Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, personally have repeatedly 
declared that the Soviet Union is prepared to agree to any control if 
the Western Powers will accept its proposals for general and complete 
disarmament.

Many States, including the Soviet Union, have quite rightly reacted 
with extreme suspicion to proposals in the sphere of disarmament, 
when these proposals have had the effect of giving one side military 
advantages to the detriment of the security interests of the other side. 
General and complete disarmament would remove all fears and sus
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picions regarding control. Its implementation would exclude the 
possibility of giving military advantages to anyone whatever, and 
would guarantee equal conditions for all countries. All States and all 
peoples would benefit from it. They would gain peace, and only those 
would lose who are endeavouring to kindle the flames of another war.

These are the main reasons why the Soviet Government urges the 
immediate solution of the problem of general and complete disarma- 
meiit which is the most pressing problem of our day.

The Soviet Government hopes that the considerations set forth in 
this aide-memoire on the basic principles for disarmament may make 
it possible, in the course of bilateral USSE-United States negotiations, 
to work out agreed decisions on the basic provisions of a treaty on gen
eral and complete disarmament, which may then serve as the basis for 
the subsequent detailed discussions of this matter in which a greater 
number of States may participate.

Soviet Aide-Memoire Submitted During the Bilateral 
Talks With the United States: Control Over General 
and Complete Disarmament, July 21, 1961^

The Soviet Government is in favour of establishing strict interna
tional control over disarmament. The USSE’s position on this matter 
is based on the belief that it is essential to work out an agreement on 
general and complete disarmament which would provide a firm guar
antee that none of the parties would violate its obligations. I t  is 
unnecessary to stress that it is a matter of concern no less to the Soviet 
Union than to other States that any disarmament agreement should 
be carried out conscientiously by all parties. I t  is, rather, a matter 
of more concern to it. Knowing how little value its presumed 
partners in a disarmament agreement attach to their signatures on 
documents by which they assume obligations of one kind or another, 
the Soviet Union will never agree to any disarmament measures with
out effective control over their execution.

General and complete disarmament will require the most careful 
international control, and the control organs must have guaranteed 
access to any place at any time, without any so-called veto, without any 
prohibitions, without any restrictions.

In order to make it easier to reach an agreement with the Western 
Powers and to prevent the control question becoming an obstacle 
which would make it impossible to conclude a disarmament agreement, 
the Soviet Government has stated that if the Western Powers will

"A/4887, Sept. 25, 1961.



254 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

accept the proposal on general and complete disarmament, the Soviet 
Union will unconditionally accept those Powers’ proposals on control. 
This statement, made by the Head of the Soviet Government, N. S. 
Klirushchev, in the United Nations General Assembly,^ makes it clear 
to everyone that it is not the Soviet Union’s attitude which prevents a 
solution of the problem of disarmament control, but the attempts of 
certain circles in the Western countries to use this problem in order to 
create an artificial barrier to disarmament and to the liberation of 
mankind from the threat of war.

The Soviet Union, being in favour of disarmament control and 
wishing to facilitate as much as possible an agreement on such control, 
is resolutely opposed to control of armaments, on which the United 
States Government has so far insisted. Control of that kind would 
not only not limit the arms race in any way, but, on the contrary, 
would create conditions in which it would continue unchecked and 
in which there would be further accumulation of all types of arma
ments, including nuclear and rocket weapons. Control not linked 
with disarmament measures would become an international system 
of legalized espionage, providing an opportunity for the War 
Ministries of certain States to obtain information in which they are 
interested. I t  would thus help to promote, not disarmament, but 
the preparation of a new war.

I t is precisely for this reason that the Soviet Government cannot 
accept control before disarmament, as it was invited to do by the 
United States delegation during the Soviet-United States disarma
ment talks at Washington. Control before disarmament is nothing 
other than a form of arms control— în other words, control over a 
continuing arms race—which the Soviet Government categorically 
rejects.

The Soviet Government would like to draw attention to the fact 
that the USSR’s proposals on general and complete disarmament 
contain quite detailed provisions regarding control.

These proposals provide that all agreed disarmament measures 
should from start to finish be subject to strict and effective interna
tional control. As soon as a treaty on general and complete disarma
ment comes into force, an international control organization should 
be set up, which would station its staff, appointed on an international 
basis, in all countries parties to the treaty.

The control organization would consist of all States parties to the 
treaty, whose representatives would meet periodically in conference 
to consider questions connected with the maintenance of effective 
control over disarmament. The conference would elect a control 
council, consisting of both permanent and non-permanent members,

 ̂See, e.g., Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, p. 295.
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which would have subsidiary organs in the field. The control 
council would comprise representatives of the socialist countries, 
representatives of the States which at present belong to Western 
military and political alliances, and representatives of neutral States. 
Except in certain specii&ed cases, decisions of the control council on 
substantive matters would be taken by a two-thirds majority, and on 
procedural matters by a simple maj ority.

The control council would be responsible for the practical adminis
tration of the control system; it would prepare instructions and make 
a prompt study and analysis of the reports it received. States would 
provide the control council with information on their armed forces 
and armaments.

In  all countries parties to the agreement, the control organization 
would have its own staff, recruited on an international basis with due 
regard to the principle of equitable geographical distribution and 
in accordance with the provisions of the treaty. The control organi
zation would station its inspectors in the various States so that they 
could proceed to discharge their functions as soon as the States 
began to carry out measures in the field of disarmament. Every 
party to the treaty would undertake to guarantee prompt and 
imhindered access for controllers and inspection teams to any point 
within its territory where disarmament measures subject to check 
were to be put into effect, or to any area where there was to be on-site 
inspection of such measures. To that end the parties to the treaty 
would place at the disposal of the control organization any means 
of transport necessary for travel by its staff within their territory.

On the territory of each party to the treaty, the control organiza
tion staff would enjoy such privileges and immimities as were 
necessary for their exercising of independent and unhindered control 
over the implementation of the disarmament treaty. The teams of 
international controllers would include specialists of a suitable kind, 
depending on the nature of the units to be disbanded and the types 
of arms to be destroyed. The controllers and the control council 
would communicate through existing channels, with such privileges 
as were necessary to ensure quick delivery of reports and instructions.

All expenditure by the international control organization would 
be JGbianced from funds made available by States parties to the treaty. 
The scale of contributions would be fixed in the text of the treaty 
on general and complete disarmament.

In  order for international control to be really effective, control 
measures must be indissolubly linked with, and must correspond to, 
concrete disarmament measures. I f  specific procedures for super
vising disarmament measures were not laid down, control would 
not fulfil its purpose, but would merely constitute an opportunity 
for espionage. From this it follows that the duties, functions and
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powers of the control organization must be continually extended as 
the disarmament process evolves, and must cover more and more new 
spheres.

As is known, the first stage of the Soviet programme provides for 
the destruction of all means of delivering nuclear weapons to the tar
get, the liquidation of foreign military bases, a substantial reduction 
in armed forces and conventional arms, and certain other measures. 
Control provisions have been drawn up with reference to these 
measures, so that the international control organ would have the 
means and facilities wherewith to carry out the tasks entrusted to it.

Accordingly, in the first stage, on-site international control would 
be established to supervise the destruction of rocket weapons, military 
aircraft, surface warships, submarines and other items which can be 
used to carry atomic and hydrogen weapons.

International inspection teams would be dispatched to military 
bases and places where troops are stationed on foreign territory, to 
supervise the liquidation of these bases and the withdrawal of military 
personnel and troops to their own territory. Control would also 
be established at aerodromes and ports, in order to ensure that they 
were not used for military purposes. At the same time, rocket 
launching sites would be demolished under the supervision of the inter- 
national control organization, with the exception of those preserved 
for the launching of rockets for peaceful scientific purposes.

The control organization would have the right to inspect without 
hindrance all undertakings, works, factories and dockyards which 
had previously been engaged wholly or partly in the production of 
rockets, aircraft, surface warships, submarines and any other means 
of delivering nuclear weapons, in order to prevent the secret produc
tion of equipment which might be used to carry atomic and hydrogen 
weapons. Permanent control teams might be established, by agree
ment, at certain factories and plants.

There would be on-site international control over the disbanding of 
military forces and the destruction of armaments.

The controllers’ tasks would include: supervising prompt and faith
ful compliance with the decisions on the disbanding of large and small' 
military units and on the withdrawal and destruction of the material 
components of conventional weapons, military equipment and military 
stocks; and reporting to the control council and to the Government of 
the country in which they were located.

The control organization would be given unrestricted access to 
material relating to the budgetary appropriations made by States 
for military purposes, including all decisions taken in the matter by 
the States’ legislative and executive bodies.

The international inspection teams dispatched by the control organi
zation would have the right to carry out a comprehensive inspection
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of rocket devices launched for peaceful scientific purposes, and to be 
present at the time of their launching.

Measures for control over the second and third stages of the pro
gramme for general and complete disarmament would be worked out 
in a similar way. Thus, during the second stage, representatives of 
the control organization would carry out on-the-spot inspection of the 
destruction of all existing stocks of nuclear, chemical and biological 
weapons. The control organization would have the right to inspect 
all enterprises which extract atomic raw materials or produce or use 
atomic materials or atomic energy. Permanent control teams might, 
by agreement, be established at certain undertakings and plants.

International on-the-spot control over the disbanding of military 
forces and the destruction of armaments would continue to be carried 
out.

During the third stage, the conclusion of the process of eliminating 
all military forces and destroying all types of armament, as well as the 
elimination of the States’ war machinery—^War Ministries and all 
their organs in the field—^would be controlled. The international 
control organization would send controllers to verify, on the spot, 
the abolition of War Ministries, General Staffs and all military and 
militarized establishments and organizations, and the cessation of 
military training and all other types of military activity. Control 
would be established over the cessation of the allocation of funds for 
military purposes.

Where necessary, the control organization might establish a system 
of aerial observation and aerial photography over the States’ 
territories.

The Soviet Government believes that, even after the entire pro
gramme of general and complete disarmament has been carried out, 
the control organization should continue to operate and carry out 
inspection, on a permanent basis, in order to ensure that none of the 
States shall secretly re-engage in military production or again begin to 
establish armed forces. Once general and complete disarmament has 
been effected, the control organization should have the right to inspect 
any place and any object on the States’ territories.

The States should transmit to the control organization data on the 
location of police (militia) contingents, their total strength in num
bers in each place (area), and any movements of significant numbers 
of police (militia) close to their borders. The international inspec
tion teams must exercise thorough control to ensure that the numeri
cal composition of the police (militia) and their armament correspond 
to the agreed levels for each country.

The Soviet proposal for international control shows plainly that the 
control system which the Soviet Union proposes in regard to the

629270— 62-------18
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implementation of measures of general and complete disarmament 
is a truly effective and reliable one.

If, however, the United States and the other Western Powers are 
for any reason not in agreement with this proposal and submit their 
own proposals for the strengthening of control, the Soviet Government 
is not only prepared to consider the proposals of the United States and 
the other countries with regard to control but, as N. S. Khrushchev, the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, has repeatedly 
stated, is also ready to accept any proposal of the Western Powers— 
that is, any proposal concerning control—^provided that they, for their 
part, agree to accept the Soviet proposal on general and complete 
disarmament.

Radio-Television Address by President Kennedy 
on the Berlin Crisis, July 25, 1961 ^

Seven weeks ago tonight I  returned from Europe to report on my 
meeting with Premier Klirushchev and the others.^ His grim warnings 
about the future of the world, his aide memoire on Berlin,^ his subse
quent speeches and threats which he and his agents have launched, 
and the increase in the Soviet military budget that he has announced 
have all prompted a series of decisions by the administration and a 
series of consultations with the members of the NATO organization. 
In Berlin, as you recall, he intends to bring to an end, through a stroke 
of the pen, first, our legal rights to be in West Berlin and, secondly, 
our ability to make good on our commitment to the 2 million free 
people of that city. That we cannot permit.

We are clear about what must be done—and we intend to do it. I  
want to talk frankly with you tonight about the first steps that we 
shall take. These actions will require sacrifice on the part of many 
of our citizens. More will be required in the future. They will 
require, from all of us, courage and perseverance in the years to come. 
But if we and our allies act out of strength and unity of purpose— 
with calm determination and steady nerves, using restraint in our 
words as well as our weapons— Î am hopeful that both peace and 
freedom will be sustained.

The immediate threat to free men is in West Berlin. But that 
isolated outpost is not an isolated problem. The threat is worldwide.

Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 14,1961, pp. 267-273.
Ante, pp. 166-173.

* Senate Foreign Relations Oommittee, Documents on Germany, 1944-1961 
(S. Com. print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 642-645.
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Our effort must be equally wide and strong and not be obsessed by any 
single manufactured crisis. We face a challenge in Berlin, but there 
is also a challenge in southeast Asia, where the borders are less guarded, 
the enemy harder to find, and the danger of communism less apparent 
to those who have so little. We face a challenge in our own hemi
sphere and indeed wherever else the freedom of human beings is at 
stake.

Let me remind you that the fortunes of war and diplomacy left the 
free people of West Berlin in 1945 110 miles behind the Iron Curtain. 
This map  ̂ makes very clear the problem that we face. The white 
is West Germany, the East is the area controlled by the Soviet Union; 
and as you can see from the chart. West Berlin is 110 miles within 
the area which the Soviets now dominate—^which is immediately 
controlled by the so-called East German regime.

We are there as a result of our victory over Nazi Germany, and 
our basic rights to be there deriving from that victory include both 
our presence in West Berlin and the enjoyment of access across East 
Germany. These rights have been repeatedly confirmed and recog
nized in special agreements with the Soviet Union. Berlin is not a 
part of East Germany, but a separate territory under the control of the 
allied powers. Thus our rights there are clear and deep-rooted. 
But in addition to those rights is our commitment to sustain—and 
defend, if need be—the opportunity for more than 2 million people 
to determine their own future and choose their own way of life.

D e t e r m in a t io n  To M a i n t a i n  R ig h t s  i n  B e r l in

Thus our presence in West Berlin, and our access thereto, cannot 
be ended by any act of the Soviet Government. The NATO shield was 
long ago extended to cover West Berlin, and we have given our word 
that an attack in that city will be regarded as an attack upon us all.

For West Berlin, lying exposed 110 miles inside East Germany, 
surrounded by Soviet troops and close to Soviet supply lines, has 
many roles. I t  is more than a showcase of liberty, a symbol, an island 
of freedom in a Communist sea. I t  is even more than a link with the 
free world, a beacon of hope behind the Iron Curtain, an escape hatch 
for refugees.

West Berlin is all of that. But above all it has now become, as 
never before, the great testing place of Western courage and will, a 
focal point where our solemn commitments, stretching back over the 
years since 1945, and Soviet ambitions now meet in basic confrontation.

I t  would be a mistake for others to look upon Berlin, because 
of its location, as a tempting target. The United States is there, the 
United Kingdom and France are there, the pledge of NATO is there.

 ̂Not printed here.
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and the people of Berlin are there. I t  is as secure, in that sense, as 
the rest of us, for we cannot separate its safety from our own.

I  hear it said that West Berlin is militarily untenable. And so was 
Bastogne. And so, in fact, was Stalingrad. Any dangerous spot 
is tenable if men—brave men—will make it so.

We do not want to fight, but we have fought before. And others 
in earlier times have made the same dangerous mistake of assuming 
that the West was too selfish and too soft and too divided to resist 
invasions of freedom in other lands. Those who threaten to unleash 
the forces of war on a dispute over West Berlin should recall the words 
of the ancient philosopher: “A man who causes fear cannot be free 
from fear.”

We cannot and will not permit the Communists to drive us out of 
Berlin, either gradually or by force. For the fulfillment of our pledge 
to that city is essential to the morale and security of Western Germany, 
to the unity of Western Europe, and to the faith of the entire free 
world. Soviet strategy has long been aimed not merely at Berlin but 
at dividing and neutralizing all of Europe, forcing us back to our own 
shores. We must meet our oft-stated pledge to the free peoples of 
West Berlin—and maintain our rights and their safety, even in the 
face of force—in order to maintain the confidence of other free peo
ples in our word and our resolve. The strength of the alliance on 
which our security depends is dependent in turn on our willingness to 
meet our commitments to them.

P r e p a r a t io n s  T o  D e f e n d  t h e  P e a c e

So long as the Communists insist that they are preparing to end by 
themselves unilaterally our rights in West Berlin and our commit
ments to its people, we must be prepared to defend those rights and 
those commitments. We will at all times be ready to talk, if talk will 
help. But we must also be ready to resist with force, if force is used 
upon us. Either alone would fail. Together, they can serve the 
cause of freedom and peace.

The new preparations that we shall make to defend the peace are 
part of the long-term buildup in our strength which has been under 
way since January. They are based on our needs to meet a world
wide threat, on a basis which stretches far beyond the present Berlin 
crisis. Our primary purpose is neither propaganda nor provocation— 
but preparation.

A first need is to hasten progress toward the military goals which 
the North Atlantic allies have set for themselves. In  Europe today 
nothing less will suflSce. We will put even greater resources into ful
filling those goals, and we look to our allies to do the same.

The supplementary defense buildups that I  asked from the Con
gress in March and May have already started moving us toward these-
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and our other defense goals.^ They included an increase in the size 
of the Marine Corps, improved readiness of our reserves, expansion of 
our air- and sealift, and stepped-up procurement of needed weapons, 
ammunition, and other items. To insure a continuing invulnerable 
capacity to deter or destroy any aggressor, they provided for the 
strengthening of our missile power and for putting 50 percent of our 
B-52 and B-47 bombers on a ground alert which would send them on 
their way with 15 minutes’ warning.

These measures must be speeded up, and still others must now be 
taken. We must have sea- and airlift capable of moving our forces 
quickly and in large numbers to any part of the world.

But even more importantly, we need the capability of placing in 
any critical area at the appropriate time a force which, combined with 
those of our allies, is large enough to make clear our determination and 
our ability to defend our rights at all costs and to meet all levels of 
aggressor pressure with whatever levels of force are required. We 
intend to have a wider choice than humiliation or all-out nuclear 
action.

While it is unwise at this time either to call up or send abroad ex- 
<5essive numbers of these trpops before they are needed, let me make 
it clear that I  intend to take, as time goes on, whatever steps are nec
essary to make certain that such forces can be deployed at the appro
priate time without lessening our ability to meet our commitments else
where.

Thus, in the days and months ahead, I  shall not hesitate to ask the 
Congress for additional measures or exercise any of the Executive 
powers that I  possess to meet this threat to peace. Everything essen
tial to the security of freedom must be done; and if that should require 
more men, or more taxes, or more controls, or other new powers, I  
shall not hesitate to ask them. The measures proposed today will be 
constantly studied, and altered as necessary. But while we will not 
let panic shape our policy, neither will we permit timidity to direct 
our program.

Accordingly I  am now taking the following steps:

(1) I  am tomorrow requesting of the Congress for the current fiscal 
year an additional $3,247,000,000 of appropriations for the Armed 
Forces.

(2) To fill out our present Army divisions and to make more men 
available for prompt deployment, I  am requesting an increase in the 
Army’s total authorized strength from 875,000 to approximately 1 
million men.

(3) I  am requesting an increase of 29,000 and 63,000 men, respec
tively, in the active-duty strength of the Navy and the Air Force.

‘ See antCy pp. G&-79,151-160.
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(4) To fulfill these manpower needs, I  am ordering that our draft 
calls be doubled and tripled in the coming months; I  am asking the 
Congress for authority to order to active duty certain ready reserve 
units and individual reservists and to extend tours of duty; and, imder 
that authority, I  am planning to order to active duty a number of air 
transport squadrons and Air National Guard tactical air squadrons to 
give us the airlift capacity and protection that we need. Other re
serve forces will be called up when needed.

(5) Many ships and planes once headed for retirement are to be 
retained or reactivated, increasing our airpower tactically and our 
sealift, airlift, and antisubmarine warfare capability. In  addition, 
our strategic airpower will be increased by delaying the deactivation 
of B-47 bombers.

(6) Finally, some $1.8 billion—about half of the total sum—is 
needed for the procurement of nonnuclear weapons, ammunition, and 
equipment.

The details on all these requests will be presented to the Congress 
tomorrow. Subsequent steps will be taken to suit subsequent needs. 
Comparable efforts for the common defense are being discussed with 
our NATO allies. For their commitment and interest are as precise 
as our own.

And let me add that I  am well aware of the fact that many American 
families will bear the burden of these requests. Studies or careers will 
be interrupted; husbands and sons will be called away; incomes in 
some cases will be reduced. But these are burdens which must be 
borne if freedom is to be defended. Americans have willingly borne 
them before, and they will not flinch from the task now.

A N e w  S t a r t  o n  C i v il  D e f e n s e

We have another sober responsibility. To recognize the possibili
ties of nuclear war in the missile age without our citizens’ knowing 
what they should do and where they should go if bombs begin to fall 
would be a failure of responsibility. In May I  pledged a new start 
on civil defense. Last week I  assigned, on the recommendation of 
the Civil Defense Director, basic responsibility for this program to 
the Secretary of Defense, to make certain it is administered and co
ordinated with our continental defense efforts at the highest civilian 
level. Tomorrow I  am requesting of the Congress new funds for the 
following immediate objectives: to identify and mark space in existing 
structures—^public and private— t̂hat could be used for fallout shelters 
in case of attack; to stock those shelters with food, water, first-aid kits, 
and other minimum essentials for survival; to increase their capacity; 
to improve our air-raid warning and fallout detection systems, in
cluding a new household warning system which is now under develop
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ment; and to take other measures that will be effective at an early date 
to save millions of lives if needed.

In the event of an attack, the lives of those families which are not 
hit in a nuclear blast and fire can still be saved—if  they can be warned 
to take shelter and i f  that shelter is available. We owe that kind of 
insurance to our families—and to our country. In contrast to our 
friends in Europe, the need for this kind of protection is new to our 
shores. But the time to start is now. In  the coming months I  hope 
to let every citizen know what steps he can take without delay to pro
tect his family in case of attack. I  know that you will want to do no 
less.

M e e t in g  t h e  C o st s

The addition of $207 million in civil defense appropriations brings 
our total new defense budget requests to $3,454 billion and a total of 
$47.5 billion for the year. This is an increase in the defense budiget 
of $6 billion since January and has resulted in official estimates of a 
budget deficit of over $5 billion. The Secretary of the Treasury and 
other economic advisers assure me, however, that our economy has the 
capacity to bear this new request.

We are recovering strongly from this year’s recession. The increase 
in this last quarter of our year of our total national output was greater 
than that for any postwar period of initial recovery. And yet whole
sale prices are actually lower than they were during the recession, and 
consumer prices are only one-fourth of 1 percent higher than they were 
last October. In  fact this last quarter was the first in 8 years in which 
our production has increased without an increase in the overall-price 
index. And for the first time since the fall of 1959 our gold position 
has improved and the dollar is more respected abroad. These gains, 
it should be stressed, are being accomplished with budget deficits far 
smaller than those of the 1958 recession.

This improved business outlook means improved revenues; and I  
intend to submit to the Congress in January a budget for the next fiscal 
year which will be strictly in balance. Nevertheless, should an in
crease in taxes be needed—because of events in the next few months— t̂o 
achieve that balance, or because of subsequent defense rises, those 
increased taxes will be requested in J  anuary.

Meanwhile to help make certain that the current deficit is held to 
a safe level, we must keep down all expenditures not thoroughly justi
fied in budget requests. The luxury of our current post-office deficit 
must be ended. Costs in military procurement will be closely scruti
nized—and in this effort I  welcome the cooperation of the Congress. 
The tax loopholes I  have specified—on expense accounts, overseas 
income, dividends, interest, cooperatives, and others—^must be closed
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I  realize that no public revenue measure is welcomed by everyone. 
But I  am certain that every American wants to pay his fair share and 
not leave the burden of defending freedom entirely to those who bear 
arms. For we have mortgaged our very future on this defense, and we 
cannot fail to meet our responsibility.

S o u r c e  of T e n s i o n  I s  Moscow, Nor B e r l in -

But I  must emphasize again that the choice is not merely between 
resistance and retreat, between atomic holocaust and surrender. Our 
peacetime military posture is traditionally defensive; but our diplo
matic posture need not be. Our response to the Berlin crisis will not 
be merely military or negative. I t  will be more than merely standing 
firm. For we do not intend to leave it to others to choose and monop
olize the forum and the framework of discussion. We do not intend 
to abandon our duty to mankind to seek a peaceful solution.

As signers of the U.N. Charter we shall always be prepared to 
discuss international problems with any and all nations that are willing 
to talk—and listen—^with reason. I f  they have proposals, not de
mands, we shall hear them. I f  they seek genuine understanding, not 
concessions of our rights, we shall meet with them. We have pre
viously indicated our readiness to remove any actual irritants in West 
Berlin, but the freedom of that city is not negotiable. We cannot 
negotiate with those who say, “What’s mine is mine and what’s yours 
is negotiable.” But we are willing to consider any arrangement or 
treaty in Germany consistent with the maintenance of peace and free
dom and with the legitimate security interests of all nations.

We recognize the Soviet Union’s historical concerns about their 
security in central and eastern Europe after a series of ravaging in
vasions, and we believe arrangements can be worked out which will 
help to meet those concerns and make it possible for both security 
and freedom to exist in this troubled area.

For it is not the freedom of West Berlin which is “abnormal” in 
Germany today but the situation in that entire divided country. I f  
anyone doubts the legality of our rights in Berlin, we are ready to 
have it submitted to international adjudication. I f  anyone doubts the 
extent to which our presence is desired by the people of West Berlin, 
compared to East German feelings about their regime, we are ready 
to have that question submitted to a free vote in Berlin and, if possible, 
among all the German people. And let us hear at that time from 
the 2Y2 million refugees who have fled the Communist regime in East 
Germany—^voting for Westem-type freedom with their feet.

The world is not deceived by the Communist attempt to label Berlin 
as a hotbed of war. There is peace in Berlin today. The source of 
world trouble and tension is Moscow, not Berlin. And if war begins, 
it will have begun in Moscow and not Berlin.
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For the choice of peace or war is largely theirs, not ours. I t  is the 
Soviets who have stirred up this crisis. I t  is they who are trying to 
force a change. I t  is they who have opposed free elections. I t  is they 
who have rejected an all-German peace treaty and the rulings of 
international law. And as Americans know from our history on our 
own old frontier, gun battles are caused by outlaws and not by officers 
of the peace.

In short, while we are ready to defend our interests, we shall also be 
ready to search for peace—in quiet exploratory talks, in formal or in
formal meetings. We do not want military considerations to dominate 
the thinking of either East or West. And Mr. Khrushchev may find 
that his invitation to other nations to join in a meaningless treaty may 
lead to their inviting him to join in the community of peaceful mon, 
in abandoning the use of force, and in respecting the sanctity of 
agreements.

A  C h a l l e n g e  to  A l l  F r e e  N a t io n s

While all of these efforts go on, we must not be diverted from our 
total responsibilities, from other dangers, from other tasks. I f  new 
threats in Berlin or elsewhere should cause us to weaken our program of 
assistance to the developing nations who are also under heavy pressure 
from the same source, or to halt our efforts for realistic disarmament, 
or to disrupt or slow down our economy, or to neglect the education 
of our children, then those threats will surely be the most successful 
and least costly maneuver in Communist history. For we can afford 
all these efforts, and more— b̂ut we cannot afford not to meet this 
challenge.

And the challenge is not to us alone. I t  is a challenge to every na  ̂
tion which asserts its sovereignty under a system of liberty. I t  is a 
challenge to all who want a world of free choice. I t  is a special chal
lenge to the Atlantic Community, the heartland of human freedom.

We in the West must move together in building military strength. 
We must consult one another more closely than ever before. We must 
together design our proposals for peace and labor together as they are 
pressed at the conference table. And together we must share the 
burdens and the risks of this effort.

The Atlantic Community, as we know it, has been built in response 
to challenge: the challenge of European chaos in 1947, of the Berlin 
blockade in 1948, the challenge of Communist aggression in Korea in 
1950. Now, standing strong and prosperous after an unprecedented 
decade of progress, the Atlantic Community will not forget either its 
history or the principles which gave it meaning.

The solemn vow each of us gave to West Berlin in time of peace 
will not be broken in time of danger. I f  we do not meet our commit
ments to Berlin, where will we later stand? I f  we are not true to
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our word there, all that we have achieved in collective security, which 
relies on these words, will mean nothing. And if there is one path 
above all others to war, it is the path of weakness and disunity.

Today the endangered frontier of freedom runs through divided 
Berlin. We want it to remain a frontier of peace. This is the hope 
of every citizen of the Atlantic Community, every citizen of Eastern 
Europe, and, I  am confident, every citizen of the Soviet Union. For 
I  cannot believe that the Russian people, who bravely suffered 
enormous losses in the Second World War, would now wish to see 
the peace upset once more in Germany. The Soviet Government alone 
can convert Berlin’s frontier of peace into a pretext for war.

The steps I  have indicated tonight are aimed at avoiding that war. 
To sum it all u p : We seek peace, but we shall not surrender. That 
is the central meaning of this crisis—and the meaning of your Govern
ment’s policy.

With your help, and the help of other free men, this crisis can be 
surmoxmted. Freedom can prevail, and peace can endure.

T h e  N e e d  fo r  C oitrage a n d  P e r s e v e r a n c e

I  would like to close with a personal word. When I ran for the 
Presidency of the United States, I  knew that this country faced 
serious challenges, but I  could not realize— n̂or could any man realize 
who does not bear the burdens of this office— ĥow heavy and constant 
would be those burdens.

Three times in my lifetime our country and Europe have been 
involved in major wars. In each case serious mis judgments were 
made on both sides of the intentions of others, which brought about 
great devastation. Now, in the thermo-nuclear age, any misjudg- 
ment on either side about the intentions of the other could rain 
more devastation in several hours than has been wrought in all the 
wars of human history.

Therefore I, as President and Commander in Chief, and all of us 
as Americans are moving through serious days. I  shall bear this 
responsibility under our Constitution for the next 3 ^  years, but I  
am sure that we all, regardless of our occupations, will do our very 
best for our country and for our cause. For all of us want to see 
our children grow up in a country at peace and in a world where 
freedom endures.

I  know that sometimes we get impatient; we wish for some im
mediate action that would end our perils. But I  must tell you that 
there is no quick and easy solution. The Communists control over 
a billion people, and they recognize that if we should falter their 
success would be imminent.

We must look to long days ahead which, if we are courageous and 
persevering, can bring us what we all desire. In  these days and
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weeks I  ask for your help and your advice. I  ask for your suggestions, 
when you think we could do better.

All of us, I  know, love our country, and we shall all do our best 
to serve it.

In  meeting my responsibilities in these coming months as President, 
I  need your good will and your support— ând above all, your prayers.

Soviet Draft Declaration Submitted During the Bilateral 
Talks With the United States: Basic Principles of a 
Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament, July 
27, 1961^

From . . • June to . . . July, an exchange of views took place 
between representatives of the Governments of the USSR and of the 
United States of America on the question of disarmament.

During this exchange of views, both sides noted with concern that 
the continuing arms race was placing a heavy burden on mankind 
and was fraught with great danger for the cause of the maintenance 
of world peace.

In  view of the fact that all States Members of the United Nations, 
as stated in resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 adopted 
at the fourteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly, ̂  
consider that the question of general and complete disarmament is the 
most important one facing the world today, both parties recognized 
the need to devote all efforts to achieving as soon as possible a con
structive solution for the problem of general and complete disarma
ment and concluding a treaty on such disarmament on the basis of 
the following principles:

I. The ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament is the 
creation of a world in which war will no longer be an instrument 
for settling international problems and all weapons and means of 
waging war will be abolished.

II. General and complete disarmament should include:

(a) the disbanding of all armed forces, the cessation of the 
production of armaments and their liquidation;

(b) a complete ban on the use, storage and production of nuclear, 
chemical, bacteriological and any other weapons of mass destruction;

(c) the elimination of all means of delivery of weapons of mass 
destruction and of all foreign bases on alien territories;

"A/4887, Sept 25, 1961.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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(d) the abolition of all organs and institutions designed to 
organize the military effort of States; the cessation of military training 
of the people, and the closing of all military training institutions;

(e) the discontinuance of military expenditures.

III . After the achievement of general and complete disarmament, 
States should only have the strictly limited contingents of police 
(militia) agreed upon for each country, armed with light rifles and 
used to maintain internal order and protect the personal security 
of citizens.

IV. General and complete disarmament should be effected in an 
agreed sequence, by stages and within specified time-limits. Transi
tion to a subsequent stage in the process of disarmament should take 
place upon a review of the implementation of measures included in 
the preceding stage.

V. All measures of general and complete disarmament should be 
balanced so that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty 
could any State or group of States gain military advantage and that 
security is ensured equally for all.

VI. All measures of general and complete disarmament should 
be mplemented from beginning to end under strict and effective 
international control, the extent of which should correspond to the 
extent and nature of the disarmament measures being carried out 
in each stage. To implement control over and inspection of disarma
ment, an international control organization including all States should 
be created within the framework of the United Nations. Under con
ditions of general and complete disarmament, the most thorough 
control must be implemented. The control organs must be allowed 
access everywhere without any so-called veto, without any ban and 
without restriction from any quarter, including the State over whose 
territory the control is being effected. The inspectors must be allowed 
free access at all times and to all places.

VII. Under conditions of general and complete disarmament, the 
necessary measures should be taken, in accordance with the United 
Nations Charter, for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, including the obligation of States to provide the Security 
Council, where necessary, with manpower from the contingents of 
police (militia) retained by States for the maintenance of internal 
order. The administration of these international armed forces 
should be entrusted to a body composed of representatives of the 
socialist countries, representatives of the States which are now 
members of Western military and political alliances, and representa
tives from the neutral States. Decisions in this body should be 
taken unanimously.
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Both sides consider that the above principles should form the basis 
for the work of the Disaraiament Committee, and urge the member 
States of the Committee, and all other States in the world, to co-op
erate in order that a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
may be drawn up and signed as soon as possible.

Both sides reaffirm their resolve, until a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament is concluded, to refrain from acts which may 
increase international tension and to strive to the end that all inter
national disputes may be solved by peaceful means alone, through 
negotiation.

Soviet Aide-Memoire Submitted During the Bilateral 
Talks With the United States: Composition of the Dis
armament Committee, July 28, 1961^

The Soviet Government has already repeatedly drawn attention 
to the fact that, as experience has shown, it is useless to continue nego
tiations on disarmament in the Ten-Nation Committee which met in 
1960 at Geneva. I t  will be recalled that in this body there were 
representatives, on the one hand, of the socialist countries and, on 
the other hand, of the Western Powers. This composition cannot 
be regarded as satisfactory, because one of the three main groups of 
States—the neutral countries—was not represented at all in the Ten- 
Nation Committee.

The problem of disarmament concerns all States without exception. 
Although the countries which follow a neutral policy do not possess 
powerful armed forces, they are no less interested than all the other 
countries in a speedy solution to the problem of disarmament and 
in the removal of the threat of war. Experience shows that equal 
participation of the neutral States in the work of any body dealing 
with disarmament would have a positive value in the search for 
mutually acceptable solutions.

Guided by these considerations, the Soviet Union, as will be recalled, 
put forward a proposal envisaging the inclusion in the Disarmament 
Committee, in addition to the latter’s existing ten members, of a 
group of neutral countries as equal participants in the negotiations.^ 
This expansion of the Disarmament Committee would make this body 
more suitable for the fulfilment of its task.

The Soviet Government continues to maintain its proposals 
regarding the composition of the Committee.

^A/4887, Sept. 25, 1961.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 250-251.
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Letter From the Indian Representative (Jha) to Secretary- 
General Hammarskjold: Nuclear Test Item for the Pro
visional Agenda of the Sixteenth General Assembly, 
July 28, 1961 ^

1. I  have the honour to refer to my letter No. D.12/PR dated the 
17 July 1961 proposing that the item “Suspension of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear tests” be included in the provisional agenda of the 
sixteenth session of the General Assembly.

2. I  have now to request, under the instructions of my Government, 
that the wording of this item should be changed to read as follows:

“Continuation of suspension of nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests 
and obligations of States to refrain from their renewal”.

3. An explanatory memorandum, in accordance with rule 20 of the 
rules of procedure of the General Assembly, is attached.

{Signed) C. S. J ha  
Permxment Representative of India 

to the United Nations

E x p l a n a t o r y  M e m o r a n d u m  o n  “ T h e  C o n t i n u a t io n  o r  t h e  S u s p e n 

s io n  OF N u c l e a r  a n d  T h e r m o -N u c l e a r  T e s t s  a n d  t h e  O b l ig a t io n s  

o f  S t a t e s  T o E e f r a in  F r o m  T h e i r  E e n e w a l ”

1. At its 960th plenary meeting on the 20 December, 1960, the Gen
eral Assembly adopted two resolutions, numbers 1577 (XV) and 1578 
(XV) urging the States concerned to “continue the present voluntary 
suspension of nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests”.̂  Resolution 1578 
(XV) further requested other States to refrain from undertaking 
such tests. The resolutions referred to the progress that had been 
made towards agreement regarding the discontinuance of these tests 
by the parties concerned at the Geneva negotiations and urged the 
successful completion of their endeavours.

2. Though protracted discussions in Geneva have resulted in agree
ment in regard to a number of clauses of the proposed draft of a 
Treaty, the negotiations which were resumed in March, 1961, have 
reached a stalemate which threatens to endanger even the uneasy 
“moratorium” on these tests. Statements on behalf of the different 
parties concerned about the possible renewal of tests in case agree
ment is not reached, as well as the contemplated limitation of the 
period of moratorium give cause for serious anxiety.

3. The Government of India, in common with large numbers of 
Member States as well as an overwhelming volume of world opinion,.

 ̂A/4801/Add. 1, July 28,1961.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960j pp. 374-^75.
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is deeply concerned at the danger that tests may be conducted either 
by those observing the present moratorium or by States not yet parties 
to it. I t  may still be hoped that the Powers with greater responsi
bility will j&nd ways and means of implementing the successive resolu
tions of the United Nations, more particularly resolution 1578 (XV) 
of the Fifteenth session. However, the failure to reach agreement 
and the circumstances which have led to and sustained the stalemate 
are alarming. They do not at present appear to be amenable to the 
various efforts at compromise that have been made at Geneva.

4. In view of the technological advances, the spread of the relevant 
knowledge to an increasingly large number of nations, the contin
uance of world tensions and the indication of desire on the part of 
nuclear Powers to renew tests whether or not another country in
dulges in them, it has become imperative to ensure their prohibition. 
I t  is the view of the Government of India that any State which re
sumes these tests would become primarily responsible for the deteriora
tion of the entire position. They consider it essential not only that 
the attempts to reach agreement on a treaty be resumed without delay 
but that, pending such result, the States principally concerned, as 
well as all other States, should undertake not to contemplate the 
unilateral resumption of tests. They are convinced that a considered 
appeal to all States by the Assembly, particularly those most directly 
concerned, to take no initiative in re-starting nuclear or thermo
nuclear tests would have the overwhelming support of world opinion. 
I t would act as an effective restraint on those who, for whatever 
reasons, are considering or may consider resumption of tests 
unilaterally.

5. The Government of India, therefore, submit for inclusion on the 
agenda of the XVI General Assembly an item embodying these con
siderations entitled ‘‘The continuation of the suspension of nuclear 
and thermo-nuclear tests and the obligations of States to refrain from 
their renewal”.

United States Memorandum Submitted During the Bi
lateral Talks With the Soviet Union: Composition of 
the Disarmament Forum, July 29, 1961^

The objective of the United States is the resumption of multilateral 
disarmament negotiations. I t  has made, and now reaflSirms, four 
alternative proposals for the composition of a disarmament forum:

" A/4880, Sept. 20,1961.
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(1) Ten-Nation CoTnmittee: The United States remains pre
pared to resume negotiations in the Ten-lSTation Committee, which 
was established by agreement among the United States, the Soviet 
Union, France and the United Kingdom in September 1959.̂  The 
work of this Committee, which is composed of five NATO Powers (the 
United States, United Kingdom, France, Canada and Italy) and five 
Warsaw Pact Powers (the USSE, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria 
and Eumania), was left unfinished by virtue of the Soviet Union’s 
break-off of negotiations in Geneva on 27 June 1960. I t  was con
ceived that the deliberations of this Committee would provide a useful 
basis for the consideration of disarmament in the United Nations. 
In this way, a stage would be achieved, after a basis for agreement was 
reached by the members of this Committee, in which all Members of 
the United Nations would participate in an effective way in the 
disarmament negotiations, which are of concern to all the nations of 
the world. The United States continues to believe that this repre
sents a sound and orderly approach, which has been approved by the 
United Nations and which should not be abandoned.

(2) Ten-Nation Committee with InA)ited Presiding Oficials: 
The United States is fully prepared to join with the other three Pow
ers which established the Ten-Nation Committee in extending an 
invitation to three other nations, not members of the NATO or War
saw Treaty organizations, to designate a chairman and two vice- 
chairmen of the Ten-Nation Committee. These officers would preside 
over meetings of the Committee, using their good offices as appropriate 
to facilitate the achievement of agreement, without bearing the 
additional responsibility of serving as official spokesmen of their Gov
ernments in the negotiations or attempting to act as formal “repre
sentatives” of a non-existent “neutral” bloc.

(3) Twenty-Nation Gowmittee: The United States is fully pre
pared, considering its objective of reaching agreement on disarma
ment, to propose changing the original concept of the Ten-Nation 
Committee by an expansion of its membership so that countries not 
members of NATO or the Warsaw Pact can participate at the initial 
negotiating level, as well as through the United Nations. Such an 
expansion should be consistent with normal principles of equitable 
representation of the different regions of the world and with the de
sirability of selecting countries on the basis of such relevant factors 
as population and military capabilities. Accordingly, the United 
States proposes that three coimtries be added to the Ten-Nation 
Committee from Asia, three from Latin America, three from the 
Middle East and Africa, and one from non-NATO, non-Soviet Bloc 
Europe. The United States has suggested that the following States

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1441-1443.
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might appropriately be added: Pakistan, India and Japan from 
Asia; Mexico, Brazil and Argentina from Latin America; the United 
Arab Eepublic, Nigeria and Tmiisia from Africa and the Middle 
E ast; and Sweden from Europe.

(4) The United Nations Disarmament Commission: I f  none of 
these alternatives is accepted by the Soviet Union, the United States 
proposes that substantive negotiations be resumed in the United Na
tions Disarmament Commission, in which all United Nations Mem
bers are represented. The United Nations Disarmament Commission 
would be free to establish, if it so wished, smaller sub-committees in 
which detailed negotiations could be conducted.

Soviet Note to the United States Regarding the Nuclear 
Test-Ban Negotiations, August 9, 1961^

The Foreign Ministry of the USSR acknowledges the receipt of 
the note of the U.S. Embassy on 15 July this year on the question of 
ending nuclear weapons tests  ̂ and deems it necessary to state the 
following:

Having examined the U.S. note, the Soviet Government is com
pelled to note that the Government of the United States stands by its 
former positions and displays no readiness to solve the question of 
ending nuclear weapons tests on a mutually acceptable basis. From 
this note, from other official documents of the U.S. Government, as 
well as from long negotiations, it is evident that the efforts of the 
United States are aimed mainly at actually legalizing the holding 
of tests in any agreement, if such was signed, and creating an inter
national control agency which would be a pliant tool in the hands 
of the Western powers and would be used by their general staffs to 
collect required intelligence.

Such a position of the United States makes impossible the signing 
of an agreement to end nuclear tests and is plainly not designed to 
achieve this end. The responsibility for this situation rests with the 
governments of the United States and Great Britain. The Soviet 
Government has stated fully enough its position on ending of nuclear 
tests in its aide-memoire of 4 June and note of 5 July of this year.**

 ̂Geneva Negotiations on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations^ pp. 566-567.

 ̂Ante, pp. 2S9-242.
® Ante, pp. 162-166.
* Ante, pp. 227-237.
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I t  firmly intends to continue to adhere to this position in the future 
too. Objectively assessing the situation existing with regard to the 
problem of ending nuclear weapons tests and guided by the desire to 
relieve mankind forever of the threat of a nuclear war, the Soviet 
Government proposed a reliable and realistic road leading to the ces
sation for all time of all kinds of nuclear weapons tests. This road 
lies in the interdependent solution of the problem of ending nuclear 
weapons tests and the problem of general and complete disarmament. 
The conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
would remove completely those obstacles which the Western powers 
placed in the road to the conclusion of an agreement on the ending of 
nuclear weapons tests.

This proposal of the Soviet Government accords with the demands 
of the peoples of all countries— t̂o put an end to the dangerous arms 
race and to avert the threat of a devastating nuclear war. As for the 
Soviet Union, it is ready at any moment to sign a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament of the states and to accept any proposals of 
the Western powers concerning international control over the imple
mentation of such an agreement. The Soviet Government is entitled 
to insist that the U.S. Government closely study the Soviet Union’s 
proposals aimed at the earliest solution of the problem of general and 
complete disarmament, and thus also of the problem of ending all 
nuclear weapons tests for all time, and to make its contribution to the 
great cause of consolidating peace among the nations.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy: Panof- 
sky Panel Report on Nuclear Testing, August 10, 
1 9 6 1 "

T h e  P r e s i d e n t : I  now have a report from the special panel on 
nuclear testing.^ This panel has examined a broad range of issues 
concerning our capabilities to detect and identify nuclear explosions. 
I t has also gone into certain technical questions relating to nuclear 
weapons development. Although the report is made up of highly 
classified materials and cannot be released for that reason, I  can say 
that as far as I  am concerned this report has made me feel more 
urgently than ever that without an inspection system of the kind

 ̂PuMic Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy^ 1961, 
pp. 554-560.

* The members of the panel are listed in Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 
7,1961, p. 238. The panel was headed by Dr. Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky of Stan
ford University.
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proposed by the United States and the United Kingdom at Geneva, 
no country in the world can ever be sure that a nation with a closed 
society is not conducting secret nuclear tests.

In view of this report and in view of the deep longing of the people 
of the world for an effective end to nuclear testing, I  am asking Am
bassador Dean to return to Geneva on August 24, in an effort to 
ascertain whether the Soviet Union is now prepared to bring a safe
guarded test ban agreement into being. I t  is my hope that he will 
succeed in convincing the Soviet representatives that the test ban 
treaty  ̂which we have proposed and stand ready to use as a basis for 
serious negotiations is a necessary and rational means of reducing 
the likelihood of nuclear war, and if we are successful would be an 
admirable beginning in the long road toward general disarmament.

His return to Geneva is with our hopes and prayers, and I  believe 
with the hopes and prayers of all mankind who are most concerned 
about further developments of this deadly weapon. This meeting 
is most important, most critical, and I  am hopeful that we will find a 
favorable response by those who participate in this negotiation.

Q, Mr, President^ in the event that Mr, Dean fails m his mission in 
Geneva^ do you have in mind any deadline—any possibility of setting 
a certain date when you will decide to resume nuclear testing?

A. I  think we will be able to tell almost immediately whether the 
Soviet Union has made any change in its insistence upon the Troika, 
and therefore a unilateral veto on any inspection system. That of 
course is the fundamental issue which has up to now made it impos
sible to secure an acceptance of a treaty. Quite obviously, if that 
were written into any treaty, the treaty would be self-policing, and 
we would have no treaty, and as I  have said in my statement, it is 
impossible to make a precise determination without inspection of 
whether nuclear testing is going on. We will be able, therefore, to 
tell quite quickly whether there is any prospect of success, and if 
there is not, Mr. Dean will come home and I  will then make the appro
priate decisions.

Q, Is this our last try^ then^ Mr. Presid&nt?

A. We will try always if there is any genuine hope of success. But 
as I  have indicated, this is probably a decisive meeting, because we 
will now find out whether there is any prospect of bringing an end to 
nuclear testing. I f  we. cannot agree on a system for effective in
spection system on nuclear testing, which is really the easiest kind 
because of the various mechanisms that are available to determine 
testing—which is the easiest kind of disarmament in a sense, or at

 ̂The Western draft treaty is printed antCj pp. 82-126.
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least limitations on arms, to police—how possibly could any country 
which will refuse to accept an effective inspection system on nuclear 
testing, how can they possibly say and argue in the General As
sembly or anywhere else, that they are really for disarmament?

Q. Mr. President^ could you tell us  ̂ sir  ̂whether your report from  
the experts on the test situation changes the general helief in this 
cowntry that while we have no evidence that the Russiam are cheating^ 
we have no evidence that they are not cheating.

A. I  think my statement stated that we could not make a precise 
determination whether testing was going on in a closed society by 
present techniques.

Address by Premier Klirushchev at Soviet-Rximanian 
Friendship Meeting [Extract}, August 11, 1961 ^

The Soviet Government proposes to the governments of the Western 
Powers that they settle together all questions on which we disagree and 
which, however, cannot be left unsettled as they produce frictions 
between states and breed tensions in the world.

In  this connection I  should like to say a few words about the talks 
I  had with Italian Prime Minister Fanf ani and Minister of Foreign 
Affairs Segni. These talks were useful. In the course of these talks 
we felt no friction which is possible at meetings of representatives of 
states with different social systems. I t  is known that friction causes 
heating of bodies and fire can appear. Even ancient people knew 
this rule and got fire in such a way. But friction between states may 
result in a war conflagration.

Speaking of our states, Italy—a capitalist state—and the Soviet 
Union—a socialist state— t̂hey are, so to say, heterogeneous bodies. 
But in our talks we agreed that people need peace and that it must 
be consolidated on the principles of peaceful coexistence. I  got the 
impression that Mr. F.anfani is striving for peaceful settlement of 
disputable issues.

But the statesmen must take a realistic view of the difficulties con
fronting them, all the more so now since we are approaching the 
moment when conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany is necessary.

I t  would seem that everyone must be glad that a peace treaty will 
be concluded with Germany and the remnants of World War I I  thus 
removed. But here certain difficulties arise. Indeed, Italy is a mem

* Soviet Embassy press release 185, Aug. 14,1961.
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ber of NATO—an aggressive bloc dominated by German revanchists^ 
the survivors of Hitler Germany. The United States of America 
encourages the German revanchists and this is fraught with great 
danger.

When we were speaking with Mr. Fanfani about trade, we both 
stressed that trade was developing well and that there are good pros
pects for improving it. We said that the Soviet people love and 
understand the nature, culture and art of Italy. I  also remarked that 
we like Italian oranges and that they indeed have a delicious taste.

I  asked Mr. Fanfani where American rockets are located in Italy. 
Mr. Fanfani replied that they are stationed precisely in orange groves.

The Soviet people have no enmity for the Italian people. On the 
contrary we would like to live in peace and friendship with the people 
of Italy. But this country has been drawn into the aggressive Atlantic 
bloc which threatens us with war in case of the conclusion of a peace 
treaty with Germany.

The laws of war are cruel. I  repeat! We have nothing against 
the Italian people and we sincerely wish them luck and happiness. 
But if the aggressive circles of the United States of America and 
Adenauer engineer a clash between our peoples, then, defending our 
security, we shall have to strike at the NATO military bases wherever 
they are situated, be it even in orange groves. And then, not only 
the orange groves of Italy but also the people who created them and 
raised to a high level the culture and arts of Italy, the people in whose 
good feelings we believe, may perish.

On two occasions I  had a chance of talking with the Greek Ambas
sador at receptions. The Slavic peoples of our country— t̂he Kussians, 
the Ukrainians and the Byelorussians— ĥave developed fraternal 
sentiments for the Greek people. In ancient times Prince Vladimir 
of Kiev sent special envoys to choose a religion. On returning home 
they said that the Greek religion was the best. But now we shall not 
analyze the conclusions of the envoys who reported to Prince Vladimir. 
We have our own opinion about religion, but in this case there is no 
necessity to speak of it. As you will remember from history, the 
“christening of Eussia” took place. Therefore one of the streets in 
Kiev is called Kreshchatik. They say that it was along this road 
that Vladimir drove people to the Dnieper to be christened. And they 
were christened not only with a cross but also with sticks because 
many people then did not want to accept the new religion. And that’s 
how we came to be christened. Together with the religion much of 
Greek culture and customs penetrated our country. We never had any 
conflicts with the Greek people. More than that, when the Greeks 
were fighting for their independence, we were fully on their side. 
Eussian people shed their blood in the struggle for the liberation of 
the Greek people from foreign enslavers.
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During World War II, when Hitler attacked Greece, the peoples of 
the Soviet Union admired the heroism of the Greek people who did not 
kneel to the fascist barbarians. We know that when the Soviet Union 
was attacked by Hitlerites, the Greek people sympathized with our 
struggle and made their contribution to the common cause of the 
struggle the peoples were waging against fascism.

But then the world war was over, fascism was routed. I t  would 
seem that the people who had gallantly fought against Hitler Germany 
earned profound respect and honor. But unfortunately many of 
them, as, for instance, the hero of the Acropolis, Manolis Glezos, have 
been imprisoned. We have no desire to interfere in the internal ajffairs 
of Greece. This is against our custom. But we, the Soviet people, as 
well as the peoples of other countries who shed much blood in the 
struggle against fascism, cannot remain indifferent onlookers when a 
man whose heroic act added a golden page to the history of the 
struggle for independence is languishing now in a torture chamber.

In my talks with the Ambassador I  said that our peoples had always 
been brothers and we had always wished the Greeks the same happi
ness as ourselves. And yet now the Government of Greece has allied 
itself with NATO—the aggressive North Atlantic bloc.

We know that on the territory of Greece there are military bases 
spearheaded against the Soviet Union.

And now that the ruling quarters of the United States and Ade
nauer are increasing tension and threaten to unleash war if a peace 
treaty with Germany is signed, we are threatened on behalf of the 
m tire bloc, on behalf of all the NATO countries. Consequently, we 
are threatened with war even by such countries as Greece, Italy, Nor
way, Denmark, Belgium, Holland, not to speak of such European 
countries as France, Britain and West Germany.

We shall, of course, sign a peace treaty with the German Demo
cratic Eepublic. I f  the imperialist states unleash a war they will 
force us, in self-defense, to strike crushing blows not only at the ter
ritories of the principal countries but also at the military bases located 
on the territories of other countries belonging to the North Atlantic 
alliance.

But it is well-known that military bases are not located in deserts. 
Reportedly in Italy they are located in citrus groves; and in Greece, in 
olive groves.

Perhaps there are some who expect certain cities to be proclaimed 
open cities as was possible during the last world war. But one should 
not allow oneself to indulge in illusions. In  a future thermonuclear 
war, if it is touched off, there will be no difference between front and 
rear.

I  have told the Greek Ambassador: The sanest policy for Greece is 
to withdraw from NATO. Then in case war does break out, Greece 
would not suffer.



KHRUSHCHEV ADDRESS, AUGUST 11 279

The Ambassador told me: I  trust that the Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the Soviet Union would never give the order to drop 
atomic bombs on the Acropolis and other historic monuments of 
Greece.

Mr. Ambassador, I  should not like to be unpleasant, but you are 
deeply mistaken. Of course, as the Chairman of the Council of Min
isters of the Soviet Union I  shall not issue orders that bombs be 
dropped specifically on the Acropolis. But our hand will not falter 
in striking a blow at the military bases of the North Atlantic bloc 
located in Greece also. In  that case the responsibility will rest with 
those who put cities, peoples and historical monuments in jeopardy.

Our country, our people, the countries of the socialist camp are 
threatened only because we will sign a peace treaty. And they declare 
that, allegedly, they would fight for the freedom of the Germans in 
West Berlin. But this is a fairy tale. West Berlin has 2.2 million 
inhabitants, but if war is unleashed hundreds of millions may die.

What person in his right senses would find such arguments of the 
imperialists convincing? Under the pretext of defending freedom, 
upon which no one is encroaching, the imperialists want to test our 
determination. They want to do away with our socialist gains. Your 
hands are too short, Messrs. Imperialists!

Imperialists, colonialists are used to riding roughshod over the 
peoples; they are accustomed to the thought that the roar of the lion 
makes Asian and African peoples tremble. But times have changed. 
The roar of the British lion no longer frightens the people. British 
colonialists together with the French attacked Egypt and, figuratively 
speaking, received a good drubbing. The Egyptians yanked the lion 
by the tail and threw him out.

Yes, times have changed, but the imperialists’ approach remained 
the same, they kept their wolfish appetite. And it is with this wolfish 
appetite and the old yardstick that colonialists are trying to approach 
the Soviet Union. But, gentlemen, the times when you attacked the 
Crimea are gone. More than a hundred years have passed. Even in 
those conditions the Russian people displayed great courage in the 
struggle against the alien invaders. But that was a hundred years ago. 
Then you had to deal with czarist Eussia. But czarist Russia is no 
more. I t  is the czardom of the toilers that we have in our country.

Imperialists approach us as they did when Russia was known as 
the land of the bast shoe. But we have put the bast shoe into the 
museum, and quite long ago at that. I t  is only in museums that you 
can see the wooden plow in our country, and hundreds of thousands of 
tractors are humming in the fields of the Soviet Union. Not only do 
we fly in jet planes but already have circled the globe seventeen times 
in a spaceship within twenty-four hours.
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And the imperialists want to frighten the Soviet people! They are 
trying probably to frighten us because they themselves are afraid of 
the new socialist path along which we are irresistibly advancing 
toward the victory of communism, along the path outlined by Marx, 
Engels and Lenin. I t  is this that you are afraid of, Messrs. 
Imperialists!

Advancing toward communism, we are championing the idea of 
peaceful competition between countries with different social systems. 
We do not threaten anyone. No one will die if either side wins in 
this peaceful competition: The people themselves will choose the best 
system. But those who fall back, who do not yet understand the 
historic development of human society, will correct themselves, catch 
up and take to our road, and we shall welcome them!

The United States of America is indeed living through a painful 
period of its development, when a great reappraisal of values is under 
way. Put yourself in its place, although it is as difficult for you as for 
me to do that. I t  is actors who are good at quickly impersonating now 
kings, now proletarians. So put yourself in the position of a king 
or some kind of a prince: He is accustomed to riches, accustomed to 
seeing everyone come to him as a supplicant; no one is entitled to look 
into his eyes but must bend low and look only at his trousers or shoes.

American imperialism, fat, strong, is accustomed, as such a king or 
prince, to see eveiyone bowing to it and fearing it. But the Soviet 
Union has emerged. Our ruble was rather a weakling at first, but 
then it gained strength, matured, and now is worth more than the 
dollar.

Our country has turned into a great, mighty power. We have 
created a powerful industry, a highly developed agriculture, have 
raised our science and culture. But the imperialists look at us as they 
did at Russia about 100 or 50 years ago.

But what is this to us? To come running and say, “What do you 
wish?” This we do not want. We are telling the imperialists: You, 
gentlemen, did not notice us—or, to use the Ukrainians’ expression, 
“have you lost your eyes ?”

This shows that the imperialists have lost their sense of reality and 
at present are painfully re-evaluating many things. When President 
Kennedy talked with me in Vienna, he stressed, “But we are a great 
nation.” And I  am replying: “That is true. But, Mr. President, 
the Soviet Union is a great nation too.”

Incidentally, in 1960 in Paris, Mr. Macmillan kept persuading me 
that we should sit at a table with Eisenhower when the latter com
mitted an unworthy act with regard to our country. He said: “Don’t 
you understand, Mr. Khrushchev, it is a great country, it is impossible 
for it to apologize.” I  replied: “What do you mean, we are a great 
country too; we demand an apology, and without such an apology it
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is impossible for us to sit at the same table with those who have in
sulted our country!”

Therefore we tell the imperialists: Understand that your position 
now is like that which an old grandfather, father or mother takes 
sometimes. Their son has already exchanged shorts for long trousers, 
and their daughter is already curling her hair; they already claim 
that they want to be treated as grownups, but the parents still want 
either to pull their pigtails or box their ears.

And to some extent they approach us with the same yardstick. 
They always want to teach us: “You cannot do that,” “don’t you 
dare do this,” “if you do that, we shall box your ears.” To such 
threats it can be replied: “I t  is not your ear that we shall box; we 
shall hit you at a different spot!”

The struggle for a peace treaty with Germany is the struggle for 
abolishing the remnants of World W ar II , for the consolidation of 
peace and the security of the peoples. May those who are threatening 
us know that his majesty, the working class of the Soviet Union, of 
all the socialist countries, has assumed power; has created states with 
which imperialists, colonialists must reckon; they must treat with 
respect the peoples of the socialist countries, their interests 1 

I  have deviated from the text, prolonged my speech unduly; and 
we are still to hear a speech by Comrade Dej.

Let us return to the question of military bases and of the responsi
bility of those who surrender the territories of their countries for these 
bases. In  case war breaks out, the Soviet Union in defense, to protect 
itself, will be compelled to strike at all territories of the countries of 
the military NATO bloc on which military bases are located.

The Russians have a proverb: When losing one’s head, there is no 
use weeping over the coiffure. What’s the use of monuments of an
tiquity if the people are dead ? Here in the Soviet Union and in other 
socialist countries there are also historical monuments loved by the 
people. Therefore, to protect human lives, to protect the monuments 
of culture themselves, we shall have to strike a devastating blow at the 
aggressors.

And nothing will deter us in the struggle against the aggressor, in 
the striving to uphold the gains of socialism and communism, to 
uphold peace throughout the world.

More and more frequently now we hear talk from statesmen and 
military leaders, specifically in the United States, to the effect that 
they are developing a neutron bomb. The neutron bomb, as conceived 
by its creators, should kill everything living but leave material assets 
intact. So, comrades, this is what these people are thinking. They 
are acting as robbers who want to murder a man without staining his 
suit with blood so as to be able to use this suit. This is what the 
neutron bomb means, in effect. I t  is talked about in the United
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States Congress and in the press. Even at a press conference the 
President was asked openly: What is your attitude toward the devel
opment of such a bomb ? But the President sidestepped the question 
and gave no answer.^

To develop a bomb with which it would be possible to kill people 
but preserve all riches— ĥere it is, the bestial ethics of the most 
aggressive exponents of imperialism. Is this the law of man ? Man 
is nothing to them. To them the main thing is plunder, quest for 
profit, which prods imperialists to the most horrible crimes.

Communists prize material and spiritual riches created by man’s 
labor and genius. But above everything else, we prize man himself, 
who by his ‘work created all the riches on earth. Therefore we 
want to defend not only the fruits of man’s work, but primarily man 
himself, to defend the peoples. This is our philosophy, our ethics. 
This is genuine conmiunist humanism.

We address the Greek people, the peoples of the other NATO coun
tries : Kealize how dangerous is the path onto which you are being 
pushed by Chancellor Adenauer, by the revenge-seekers, and by all 
those who stand for his policy. I t  is a fact that if the imperialists do 
unleash war, the logic and the law of war would compel the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries, even against their wish, to strike 
crushing blows at the aggressors, wherever their military bases may be.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee Regarding the Disarmament 
Agency Bill, August 14, 1961^

The legislation which this committee has invited me to discuss is 
of deep concern to the President, the Secretary of State, and the 
Department of State. I  am grateful for this opportunity to explain 
the reasons why I  fully support the provisions of the draft bill to 
establish a United States Disarmament Agency for World Peace 
and Security.^ I  urge this committee to do all that it can to make 
it possible for this legislation to be enacted at this session of the 87th 
Congress.

^At his news conference of Aug. 10, 1961, the President was asked to give 
an “estimate of the feasibiUty of developing a weapon which would destroy 
human beings without destroying real estate values.” He declined to make 
such an estimate.

® Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 4,1961, pp. 412-415.
 ̂Ante, pp. 216-227.
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I t  is a primary goal of the foreign policy of the United States to 
seek a world in which nations and peoples may live and work together 
in peace and freedom and where the use of force can be removed as 
an instrmnent of national policy. Though this may seem a distant 
goal in the light of the current world situation, it is one that we must 
continue to pursue because our very survival may depend upon it. 
Progress in the field of disarmament is a necessary prerequisite to the 
fulfillment of this goal. An excessive reliance upon defense measures 
and armed strength—vital though these are—would preclude the 
hope of achieving some measure of control over the ever-expanding 
upward spiral of armaments.

The tragedy of the arms race is that it has been forced upon the 
United States and many other nations who tried sincerely in 1945, in 
the words of the United Nations Charter, “to save succeeding gen
erations from the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has 
brought untold sorrow to mankind.” The American people bear arms 
regretfully and only because of necessity. I f  our defense budget 
is now roughly four times what it was in 1946, it is not because we 
elected to embark upon that course. The events of the last 15 years, 
including pressures against Greece and Turkey, against Western 
Europe itself, the seizure of Czechoslovakia, the first Berlin blockade, 
and the aggression in Korea, have been directly responsible for the 
rearmament of Western countries who have other great tasks to which 
they would prefer to commit their resources. I f  we are in a nuclear 
arms race, it is because we were unable, immediately following World 
War II , to get Soviet agreement to turn this matter over to full 
international control. Even now a practical and reasonable treaty 
for the suspension of nuclear testing  ̂ has been summarily rejected 
by the Soviet Union.

Disarmament requires a desire to make and keep a peace, and the 
record shows that the United States has done its utmost to build a 
peaceful world and not to embark upon the exploitation of its own 
power potential. For us now, despite the lowering clouds, to turn 
our attention seriously and systematically to the possibilities of 
disarmament is merely to reaffirm our underlying approach to world 
aJffairs and to take account of the fact that we might better find our 
way through present dangers if we pay imaginative and sober atten
tion to the kind of world which must yet come into being if the story 
of man is to be written in triumph and not annihilation.

M il it a r y  P o w e r  a n d  D is a r m a m e n t

The awesome character of modem weapons and the speed with which 
they can be delivered, sharply accentuated by ideological and political

" Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162.
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conflicts, impose an element of urgency in the consideration of all 
means to lessen tensions. Moreover, the arms race itself creates an 
element of instability and insecurity. The possibility exists that 
some mistake or miscalculation may create the spark which could 
plunge the world into a disaster, the character of which none of us 
can fully envisage. These factors and the need to cope with them 
are basic to the proper discharge of our international responsibilities 
and of our national security policy.

Given the shape and nature of the world today, wise policy requires 
that we maintain a military force sufficient to deter or meet aggression 
wherever it may occur. Yet the present situation and, indeed, our 
own basic policies require that we make strong, patient, and sincere 
efforts to do everything possible to create conditions under which na
tions can safely reduce their armaments and thereby alleviate the 
dangers inherent in an uncontrolled arms race.

I t is essential that both of these policies be pursued. To pursue one 
to the exclusion of the other is to court disaster. But, taken together, 
they provide the most promising way by which we can insure our 
survival.

For this reason it is quite appropriate to establish this new dis
armament agency at a time when the tension which hsus arisen as a 
result of Soviet threats to our right of access to Berlin has resulted 
in our taking steps to preserve these rights. Indeed, the Berlin crisis 
brings into sharp focus the need for this agency and the urgency of 
the task.

We are living in a period in which, for the foreseeable future, we 
will have to expect the recurrence of political and military crises. We 
cannot let the recurrence of these crises prevent us from addressing 
ourselves to the kind of world we hope to see, as well as the troubled 
world we see about us. I t  may be that the ebb of tension as a particu
lar crisis passes may open up new opportunities for discussion and 
negotiation. We must be prepared to take advantage of these oppor
tunities; to do so requires imaginative effort and concentration in 
these times of stress as well as in periods of calm. Indeed, we cannot 
afford to miss any such opportunities for, although the crises may be 
with us in the years to come, continued advances in weapons tech
nology, weapons production, and weapons proliferation will make the 
occurrence of each crisis more dangerous than its predecessor.

Well-prepared proposals which could lead to progress in the field 
of disarmament are essential to reduce the dangers of nuclear war. 
Our willingness to make such proposals, and to discuss proposals made 
by others, and to take practical steps wherever possible, are essential 
if we are to retain unity at home and with our allies in the face of 
recurrent crises.
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At the outset I  wish to emphasize that Mr. McCloy, the Adviser to 
the President on Disarmament, and I  have given very careful consid
eration to the many aspects of the proposed legislation. Mr. McCloy 
will deal with the specific statutory provisions which have been recom
mended for the disarmament organization. I  would like to confine 
the remainder of my remarks to the need for a statute creating the 
new organization and to the relationship between the proposed new 
organization and the Secretary of State.

N eed for A gency and R elation to S tate D epartment

During the more than 15 years the United States has striven for 
some measure of disarmament agreement, we have not had a perma
nent government agency exclusively devoted to this work. I t  has be
come increasingly evident—particularly in recent years— t̂hat the 
complexities of this problem need sustained and dedicated attention if 
we are to realize the beginnings of progress.

Disarmament is a unique problem in the field of foreign affairs. I  
know of no other single matter in the international area that exceeds 
it in scope and breadth. I t  entails not only a complex of political 
issues but involves a wealth of technical, scientific, and military prob
lems which in many respects are outside the Department’s normal 
concerns and in many instances reach beyond the operational functions 
the Department is designed to handle.

A disarmament organization will have to carry out many operating 
fimctions, including research programs necessary to solve the many 
technical and scientific problems involved in disarmament proposals. 
The State Department is not organized to conduct a large-scale pro
gram of scientific research. I t  is clearly not organized to run a large- 
scale operating organization of the type which would have to be es
tablished in the event it becomes necessary to administer a control 
system under a disarmament agreement. For these reasons i  am 
convinced that the proposed disarmament organization should not be 
simply another bureau in the Department of State. I  am equally 
convinced, however, that the proposed organization should be under 
the direction of the Secretary of State.

Research and operations programs which might be carried out by 
the new organization are not ends in themselves. This work would 
be undertaken either as an aid to negotiations looking toward a dis
armament agreement or to enforce agreements resulting from negotia
tions. On the other hand, overall policy with respect to disarmament 
and the conduct of international negotiations in this field have a sub
stantial political character. These are problems which are tradition
ally a primary concern of those charged with the conduct of the foreign 
affairs of the United States. I t  is here that the proposed organiza
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tion’s work must be meshed with that of the Department of State. 
I t  therefore seems to me appropriate that the Director of the Dis
armament Agency should report to the Secretary of State and that 
he should be subject to the direction of the Secretary.

I t  is precisely for this reason that section 22 of the proposed bill 
states that the Director shall act under the direction of the President 
and the Secretary of State and, as a matter of further emphasis, that 
sections 34 and 35 of the bill specifically provide that the Director’s 
actions concerning international negotiations and disseminating in
formation abroad are to be under the direction of the Secretary of 
State.

E elation to Other G overnment A gencies

I  should like to note one other matter in this connection. Dis
armament activities involve to a great extent some of the primary 
functions of agencies of the Government other than the Department 
of State. The development of weapons systems and defense strate
gies, a primary concern of the Department of Defense, has a direct 
and intimate connection with the development of disarmament poli
cies and programs. Similar examples can be cited with respect to the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration. For this reason the President’s letter transmitting 
the bill to Congress explained that “the Director, as the principal ad
viser to the President in the disarmament field, will have direct access 
to him but will, of course, notify the Secretary of State as to the 
occasion and substance of the advice he offers.”  ̂ Mr. McCloy and I  
understand this to mean that the Secretary shall be fully and con
tinually informed of matters the Director shall take up with the 
President.

Convinced of the necessity for the Director of the Disarmament 
Agency to maintain a continuing and close relationship with the 
Department of Defense and other agencies involved in matters re
lating to disarmament, I  concur fully in the idea that he be able, in 
these relationships, to seek directly the advice, guidance, and direction 
of the President.

I  believe it is of fundamental importance that the disarmament 
effort be recognized and supported as one requiring a dedicated or
ganization with the most competent staff which we are able to provide. 
I t  is important, too, because it will provide a permanent center for 
disarmament planning and effort and an active working expression 
of the deeply rooted desire of the American people for world peace 
with security. The very act of establishing a disarmament agency 
will have an encouraging impact upon the peoples of the world who

 ̂Ante, pp. 214-216.
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look to the United States not only as their main defense against the 
enemies of freedom but as a nation ready and able to take the initiative 
in serious and practical efforts to insure a more peaceful world.

We must apply our best intelligence to devising means to prevent 
war. We must provide ourselves and our children with an alternative 
to the threat of massive thermonuclear destruction.

The bill we are considering here cannot, of course, guarantee that 
world peace and security will come to pass. But its passage will in
sure a mobilization and steady application of our best talents to one 
of the most urgent tasks of our generation. There is no question in 
my mind but that we must give it our wholehearted support.

Statement by Presidential Adviser McCloy to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee Regarding the Disarma
ment Agenq^ Bill, August 14,1961 ^

I  am grateful to the chairman and to the committee for providing 
time during this busy legislative session to hear testimony on and to 
consider S. 2180, the Disarmament Agency bill.

As you know, in January the President asked me to act as his adviser 
on disarmament policy. In  that connection he asked me, as one of my 
tasks, to give him my recommendations as to the type of organization 
which should be set up in the Government to deal with this important 
subject.

I  have, after much thought and consultation with people knowl
edgeable in this area, recommended to the President the setting up 
of an agency reporting to th^ Secretary of State with statutory au
thority to deal with problems of disarmament.

Prior to making this recommendation I  naturally consulted with 
the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the Chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, as well as with a number of other 
Government and private officials. I  also consulted with the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget and with the President himself. The 
result was a draft bill which the President transmitted to the Congress 
on June 29,1961, with an accompanying message and which was intro
duced as S. 2180.2

My recommendation was based on my deep conviction that the inter
ests of the country in this field cannot properly*be served without an 
agency fully equipped to formulate, carry out, and give the necessary 
continuity to the Government’s policy on disarmament. The questions

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Sept. 4,1961, pp. 415-417.
* Ante, pp. 216-227.
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relating to disarmament policy and its implementation are bound to 
demand the attention of the top officials of the Government. The 
means by which we can avoid both a debilitating and dangerous arms 
race and the occurrence of war itself have become one of the greatest 
challenges to mankind. With the horrendous character of modem 
weapons and the cataclysmic prospect of a thermonuclear war, the 
subject has become so pressing that it is necessary that we muster the 
best talents imder the best conditions possible within the Government 
to cope with the problem. I t  is for this reason that every session of 
the General Assembly of the United Nations is called upon to debate 
this problem and that we are engaged in negotiations bearing on 
some phase of disarmament almost continually.

P reparations tor D isarmament N egotiations

Since we know that we are going to conduct disarmament discus
sions, it almost goes without saying that we should prepare ourselves 
so that we can conduct the discussions well. We should have the or
ganization necessary for such preparation, one which can provide the 
country with the necessary equipment and facilities to deal with the 
highly technical and important questions which must be considered.

Disarmament negotiations must take into account the new situation 
created by the advent of pushbutton warfare based upon atomic fission 
and thermonuclear fusion, together with missile delivery systems— 
irrevocable after launching—which has radically altered the old con
cepts of national power, altered them to a degree and in ways which 
we are only beginning to understand.

I t  has become almost trite to state that now a thermonuclear war 
can end civilization as we have known it, but it is still painfully true 
and such a disaster could happen. I t  could happen if the world does 
not disarm, and it could happen if we proceed to disarm unwisely 
without careful preparation and necessary inspection and controls. 
We may suffer such a disaster despite our best preventive efforts. But 
no nation, and certainly not this nation, can proceed intelligently 
under such conditions without making a wholehearted and dedicated 
effort to discover means for stabilizing the peace, reducing the risk 
of war, and, consistent with our best judgment as to the security of the 
country, reducing or eliminating these terrible weapons of modern 
times.

The nature and strength of the governmental organization dealing 
with disarmament has been the subject of consideration by the Con
gress. In the 85th Congress a special disarmament subcommittee of 
this committee recommended that the organization of the executive 
branch of the Government for disarmament matters be extended and 
strengthened.^ During the 86th Congress bills contemplating the es

 ̂See S. Rept. 2501, 85th Cong., 2d sess., pp. 15-16.



McGLOY STATEMENT, AUGUST 14 289'

tablishment of a new agency to conduct and sponsor the research 
which is so essential to sound disarmament proposals were introduced 
in the Senate by the then Senator John F. Kennedy (S. 3173) and 
Senator Hubert Humphrey (S. 2989) and in the House by Repre
sentative Charles Bennett and several others.

S ystematic P rogram of E esearch

The experience in the disarmament negotiations which have been 
conducted since the termination of World W ar I I  shows the impor
tance of research in the field of disarmament. The problems of dis
armament are highly complex, for they encompass not only technical 
questions concerning the reliability of inspection and control systems 
and techniques for their implementation but also basic political ques
tions concerning the maintenance of peace and security under various 
levels of disarmament. For this reason a systematic research effort 
is necessary even to understand the problem. Such understanding is 
clearly no guarantee of success, but a lack of it is an invitation to 
disaster. For this reason research and study of the type authorized 
by S. 2180 must be a primary function of an agency dealing with dis
armament, not simply for the short term with respect to current 
negotiations but especially for the long term.

This approach to research points up one major difference between 
the position of the United States and that of the Soviet Union. The 
Soviet Union takes the position that disarmament is a simple matter 
and that its realization depends only on whether there is a will to 
disarm. We know that whether a particular measure of disarmament 
is desirable or not requires careful research, lengthy study, and 
difficult policy decisions.

In  the course of the past several years an attempt has been made 
to fill the need for research and study by a number of investigations of 
various aspects of disarmament by ad hoc panels of distinguished 
scientists, weapons specialists, military strategists, lawyers, political 
scientists, military officers, and other experts. These efforts have 
been of great value in supplementing the small but dedicated dis
armament staff of the State Department, but it is generally agreed that 
the panel technique is no substitute for the thorough research required. 
Consultants will continue to be important, but an adequate research 
program also requires the full-time service of highly competent pro
fessionals who are continuously concerned with the problems of dis
armament. These competent professionals can be obtained only if 
there is a permanent organization which has been given express 
authority to perform the necessary research.

The importance of research in the field of disarmament has led 
many to press the advisability of creating an agency whose function

629270— 62-------20
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was research related to disarmament, such an agency to be an inde
pendent agency, reporting directly to the President. The formulation 
of a disarmament proposal, however, must take full account of the 
various international political factors which are involved in actual 
disarmament negotiations. I t  involves the structure of our inter
national organization and many other aspects of our foreign relations 
and thus the responsibility of the Secretary of State.

I t  is advisable, moreover, for those participating in research con
cerning technical possibilities upon which a disarmament policy can 
be based be closely associated with those charged with actually carry
ing out the negotiations, which are within the province of the Secre
tary of State. I  came to the conclusion, therefore, that the Director of 
the Disarmament Agency should report to the Secretary of State. He 
should be responsible not only for studies and research in the disarma
ment area but also for the support and effective conduct of negotia
tions in the disarmament field, and in exercising this responsibility he 
jnust, of course, be subject to the direction of the Secretary of State.

On the other hand, the problems involved in disarmament are not 
merely international political problems. There are scientific problems 
jand economic problems, such as the economic adjustments which would 
he necessary in the event that a substantial portion of our resources 
now spent in armaments were released for peaceful purposes. These 
problems are so broad that the agency established to deal with them 
should not be merely another bureau or division of the State Depart
ment. This, together with the consideration that the agency be 
engaged in rather extensive operations dealing with control and 
inspection systems, led to the semiautonomous character of the agency 
which the bill provides. I t  should have a separate budget and should 
transmit annual reports to Congress.

My experience over the last 6 months has made me feel that, because 
the Director would have to deal with many other agencies of Govern
ment, he should have a standing which should permit him to do this 
effectively. I t  is, therefore, proposed that the Director serve as the 
principal adviser to the President in the disarmament field, with direct 
access to the President, upon notification to the Secretary of State.

S ome P rovisions of B ill

Having described to you the broad functions of the agency, I  would 
like to call your attention to a few provisions of the bill.

Sections 22, 23, and 24 authorize the appointment, with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, of the top executives of the agency. I  
assume all of these individuals would come before this committee for 
their confirmation hearing. You will be able to judge their qualifica
tions and assure yourselves of their competence and integrity. In
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view of the importance of the tasks which this agency will perform, 
I  regard this safeguard as both necessary and proper.

The bill provides that the Director would receive $22,500 per 
annum. This salary is the same as that proposed in the Kennedy and 
Humphrey bills and the same as that received by the heads of many 
other agencies, for example, the Administrators of NASA and the 
Federal Aviation Agency. The Deputy Director would receive 
$21,500.

The bill would also authorize four Assistant Directors at the $20,000 
level—the same as that for Assistant Secretaries of departments. 
My present thought is that one of these directors would be a top 
scientist. Another would be in charge of the international relations 
staff. The third might be in charge of the economic study activities 
:and the fourth in charge of the military strategy studies. The exact 
designations will of course be selected by the Director after he is 
appointed and confirmed.

You will note that the bill also provides in section 41(b) for the 
payment of supergrade salaries to certain scientific, technical, admin
istrative, and professional personnel. These provisions are designed 
to secure to the agency the best experts available in the many complex 
fields in which research and studies must be conducted to assure a 
isound basis for realistic disarmament proposals. To compete with 
industry, and indeed with the imiversities, for men of the level needed 
requires authority to pay high salaries. Without this staff our dis
armament proposals will simply not receive the thorough and expert 
preparation which is required if our security is to be protected. Other 
-Government agencies engaged in weapons, space, and related scientific 
research have supergrade authority of this kind.

The bill would also authorize the appointment of a 15-member 
advisory committee for the agency like the General Advisory Com
mittee of the Atomic Energy Commission. My expectation is that 
this committee would be composed of outstanding citizens such as those 
who have been active in public service, in disarmament negotiations, 
who have seen long service in one of the military services, who have 
particular scientific or technological qualifications, and who have other 
backgrounds which peculiarly suit them to provide experienced coun
sel to the Director.

Finally, I  wish to discuss briefly the procedures contemplated in the 
bill for consultation between the Director and the Secretary of De
fense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and other interested agencies. 
Section 37 provides for the establishment of procedures, subject to 
the approval of the President, for coordination, cooperation, and a 
continuing exchange of information between the various agencies 
interested in disarmament activities. The bill would permit the use 
of the existing organs of consultation, the Committee of Principals
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and the National Security Council. I t  would also permit the Presi
dent to utilize other procedures which he might designate.

In  conclusion let me stress, as I  did in my letter forwarding the 
bill to the President,^ that organization, machinery, and competent 
people alone cannot guarantee the success of the mission of our coun
try to prevent war, curb the arms race, and create lasting conditions 
of peace. But with your aid and help they can assure that our best, 
effort is directed toward these ends.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, August 28,1961 ̂

Although I  have not attended meetings of the Conference for about 
two months I  have followed its activities in detail from Washington,, 
where I  have been able to conduct extensive consultations on all of the 
aspects of these negotiations, and I  take pleasure in greeting my old 
colleagues at this conference table.

Needless to say, every official in the United States Government 
who is connected with these talks, from President Kennedy down,, 
has been deeply disappointed at the complete lack of acceptance bŷ  
the Soviet Union of the very constructive proposals put forward by 
the United Kingdom and the United States in an effort to get a work
able nuclear test ban treaty.

The world has noted and continues to note with approval the sincere 
desire of the Western Powers to conclude a sound nuclear test ban 
treaty as rapidly as possible—a desire dramatically evidenced by their- 
far-reaching moves on and since 21 March last and by their repeated 
statements of readiness to enter into serious give-and-take negotiations 
on still unresolved questions—and, on the other hand, has noted and 
continues to note with disapproval the totally negative and obstructive^ 
policy of the Soviet Union towards a nuclear test ban agreement. 
Neither the American people nor its Government, nor the peoples of 
the world, can find any sense or purpose in this Soviet policy which 
can only have the effect of increasing world tensions still further.

Even the Soviet Government has not denied the benefits that would 
flow from a sound agreement banning further nuclear weapon tests.,

 ̂Ante, pp. 190-199.
* Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: Histor'i/' 

and Analysis of NegotiationSf pp. 568-579. The statecaent was- made at the* 
337th meeting.
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For instance, in his letter of 4 April 1958 to President Eisenhower, 
Premier Khrushchev wrote:

Hardly anyone will deny that the discontinuance of experiments with 
atomic and hydrogen weapons would greatly improve the international political 
atmosphere as a whole and would create more favourable conditions for the 
settlement of other unsolved international problems.^

In  the same vein Mr. Tsarapkin himself has also stated on a number 
of occasions at these meetings that a test ban could play a useful role 
in inhibiting the further spread of independent nuclear weapon pro
duction capabilities and that it would also mark a great step forward 
in relations between East and West. Moreover, as I  noted at the 
three hundred and twelfth meeting, a test ban would constitute a 
significant measure of “anticipatory” disarmament which could pre
vent the appearance on the world scene of still more destructive 
weapons.^

Despite the lip service given by the Soviet Government to these 
very worthwhile aims, it has nevertheless in practice followed a policy 
which not only has made agreement between East and West extremely 
difficult but must indeed, I  regret to say, have been calculated to 
make agreement here impossible. For the course of the Soviet Union 
in recent months at this Conference has not only been to reject or 
belittle the major accommodations made by the United States and 
the United Kingdom to Soviet demands in order to get an effective 
nuclear test ban treaty. The USSE has also moved backwards to a 
major extent. I t  has done this by expressly reversing the position of 
the Soviet Union on a major question, namely, the appointment of a 
single administrator and his major deputies, on which agreement be
tween the sides had been worked out only on 6 July 1960 after many 
months of laborious effort.®

On top of that, the Soviet Union’s statement in its aide-memoire^ 
of 4 June 1961 that all controls at the present time involve an espionage 
risk has led the Soviet Union, in effect, to repudiate a control system 
of the type recommended by the experts at Geneva in 1958 ® as being 
of too broad a scope, in present circumstances, and, therefore, as being 
incompatible with Soviet security requirements.

In  addition, because of its narrow and outmoded view of its own 
inordinate security needs as a closed and secret society, the Soviet 
Union has stressed that regardless of the cost to humanity, its posi
tion is totally inflexible upon a number of other questions still at

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 982.
2 GEN/DNT/PV.312, p. 7.
® See Geneva Conference on the Discontinuam^e of Nuclear Weapon Tests: 

History and Analysis of Negotiations, p. 207.
* Ante, pp. 162-166.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
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issue regarding essential control machinery for a nuclear test ban 
treaty.

Finally, after having deliberately created these new obstacles to 
agreement and after having thus gone far to remove the possibility 
of finding any mutually acceptable basis for a treaty, the Soviet 
Union has seized upon the resulting deadlock as a pretext for pro
posing that these negotiations be terminated altogether and that the 
test ban question be merged into a consideration of general disarma
ment problems without any agreement as to when it would actually 
come up for discussion. Indeed, the last Soviet note of 9 August 
to the United States implies that the Soviet Union does not now pro
pose even to discuss the problem of a test ban at the general disarma
ment conference.^ I t  indicates, rather, that once an agreement on 
general disarmament has been reached, whenever that may be, the 
question of a test ban will have become moot because of the general 
elimination of military activities. Therefore, it seems to say that no 
special agreement on a nuclear test ban will ever be required at all.

As I  have already said, the United States Government cannot con
cur in the view that a treaty to terminate nuclear weapon tests is no 
longer important to the world at large. Whatever may happen in the 
next few years in the field of general disarmament negotiations, the 
problem of banning nuclear tests under effective international control 
arrangements is an immediate one. Without a properly functioning 
control system, there is no assurance whatsoever that the current so- 
called de facto moratorium on tests actually is being carried out in 
the closed society of the Soviet Union, although the Soviet Union 
knows full well that the United Kingdom and the United States, with 
their open societies, are indeed observing it by not testing. There is 
no guarantee that clandestine nuclear weapon tests, which are per
fectly possible from a technical point of view, are not already being 
carried out in secret on the territory of the Soviet Union, in violation 
of the current informal moratoriimi on testing, to its advantage and to 
the disadvantage of the world.

So, at the request of President Kennedy, and as evidence of his deep 
sincerity in seeking a nuclear test ban treaty, I  have returned to 
Gteneva, to this Conference room, because these issues are so important 
to us and to the peoples of the world. I  have come because President 
Kennedy is determined to leave no stone unturned in an effort to 
bring the Soviet Union to understand that its own interest in the long 
run will be as much served by the conclusion of a reasonable nuclear 
test ban treaty as will those of the United Kingdom and the United 
States. Whatever military gains either side could achieve in a re
sumption of testing, these would be a much smaller contribution to the

Ante, pp. 273-274.
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real security of the United States or of the Soviet Union than could 
come about from the conclusion of a first accord in the field of 
disarmament.

The Western Powers are convinced that the proposals which they 
have put forth in their draft treaty on 18 April 1961 are entirely 
equitable and completely sound.^ Nevertheless they have stated, and 
I  state again today, that these terms have never been presented on a 
“take it or leave it” basis to the Soviet Union. What we have said, 
and continue to say is that only we of the West have offered a well 
thought out total plan in treaty language for the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests.

Despite our failure, at least up to now, to induce the Soviet dele
gation to comment constructively upon our proposals, we in the West 
have nevertheless examined all that the Soviet Union has had to saŷ  
in recent months about concrete issues that have not yet been resolved 
with respect to a nuclear test ban. In  the remainder of my statement 
today I  should like to concentrate on one of these questions. I  shall,, 
of course, deal with some of the other problems at subsequent meet
ings. But it is the complex of issues involved in the proposed nuclear 
test ban threshold treaty and the proposed further moratorium con
cept of three years from the date of signing of the treaty with respect 
to nuclear weapon tests producing a seismic signal of below the 
threshold level of 4.75 that I  intend to discuss now in some detail.

The big controversy on the proposed three-year further moratorium 
now no longer primarily concerns the exact length of this temporary 
commitment but rather whether, according to the Soviet representa
tive, this commitment should be temporary.

Despite its previous agreement to a threshold treaty and to a mora
torium coterminous with the seismic research programme, the Soviet 
Union now says that it will not be a party to an arrangement under 
which any possibility is left open that testing below the treaty thresh
old of 4.75 might legally be resumed at the end of the three-year 
moratorium.

The Soviet Union goes further to charge the United States with 
proposing in bad faith a three-year moratorium to run from the date 
of signing the treaty, that is, proposing it with the aim of abandon
ing after three years the ban on underground tests below the thresh
old of 4.75 seismic scale of magnitude and of then planning to* 
undertake such tests below the treaty threshold while the rest of the 
treaty and control system with respect to tests registering 4.75 and 
above continues to be valid and operative.

Both Mr. Stelle and I  have pointed out here time and again the* 
absurdity of this Soviet position. The moratorium arose in the first

 ̂See antCy pp. 82-126,161-162.
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place only at the suggestion of the Soviet Union on 19 March 1960,̂  
and it was explicitly meant to be a temporary expedient to prevent 
^underground testing registering below 4.75 while a research pro
gramme went on to seek improvements in seismic controls in an 
attempt to lower the treaty threshold.

We have said to our Soviet colleague that his own political experi- 
•ence must tell him that it would, as a practical matter, be impossible 
for any country cavalierly to abandon the moratorium after three 
years unless the research results clearly showed that treaty control 
improvements essential for the lowering or eliminating of the 
threshold were not possible. Since the Soviet Union is confident that 
nothing but improvements in the treaty control system’s detection and 
identification capabilities will result from the seismic research pro
gramme, there would seem to be no cause for its pretended alarm, es
pecially since the United States and the United Kingdom have pledged 
themselves to full consultation with the Soviet Union on the revision 
of the treaty threshold, in the full glare of world publicity, well prior 
to the expiration of the three-year moratorium. I t  appears to us that 
if the Soviet Union were honestly trying to overcome obstacles in this 
negotiation, instead of creating new ones, it would admit that its fears 
about Western good faith at the end of the three-year moratorium 
were completely groundless. Unfortunately, however, we are con
fronted with no such Soviet admission. Indeed, quite the opposite is 
the case.

Therefore, I  have been authorized by President Kennedy to go 
even further in giving the USSR assurances that only the most ob
jective and carefully considered actions with respect to the treaty 
threshold will be taken at the end of the three-year moratorium 
period. In fact, I  am about to put forward “A proposal for reducing 
or eliminating the threshold in the treaty at the end of the three-year 
moratorium”. Indeed, my Government now formally proposes that, 
assuming a nuclear test ban treaty is agreed upon, about six months 
before the expiration of the three-year moratorium, with respect to 
tests below the treaty threshold of 4.75, a panel of eminent scientists 
representing each of the eleven nations which will then be members 
o f the control commission of the treaty organization should be con
vened. As with the commission itself, so this panel would consist of 
scientists from four Western States, four Soviet bloc countries and 
three non-aligned nations.

This scientific panel would be charged with the task of preparing 
a report to the eleven-nation control commission, by at least a ma
jority vote of the scientists in it, on the following matters:

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, I960, pp. 72-75.
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(1) recommended improvements in the treaty control system in 
the light of the findings of the proposed seismic research programme 
in which we have asked the Soviet Union to participate ;

(2) scientific estimates of the capabilities of the control system in 
the light of such improvements; and

(3) recommendations as to whether or not the treaty threshold of 
seismic scale of magnitude 4.75 should be lowered, and if so, to what 
point, and indeed whether the threshold can be eliminated entirely 
by scientific improvements in the treaty control system.

When that has been done, the control commission itself, composed 
of four Western Powers, four Soviet Powers, and three neutral or 
uncommitted Powers, will consider the report and agree, by majority 
vote, on such draft amendments to the treaty to eliminate or to reduce 
the threshold as may be required by such of the recommendations of 
the scientists as the commission may approve. All such treaty amend
ments would be submitted to the next annual conference of the parties, 
or to a special conference if the annual conference were not scheduled 
until after the expiration of the moratorium, since under the agreed 
treaty article on amendments, article 23 in the Western draft treaty,, 
it is the conference which must adopt proposed amendments.

Mr. Tsarapkin has, on occasion, told us that although his Govern
ment proposed the moratorium at the one hundred and eighty-eighth 
meeting on 19 March 1960, he added two days later, at the one hun
dred and eighty-ninth meeting, that the moratorium should not be 
permitted to expire “automatically”, so that after that date each of 
the parties would then not be completely free to test registering up 
to 4.75.

By any normal definition of the word “automatically”, I  think that 
the formal procedure which I  have proposed today excludes the 
possibility of any “automatic” end to the moratorium. On the con
trary, our plan guarantees the most careful deliberation and review— 
by the majority vote of eminent scientists, including at least three  ̂
scientists of neutral countries, by the control commission, and by 
world public opinion—of the situation at the expiration of the 
moratorium.

There is then clearly no loophole for the resumption at the end of 
the moratorium of testing below the treaty threshold of 4.75. Our 
proposal is a means to make sure that when the treaty obligation is 
extended to cover underground tests of lower yields, adequate control 
measures shall be available to monitor the fulfillment of that obliga
tion, which will not be left to chance.

Surely the Soviet Union can now have no basis whatsoever for not 
being ready to accept the plan which I  have just outlined, which is a 
clear guarantee that the moratorium will not “automatically” expire
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at the end of the proposed three-year term from the date of signing 
the treaty. However, we must take note of the statement in the Soviet 
aide-memoire of 4 June 1961, that

There can be no exceptions to the treaty; all kinds of nuclear weapons tests
must be prohibited; in the air, under water, under ground, and in outer space.

That is precisely our objective too, and it has been from the beginning.
But this particular quoted statement implies that the Soviet Union 

has gone back on its proposal of 19 March of last year for a mora
torium to prohibit tests with yields below 4.75 for some period after 
the date of the signing of the treaty, and now is merely looking for 
some pretext to avoid the necessary implications of its statement. 
I f  that should unfortunately prove to be the case, then my Govern
ment is unconditionally prepared to meet even this possible Soviet 
reversal of position, in the interest of reaching agreement on a reason
able and sound treaty at once. I  will call this further proposal “A 
proposal for reducing or eliminating the threshold in the treaty 
immediately”.

First let me recall a bit of history as to how the threshold ever 
entered into our negotiations. The Hardtach series of United States 
nuclear tests in the fall of 1958 produced new data which convinced 
American scientists that the conclusions of the Geneva experts in 
August 1958 that all underground tests could be controlled by the 
system which those experts recommended were not borne out by 
subsequent scientiiBc discoveries.

The Soviet Union contested this new scientific data when it was 
introduced into the Conference on 5 January 1959,̂  and the issue was 
fought over spasmodically in our meetings from then until November 
1959 when it was finally agreed to convene a new meeting of British, 
Soviet and American scientists to review the situation. These 
experts, who were known as Technical Working Group 2, met in De
cember 1959. They agreed on the possibility of certain control im
provements, but on nothing else. The Soviet scientists rejected the 
American analysis of the so-called new data and they reaffirmed 
their support of the 1958 Geneva experts’ recommendations, whereas 
the British and the American scientists concluded that the under
ground controls recommended in 1958 would not be effective, even 
with the possible improvements envisaged by the same Technical 
IV'orking Group 2, and that only larger seismic events could be prac
ticably monitored by the 1958 experts’ system.^

 ̂The U.S. working paper of Jan. 5,1959^ on the new data is printed in Geneva 
'‘Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History and 
-Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 3S1-334.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1558 ff.
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I t  was to deal with the resulting Soviet-Western impasse that my 
Government proposed, on 11 February 1960, that, instead of an 
immediately comprehensive treaty, the Conference should agree to a 
treaty in stages.^ For the jfirst stage we suggested that treaty obliga
tions in the undergroimd environment should begin only for seismic 
events of a magnitude of 4.75 or higher.

At the same time the United States proposed a major research 
programme to develop seismic control improvements wliich could 
in due course, we hoped, justify the lowering or abolition of the 
4.75 threshold. I t  was that United States offer which the Soviet Union 
accepted on 19 March 1960, on the condition that the United States and 
the United Kingdom, as well as the Soviet Union, would pledge them
selves not to conduct any nuclear tests producing a seismic signal 
of less than 4.75 during the period of the research programme.

As I  have already noted today, this arrangement of a 4.75 threshold 
treaty with the Geneva control system, plus a research programme, 
plus a moratorium, was an ingenious and reasonable political-technical 
solution to the Soviet-Western deadlock. However, I  must stress and 
repeat that my Government has never sought either a moratorium or 
a threshold treaty for its own sake. As we have always said, we would 
injfinitely prefer an iromediately comprehensive treaty prohibiting all 
nuclear tests from the outset if scientific controls for monitoring such 
an obligation were made part of the treaty system. In  all of this our 
guiding principle—which I  submit is not particularly startling or 
unreasonable— ĥas only been not to undertake any obligation under a 
treaty without some reasonable assurance that the scientific control 
measures accompanying the agreement would be effective in verifying 
the compliance of all parties with their treaty obligations. Otherwise 
there would be no confidence in the treaty.

If  the Soviet representative would look back to the statement made 
by my predecessor, Mr. Wadsworth, at the one hundred and seventieth 
meeting on 11 February 1960, when he first introduced the threshold 
proposal, he would find the following sentence:

. . . the specific threshold magnitude to be adopted Tinder this approach 
would depend in large part on the level of inspection that the other delegations 
were prepared to accept.^

I  should note that there was nothing new or startling in Mr. 
Wadsworth’s statement, because much the same sort of reasoning had 
been accepted by the 1958 Geneva experts themselves. Indeed, the 
penultimate sub-paragraph of section 2 of Annex V II of the experts’ 
report of 1958 says much the same thing, as follows:

1960, pp. 3a-39.
p. 38.
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“The dependence between these j)arameters”—and here the report 
is referring to three parameters for a network of control posts—“is 
such that with an increase in the yield of the explosion or the number 
of control posts the probability of detection and identification in
creases, and the number of unidentified events suspected of being a 
nuclear explosion decreases. On the other hand, for the identifica
tion of the increased numbfer of unidentified events resulting from a 
smaller number of control posts it would be necessary to increase the 
number of on-site inspections or to make greater use of information 
coming from sources not subordinate to the international control organ 
or, if necessary, of both”.̂

Today, while following the same reasoning, 1 would go a bit further, 
because still other variables are also involved. Thus, the level of the 
treaty threshold is dependent not only on the number of inspections 
but also on the number of control posts, on the types of control posts, 
whether manned or unmanned, on their coverage of seismic areas, 
on their being evenly spaced throughout a territory or possibly clus
tered in seismic areas, on the number of seismometers at a particular 
post and the depths at which they are placed, on the detection and 
identification techniques available at any moment, and on numerous 
other factors.

What I  am saying to Mr. Tsarapkin today is that the United 
States is still very flexible in this matter of controls and is quite pre
pared to study and discuss them with the Soviet Union on a coopera
tive basis and to accept any revised control arrangements in its own 
territory as well.

And, so I  say, first, we are willing to contemplate an initial treaty 
threshold that would be lower than the proposed one of seismic magni
tude 4.75; and further, we are even willing to consider arrangements, 
if this, with your cooperation, should prove scientifically possible, 
which would amount to virtually no treaty threshold at all.

I  am suggesting to the Soviet representative that the United States 
is ready and prepared to negotiate here and now for the immediate 
lowering or even removing of the treaty threshold of 4.75, provided 
that the Soviet Union is ready to explore with us and open-mindedly 
consider those improvements or adjustments in the control system 
which could so increase its scientific capabilities from the outset as 
to warrant the lowering or removing of the threshold.

These adjustments to be explored, which are necessary to deal with 
the increased number of unidentified events which would result from 
lowering the threshold, might include: the relocation of some of the

 ̂lUd., 1H5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1107-1108.
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control posts in both of our countries and other countries from rela
tively aseismic to highly seismic areas, if that can be done without 
injury to the whole control system; the introduction into United 
States, United Kingdom and USSE territories of a number of un
manned seismic recording stations, perhaps in conjunction with some 
of the foregoing changes regarding the relocation or regrouping of 
control posts ; a modification of the total number of control posts in 
the United States, the Soviet Union and, possibly, elsewhere; an 
adjustnient of the fixed annual number of inspections in the quota; 
and the immediate adoption from the outset of certain scientific im
provements in the treaty control system.

X/et me emphasize the entire willingness of the United States to 
re-examine the scientific aspects of the entire control system. We 
are prepared to do everything possible to advance and to make work
able a nuclear test ban treaty which would eventually and as soon 
as possible ban all further nuclear tests in the earth’s atmosphere, in 
outer space and in the oceans, and all tests undergroimd, just as soon 
as it is scientifically possible to do so.

My Soviet colleague will notice that I  am not today referring to 
any specific new treaty threshold level or to any specific changes in 
control arrangements. However, my delegation is fully prepared to 
confer and to negotiate on these points. I t  goes without saying that 
^igreement on some changes in the control network, along with a 
lower or even no initial threshold, would still necessitate our going 
forward with plans to conduct a large-scale seismic improvement re
search programme miderground. The basis for this, as before, would 
be our hope that in the future we could either abolish the threshold 
.altogether or, if technically feasible, improve the control system with 
;a view to simplifying it and to reducing the annual number of on-site 
inspections as the identification capabilities of the treaty control sys
tem increase.

Concerning that portion of the underground environment which 
might still not be able to be covered by the treaty from a scientific 
standpoint, a moratorium would still be instituted for the duration 
of the three-year research programme, and all of the procedures which 
I  outlined earlier today in niy proposal for reducing or eliminating 
the threshold in the treaty at the end of the three-year moratorium 
naturally would still be applicable.

My two major and far-reaching proposals of today are further 
-evidence of the open-mindedness and serious purpose of the United 
States Government in devising sound political initiatives and ap
proaches which, however, remain fully consistent with scientific 
control requirements. I  trust that my Soviet colleague, in reporting
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this statement to his Govenunent, will not only note this new and 
great evidence of Western sincerity and entire flexibility in these talks, 
on the subject of scientific controls, but will also point out the wide 
scope which we have opened for negotiation. At the same time, I  
must make it clear that I  reiterate the complete unacceptability of the 
Soviet three-man administrative council proposal below the top 
eleven-mai). control commission, on which the West and the East- 
have equal voices, and the Soviet theory of self-inspection.

On the one hand, we have the Western proposal for reducing or 
eliminating the threshold in the treaty at the end of the three-year 
moratorium. This means that we are ready to give the Soviet Union 
extremely far-reaching guarantees for scrupulously fair dealings 
with the issue of lowering the threshold or even of extending the pro
posed three-year moratorium at the expiration of the fixed moratorium 
period. Under such arrangeiiients, there would be no possibility that 
the way would be left free to abandon research efforts and to resume 
testing at yields below 4.75 unless it were clearly the opinion of a 
majority both of the panel of scientific experts of the eleven countries,  ̂
including neutral representatives, and of the control commission, that 
there was no substantial scientific hope of working out satisfactory 
controls for the underground environment below the threshold of 4.75.

On the other hand, we have put forward an alternative proposal for 
reducing or eliminating the threshold in the treaty immediately. This 
path only calls for some imaginative negotiation on all sides, plus 
Soviet exploration of and agreement to reasonable adjustments in the 
control system which are essential, at this stage of scientific knowl
edge, for providing effective control capabilities for underground, 
events yielding below 4.75 on the seismic scale of magnitude.

What I  have said today I  hope will convince the Soviet delegation 
and the Soviet Government that the Western Governments are ex
tremely anxious to negotiate a sound and effective test ban treaty and 
will leave no stone unturned in an all-out effort to do everything 
reasonable to bring this about. We shall continue to work for sound 
arrangements which will not give the illusion of control without any 
substance. Aside from that, however, there are no limits to our will
ingness to negotiate on the scientific control system.

And so I  earnestly appeal to the Soviet Union to examine its con
science and, thereafter, to rejoin the United Kingdom ajid the United 
States in this urgent task of concluding a sound and effective nuclear^ 
test ban treaty which will give new hope for the conjplete cessation of' 
nuclear testing to a sorely distressed world and which will, constitute 
a major step in complete and general disarmament...
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Statement by the British Representative (Ormsby-Gore) 
at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, August 28,1961 ^

At the beginning of his statement today Mr. Dean referred to the* 
widespread disappointment and concern which is felt in the United 
States about the Soviet attitude in this Conference.^ The same dis
appointment, the same concern, are also felt, and felt most strongly,, 
in the United Kingdom, and I  believe in most of the world.

I t  is now nearly two months since 1 informed the Conference of 
the United Kingdom Government’s reactions to the Soviet Govern
ment’s memorandum of 4 June this year —̂I  am referring to my state
ment at the three hundred and twentieth meeting on 16 Jime.^ I  said 
then that my Government were most unwilling to accept the main and 
most obvious implication of the Soviet memorandum, which was, on 
the face of it, that the Soviet Government had now lost all interest in 
any further effort at constructive negotiation round this table for a 
properly controlled treaty, a treaty that would place the discontinu
ance of nuclear weapon tests on a firm and reliable basis.

In  the ten or eleven weeks that have elapsed we have, unfor
tunately, had no evidence of any more positive attitude on the part 
of the Soviet Government. Indeed, the evidence has all gone to con
firm the fears which I  expressed. The Soviet delegation has still not 
made any effort to enter into constructive negotiation with us; there 
has in fact been no attempt at negotiation from the Soviet side during 
the whole of this year. The Soviet delegation has made no new 
proposals since 4 June and no constructive proposals since last year, 
and it has remained unable or unwilling to explain large parts of the 
Soviet position or to submit clear and full proposals in written form. 
In  short, the Soviet Government has continued to face us with the 
same ultimatum as in its memorandum of 4 Jime: either we accept 
the Soviet proposals lock, stock and barrel, even those parts of them 
which are as yet unknown or unexplained, or else we and the world 
must wait for a properly guaranteed cessation of nuclear testing until 
a programme of complete and general disarmament has been agreed 
and, for all we know, until it has been carried out. In either case the 
Soviet Government is firmly rejecting the idea that the rest of the 
world should have any effective means, within the foreseeable future.

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 57^584. The statement was made at the 337th 
meeting.

* Supra.
* Ante, pp. 162-166.
 ̂GEN/DNT/PV.320, pp. 3^5.
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of assuring itself that the Soviet Government is not secretly improving 
its nuclear arsenal by means of clandestine testing. Under neither 
of the Soviet alternatives are we offered effective control and verifica
tion of a ban on testing: one alternative offers us no more than self- 
inspection by the Soviet Union, subject to a universal administrative 
veto; the other alternative offers us no control at all until some un
specified future date.

I t  is a very serious situation, and it is entirely the responsibility of 
the Soviet Government. At a time when international tensions are 
dangerously increasing—and they are increasing primarily as a result 
of the deliberate actions of the Soviet Government—at this dangerous 
juncture in world affairs, the Soviet Government is refusing to take 
a step that could easily be taken, a step that would markedly con
tribute towards improving the international atmosphere and increas
ing security, including the security of the Soviet Union itself, as Mr. 
Dean has so frequently pointed out. I t  is perfectly clear that the 
conclusion of an effective nuclear test ban treaty would have this 
result and that the only obstacles to this treaty are obstacles which 
the Soviet Government has deliberately erected during the last few 
months.

However little encouragement the Soviet Government may have 
given usj the United Kingdom, like the United States, remains unwill
ing to accept the worst or to abandon hope in a matter of such impor
tance as this, a matter in which success could make so much difference 
to the whole international scene. That was our position when I  spoke 
on 16 June of this year, and it is still our position. We want this 
treaty both for itself and for the good it would do in other ways, and 
we are determined not to abandon our effort to secure it whilst any 
hope remains. We have declared ourselves ready to negotiate upon 
our own proposals or upon any Soviet proposals, provided that 
negotiation is directed towards the objective that brought us here 
in the first place—the objective of a treaty with controls adequate to 
assure both sides that the treaty is being observed.

In this spirit my delegation warmly welcomes and supports the 
statement which has just been made by the United States 
representative.

I  also, of course, have been following the proceedings of the Con
ference in my absence and I  have noted the repeated emphasis which 
the Soviet representative has been laying upon the question of what 
should happen at the end of the moratorium. Mr. Tsarapkin has re
peatedly declared that the Soviet Union now sees three main obstacles 
in the way of an effective treaty. As my colleague Sir Michael Wright 
recently pointed out, these obstacles are substantially different from 
the obstacles which the Soviet representative was talking about up 
to the end of last year and they are very largely obstacles of the
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Soviet Union’s own making. Nevertheless, our object is to negotiate, 
and if we can reasonably do anything to reassure the Soviet Union 
on these matters we are prepared to try to do so.

Mr. Dean has described the specific procedures for consultation 
before the end of the moratorium to which the United States Govern
ment is prepared now to commit itself. My Government is certainly 
also prepared to commit itself to those procedures. I  need not repeat 
what Mr. Dean has said about them, nor need I go into detail about 
the general United Kingdom position on the moratorium, because 
Sir Michael Wright has only recently restated it at the three hundred 
and thirty-fifth meeting. As he pointed out then, the Soviet repre
sentative has never explained in any clear or intelligible manner 
what he means when he says that the parties should not be auto
matically free to resume testing below the threshold upon the expiry 
of the period fixed for the moratorium. We have never suggested 
that it would be our intention to resume testing, automatically or 
otherwise. Our whole object in accepting the Soviet proposal for the 
moratorium has been to create the conditions, and to provide the time, 
in which to work out the controls to justify us in agreeing that no form 
of testing shall ever be resumed—and to assure ourselves that that 
agreement will in fact be carried out. To confirm what Sir Michael 
Wright said at the three hundred and thirty-fifth meeting:

The only foreseeable circumstance in which we should feel obliged not to re
new our undertaking under the moratorium would be if we and our partners 
in the treaty had completely failed to find any reasonable means of assuring 
ourselves that this undertaking was being respected and would be respected by 
others as well as ourselves/

The procedures which my United States colleague has now pro
posed show clearly that we have no thought of any hasty or unilateral 
action at the end of the moratorium. We have always agreed that 
there should be consultation and negotiation before the period ex
pires, and these procedures show exactly how this would be done. 
They show that there would certaiijly be no question of just doing 
nothing and letting the moratorium automatically lapse. On the 
contrary, we should expect to discuss the possibilities of merging the 
moratorium into the treaty, in whole or in part, or of continuing it 
in some form, in a group of scientists representing all eleven members 
of the control commission, and we should be willing to see this group 
make its recommendations to the commission on the basis of a simple 
majority, though we should naturally hope that the scientists could 
reach unanimous agreement. Having received the scientists’ recom
mendations, the commission, again by simple majority, could make 
its own recommendations to the Conference. I  can scarcely conceive

* GEN/DNT/PV.335, p. 11. 
629270-^62-------21
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of a situation in which my country or any other country would wil
fully or unreasonably disregard the recommendations of the majority 
made in this way.

My delegation believes that these proposed procedures should give 
the Soviet Union the necessary reassurance about what is to be done 
at the end of the moratorium. In our view they amount to a clear 
indication that the moratorium would not be left automatically to 
lapse at the whim of any one party. As I  say, the Soviet representa
tive has never clearly explained what he wants to be done at the end 
of the moratorium period or what he means when he says the morato
rium should not “automatically” lapse. We hope he will agree that 
the proposed procedures put a reasonable interpretation upon those 
words. If  he has any doubts about that, then I  would invite him 
to give us his own interpretation, and to give it specifically in writing. 
In that way we may at least be able to find a basis for serious nego
tiation upon this aspect of our work. This is a problem raised by 
the Soviet Union. The Soviet representative has never clearly ex
plained his position. We have now clearly explained ours, and the 
next step is for Mr. Tsarapkin.

Secondly, I  concur with Mr. Dean about the possibility of an al
ternative approach to this problem if the Soviet Union would prefer 
it that way. For us, as for the United States, the threshold and the 
moratorium have never been an end in themselves. We should much 
prefer to have a fully and immediately comprehensive treaty if the 
necessary controls could be agreed upon to assure us of its observance 
by all parties. That has always been our position. We have always 
been, and still are, ready to accept in the United Kingdom and its 
territories any controls that, may be necessary to justify a compre
hensive test ban. That goes also for the United States. I f  the Soviet 
Union would only adopt the same position, then none would be more 
delighted than we to forget about the threshold and the moratorium 
and go straight to a comprehensive treaty. The threshold treaty has 
never been more than a second-best course imposed by the shortcom
ings of available control. I t  is true that the threshold and morato
rium have the virtue of being already agreed between us three in prin
ciple, and we believe that a satisfactory treaty can be concluded on this 
basis and could lead straight into a comprehensive treaty, as a result of 
further research, in a very few years’ time. But, if the Soviet Union 
is willing to try to find the basis of a fully controllable comprehensive 
treaty with us now, we are certainly willing also.

Here, then, is an opportunity for the Soviet delegation to show us 
whether its Government does still retain a constructive desire for an 
effectively controlled nuclear test ban, and I  would remind the Soviet 
representative of the views expressed by the Government of the Soviet
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Union regarding this Conference in its statement of 23 January 
1959, as follows:

The Soviet Government, consistently pursuing as it does a policy of bending 
every effort towards delivering mankind from the threat of a nuclear war of 
annihilation, has, for a number of years, been persistently pressing for the 
cessation of atomic and hydrogen weapon tests as a first and highly important 
step towards a radical solution of the disarmament problem. In doing so, the 
Soviet Government has proceeded and still proceeds from the premise that the 
question of ending nuclear tests can be solved straightaway, independently of 
the solution of the other problems of disarmanent, given the desire of all the 
nuclear Powers/

I  hope that the Soviet Government will revert to the attitude re
vealed in its statement of 23 [22] January 1959. I t  is our earnest 
desire that the Soviet representative’s response to Mr. Dean’s state
ment this afternoon will be such as to enable us to open up an avenue 
of genuine negotiation upon this issue, which he himself regards as 
one of the three most important now confronting us.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, August 28,1961 ̂

Today’s statements by the representatives of the United States and 
the United Kingdom  ̂ have shown us that the Western Powers are 
still opposed as before to solving the question of the discontinuance 
of tests conjointly with that of disarmament. Mr. Dean today pointed 
out to us once again the imperative necessity for the Western Powers 
to set up straightaway a system of control which would function 
properly, as he termed it. But without disarmament, this would 
in effect be the pernicious functioning of an intelligence network. 
Without disarmament, under the conditions of a mad arms race and 
the intensive military preparations of the Western Powers it would 
be a control system only in name and would in effect be a system of 
espionage. That is what the Western Powers are striving for instead 
of disarmament. And when we point this out, they cry out in reply, 
as Mr. Dean said today, that the refusal of the Soviet Union to accept 
the demand of the Western Powers and thus give the Western Powers

‘ Documents on Disarmam^t, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 133^1340.
* Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 'Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 

and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 584-585. The statement was riiade at the 
337th meeting.

* Supra.
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wide opportunities for carrying on intelligence work on the territory 
of the Soviet Union has the effect of increasing world tensions.

Mr. Dean went on to quote documents of April 1959, and Mr. 
Ormsby-Gore referred to a document as far back as January 1959, 
and they called upon the Soviet Union to return to those days. Yes, 
it is true that in those days, that is to say more than two and one-half 
years ago or three years ago, this agreement on the discontinuance 
of tests might perhaps have played a useful role, since at that time it 
might have been a first step towards disarmament, if there had 
been good will on the part of the Western Powers. But the policy 
carried out by the Western Powers is leading the world in a directly 
opposite direction. Instead of disarmament, the Western Powers 
are intensifying the mad arms race, increasing their land armed forces, 
their air forces and their navies; instead of acting in a way that would 
reduce the danger of war, the Western Powers have developed in
tensive military preparations which have greatly increased the danger 
of a nuclear missile war. In view of these activities by the Western 
Powers it is rather strange to hear the Western representatives make 
serene speeches here on various technical themes, while they shut 
their eyes to the menacing situation in the world brought about by 
the military preparations of the Western Powers, and strive for the 
right to carry on intelligence work and to create, under cover of an 
agreement on the discontinuance of tests, an espionage system of the 
Western Powers on the territory of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Ormsby-Gore spoke today about the Western Powers’ anxiety 
and disappointment that the Soviet Union insists on -the solution 
of the problem of discontinuing tests in conjunction with that of 
disarmament. But anxiety and disappointment should be aroused 
in the world by the intensification of the arms race and the Western 
Powers’ military preparations, not by the Soviet Union’s insistence on 
solving the question of discontinuing tests in conjunction with that 
of disarmament.

We are not inclined to satisfy the claims of the Western Powers, 
which are insisting on control without disarmament, and this only 
means using this control to carry out intelligence work and espionage 
on the territory of the Soviet Union.

The present situation shows beyond all doubt that the question of 
discontinuing nuclear weapon tests can be solved only in conjunction 
with that of disarmament. The Soviet Union will be prepared, and 
we have already told you so repeatedly, to sign without delay a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament and to agree to any control 
over disarmament and, consequently, over the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapon tests, but not to any control while the arms race and 
intensified military preparations continue; that is, the Soviet Union 
will not agree to control separated from disarmament.
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Decision by the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union and the U.S.S.R. Council of 
Ministers: Prolongation of Military Service, August 29, 
1961 ^

The Central Committee of the CPSU and the USSK Council of 
Ministers have examined the situation taking shape in connection with 
the intensification of the military preparations by the United States 
and its allies in aggressive blocs in response to the Soviet Union’s 
proposals for the conclusion of a German peace treaty.

Taking into consideration the need for strengthening the defensive 
potential of the Soviet Union under these conditions, the Central Com
mittee of the CPSU and the USSE Council of Ministers found it 
necessary to temporarily retain in the armed forces of the USSR, 
soldiers, sailors, sergeants, sergeant majors, and petty officers of the 
appropriate arms of the service and qualifications, who have completed 
their term of military service established by law and are subject to 
transfer to the reserve, to the amount necessary for securing the combat 
readiness of the Soviet army in case of any possible provocations by 
the aggressive quarters of the Western Powers.

The Soviet Union cannot but take this enforced measure under con
ditions in which the member countries of the NATO military bloc are 
in every way aggravating the international situation, addressing direct 
threats to the USSR and the other socialist countries, stepping up the 
arms race, and fanning war hysteria.

The interests of the security of the Soviet Union demand that the 
best trained Soviet soldiers continue their service in the armed forces 
of the Soviet Union until a peace treaty with Germany is concluded. 
This treaty is called upon to improve relations between states, to im
prove the situation in Europe, and to strengthen world peace. The 
Central Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet Government express 
the hope that this will also be understood by the leading quarters in 
the United States, the United Kingdom, and France, and the other 
Western powers, that common sense will prevail there, and that the 
Western powers will not contradict the will of the peoples who are 
vitally interested in the maintenance and the consolidation of peace. 
Then it will no longer be necessary to retain the soldiers who have com
pleted their term of service in the armed forces; they will be able to 
return home, to their families, to peaceful labor.

The Soviet people, who are building a communist society, need 
peace. That is why our policy is a policy of peace, a policy of friend
ship with all states, of developing relations with them resting on the 
principles of peaceful coexistence. The Soviet Union, like all coun-

 ̂Moscow radio broadcast, Aug. 29,1961.
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tries of the socialist commonwealth, has no issue with regard to 
other states which we would like to settle by force of arms. Our 
program is disarmament, not armament. We need atom and hydro
gen bombs, rocket weapons, tanks, military planes, and other arms 
exclusively for defense, and we are ready to scrap them today if all 
states act likewise.

We would not spend a single working day, a single kilogram of 
metal, a single liter of fuel for military purposes if all states took to 
the road of disarmament. The entire labor of the people and all 
material means would then be used only for improving the living 
standards of the people, for the advance of science, engineering, and 
culture, and for disinterested aid to other, economically less developed 
states.

The Soviet Government has done much and is doing much to ease 
tension and to pave the way for the estalblishment of normal relations 
and cooperation between all states. A dependable, enduring peace, 
a world without arms and without wars, has always been mankind’s 
dream. To make this dream come true, daring far-reaching actions 
are needed. That is precisely why the Soviet Government advocated 
general and complete disarmament as the surest way to safeguard 
enduring peace on earth.

The Soviet Union proposed that an understanding be reached on 
the complete and final destruction of all material means of warfare, 
on the disbandment of armies, on the destruction of nuclear and rocket 
weapons and all other types of arms, on the abolition of war ministries 
and general staffs, on the cessation of military training and appropri
ations for military purposes.^ In  doing so the Soviet Government 
has declared more than once that it is ready to accept any proposals 
on control if our program of general and complete disarmament is 
accepted.

The Soviet Union did not confine itself to advancing a program 
of general and complete disarmament which met with enthusiastic 
approval and support of all peoples. I t  persistently presses for the 
implementation of this program. In  the United Nations and outside 
it the Soviet Government is striving to translate disarmament from 
programs and plans into reality. Were it not for the negative posi
tion of the Western powers, general and complete disarmament now 
would be implemented in practice.

With the object of reducing international tension and strengthening 
confidence between the states the Soviet Union has more than once 
proposed to the Western powers that agreement should be reached 
on a number of specific measures whose implementation will also 
facilitate a solution of the problem of general and complete 
disarmament.

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1980, pp. 241-248.
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In conformity with these purposes are our proposals on the creation 
of nuclear-free zones in central Europe/ in the Near East,^ in northern 
Europe,^ and other regions of the world,^ on the reduction of armed 
forces and national armaments in a zone along the demarcation line 
between the troops of the NATO member countries and the Warsaw 
Pact member states, on the establishment of international inspection 
in this zone, and on the withdrawal of all foreign troops from alien 
territories to within their national boundaries.®

We also offered a nonaggression pact between the two alignments of 
states in Europe—NATO and the Warsaw Pact.® The Soviet Govern
ment made a proposal on banning the use of outer space for military 
purposes and on the liquidation of foreign military bases on alien 
territories.^ The Soviet Union urged all powers possessing nuclear 
weapons to undertake not to be the first to use these weapons.®

Furthermore, the Soviet Union set an example for other states by 
unilaterally liquidating all its military bases on the territory of other 
states,® and substantially cutting the numerical strength of its armed 
forces. Who does not remember that the Soviet Union voluntarily 
abandoned its military base in Port Arthur, and liquidated its mili
tary base in Finland? In the last six years the numerical strength 
of the armed forces of the USSR has been unilaterally reduced in 
our country on four occasions. In 1955, 1956, and 1958 our armed 
forces were reduced 2.14 million men.̂  ̂ On 15 January 1960 a deci
sion was made on further reduction of the numerical strength of our 
armed forces by 1.2 million men.^ We would have fulfilled this

" See iUd., 191 5̂-1959, vol. I, p. 607; vol. II, pp. 756-757, 925, 1217-1219, 1270- 
1272, 1473.

 ̂IUd., pp. 943, 1036.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 1436-1439.

* Other nuclear-free zones endorsed by the Soviet Union have included Asia 
{iMd., pp. 949-953), the Far East and the Pacific {%Md., pp. 1345-1346), and the 

Balkan-Adriatic region {ibid., pp. 1423-1426).
® See ibid., vol. I, pp. 607, 638, 645, 726; vol. II, pp. 756-757, 784-785, 882, 

1031-1032, 1141, 1269^1270.
® See Documents on Germany, 19^-1961 (S. Com. print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), 

pp. 183-184, 209, 328-331, and Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, 
p. 727; vol. II, pp. 925,1029-1030,1473.

 ̂Ibid., pp. 973-977.
^Ibid., 1960, p. 80.
® Soviet forces are still stationed in East Germany, Hungary, and Poland 

(1962).
See Sino-Soviet communique of Oct. 12, 1954 (226 UNTS 54) and agreement 

of Sept. 19, 1955, between the Soviet Union and Finland (226 UNTS 194).
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 496-497, 638, and 

Background of Heads of Government Conference, 1960: Principal Documents, 
1955-1959, With Narrative Nummary (Department of State publication 6972, 
1960), p. 128.

Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 18-22.
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decision entirely if the recent intensification of war preparations of 
the NATO member states, threatening the security of the socialist 
comitries, had not compelled us to suspend this reduction.

The policy of the Soviet Government has been aimed invariably at 
maintaining and strengthening peace, removing the barriers sepa
rating countries and peoples and establishing broad trade, cultural 
exchange, and mutual enrichment of the peoples with the achievements 
in science and technology.

To strengthen the peace—this means, above all, to search for a 
peaceful solution of all disputes now dividing the states. There is 
now no more acute and important problem than the elimination of the 
remnants of World War II, the conclusion of a peace treaty with 
Germany and the solution of the problem of West Berlin on this basis.

I t is clear that in solving the problem of a German peace treaty one 
must take into consideration the real state of affairs, and proceed 
from the recognition of the existence of two German states—the GDR 
and the German Federal Republic. With the conclusion of a peace 
treaty, West Berlin will obtain the status of a demilitarized free 
city with guarantees of nonintervention in its internal affairs.

The Soviet Union is exerting all efforts so that a peaceful settlement 
with Germany will be effected by mutual consent with due regard for 
the legitimate interests of all sides. We do not want to dictate our 
terms to anyone. The Soviet Government is ready, item by item, 
article by article, to examine together with the Western powers and 
representatives of the two German states, all provisions of the draft 
German peace treaty in order to find the best solution which will 
promote the cause of peace.

How do the governments of the Western powers respond to the 
peace-loving gestures of the Soviet Union which are permeated with 
a single desire: to eliminate the seats of possible conflicts, to liquidate 
everything that obstructs normal relations between states on the basis 
of the principles of peaceful coexistence? Instead of a businesslike 
examination of our proposals, they reply with threats and intensifica
tion of war preparations, new appropriations for military purposes, 
and an increase in the numerical strength of armed forces.

President John Kennedy of the United States, in his television 
address on 26 July this year ̂  even presented us with something like an 
ultimatum, demanding essentially that we withdraw in general the 
question of the conclusion of the peace treaty with Germany. To 
reinforce his threats John Kennedy spoke of enlarging the NATO 
shield and he announced a program of extensive military preparation 
of the United States which is now being rushed through.

 ̂Ante, pp. 258-267.
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The military budget of the United States for the 1961-1962 fiscal 
year, already exceeding 50 billion dollars, has been increased 3.5 billion 
dollars. Never before in peacetime have the United States and other 
members of the NATO military bloc wasted such tremendous sums 
for the preparation of war, as they now do. More than 200,000 
reservists are being called to active military service in the United 
States, and other measures are taken to build up the armed forces.

Military measures also are being stepped up at present in other 
countries belonging to aggressive military blocs. The ruling quarters 
of the Western powers are converting remilitarized West Germany 
into the main force for engineering another world war. The West 
German Bundeswehr, armed with up-to-date weapons, is already the 
backbone of the armed forces of NATO in Europe. Former Nazi 
generals are now appointed to key positions in the military leadership 
of NATO.

Who directs the working out of NATO’s strategic plans? The war 
criminal Pleusinger, one of the authors of the notorious “Barbarossa” 
plan—the plan for Nazi aggression against the Soviet Union. Who 
commands the NATO ground forces in central Europe? They are 
commanded by General Speidel who has on his conscience hundreds 
of thousands of fighters for the freedom of France and other European 
countries who were put to death. General Foertsch, a war criminal 
who devastated whole regions of the Soviet Union, holds the highest 
commanding post in the Bundeswehr.

Stepping up the arms race and fanning war psychosis, the Western 
powers seek to convert the question of a German peace treaty and 
normalization of the situation in West Berlin on its basis into an 
object for a test of strength. To reject the conclusion of a peace treaty 
under such conditions means to encourage the West German brass and 
the aggressive NATO bloc to begin gambles. I t  is well known that 
they have long since taken aim at the socialist order in the GDE and 
also in the other socialist countries.

The Western powers, who were our allies in the war against Nazi 
Germany and who are now virtually following in the wake of the West 
German militarists and revanchists, seek to destroy the confidence of 
the Soviet people and the peoples of the other peace-loving states in 
the future. They would like to deprive us of the fruits of victory 
in World War I I  for which every citizen in our country, every Soviet 
family paid such a great price.

Truth and justice are on our side. The Soviet Union is actively 
and consistently carrying through a policy of peace and peaceful 
coexistence in conformity with the interests of all peoples and will 
not allow anyone to divert it by any threats or attempts at intimida
tion from this road charted by the great Lenin.
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The Soviet Government does not want any special benefits for this 
country from the German peace treaty. We demand the conclusion of 
a peace treaty in the name of peace, in order to stabilize and decisively 
improve the international situation. The Soviet Union does not pro
pose that the map of Europe be revised. The peace treaty must record 
the frontiers defined by the Potsdam agreement,^ to which the sig
natures of the United States, the United Kingdom, and France were 
affixed next to the signature of the USSR—frontiers which have 
already existed for one and a half decades. We do not encroach 
upon anyone’s rights or interests. The Soviet Government proposes 
that the countries that fought against Germany should jointly draft 
a peace treaty so that the conclusion of this treaty will equally 
benefit all parties concerned.

The conclusion of a German peace treaty is opposed, above all, by 
the militarists and revanchists in West Germany who are hatching 
plans for new war gambles. Those, who in their time nurtured 
Hitler, placed arms at his disposal. Those who engineered World 
War I I  today have seized again commanding positions in the economy 
and policy of the German Federal Republic.

The West German revanchists and militarists took from fascist 
Germany the program for enslaving other peoples and conquering 
alien territories. Chancellor of the German Federal Republic 
Adenauer and the forces backing him made revanchism the foundation 
of their official political course. The ministers of the Bonn govern
ment, Strauss, Lemmer, Brentano, and West Berlin Mayor Brandt, 
systematically and in unison with the Chancellor are fanning revanch
ist passions. The program of the West German revanchists is a 
program of war.

The plans of the West German revanchists and militarists have no 
room for a peace treaty. A peace treaty is an obstacle on their road 
and they do everything to prevent its conclusion. But those who lon^ 
for the strengthening of peace cannot wait until the dangerous devel
opment of events in West Germany reaches a crucial stage. At the 
price of tremendous losses the Soviet people have gained the right 
to a peaceful and tranquil life, and the Soviet Government is fully 
resolved to take all necessary measures so that the present generation, 
our children and grandchildren, shall never know the suffering and 
misfortunes of war.

The Central Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet Government 
believe that a firm barrier must be erected blocking the road to the 
engineering of another war in Europe. I t is impermissible that West 
German militarism, taking advantage of the maintenance of the post
war unsettled state and of the lack of a peace treaty, should gradually

 ̂Documents on Germany, 1944-1961 j pp. 29--39.
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lead the world to an armed clash. It is the duty of the peace-loving 
states to prevent the drift toward war.

That is precisely why the Soviet Union insists on the immediate 
conclusion of a German peace treaty, and we will conclude it jointly 
with other peace-loving states by the end of this year. If  the Western 
powers and the German Federal Kepublic reject a peaceful settlement, 
the Soviet Union will be compelled, together with other states that 
wish to do so, to sign a peace treaty with the GDE alone. Its conclu
sion will strike a blow at the calculations and plans of the West 
German militarists. The treaty will be a legal seal affixed to the 
postwar German frontiers. This will be international recognition 
of the fact that in one part of Germany— t̂he GDE—an end has been 
put for good to the dark past when German militarism unleashed 
aggressive wars. The peace treaty with the GDE, like a beacon, will 
indicate to the elitire German people the road to a peaceful life under 
conditions of full sovereignty and independence, the road to a solu
tion of their national tasks. All this will help to create stability in 
the center of Europe and will consolidate world peace.

The Central Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet Government 
assure the Soviet people and all other peoples that everything will 
be done to prevent another war and to have disputes solved through 
negotiation and not through force of arms. The Soviet proposals 
are plain and clear-cut: we propose that a roundtable conference 
be held for a calm, businesslike discussion of the question of a peace
ful settlement with Germany. But the Soviet people will not tremble 
in the face of threats, in the face of military pressure, and a show of 
strength. The Soviet state stood up to aggression by a coalition of 
14 powers in the first years of Soviet Government. We did not 
tremble in the face of the perfidious attack by Nazi Germany and 
smashed the fascist monster, though at the price of grave, immeas
urably grave, losses.

If the imperialists, with regard to the signing of a peace treaty 
with Germany, again seek to draw us into the abyss of war, we are 
fully resolved to put an end once and for all to the forces endangering 
aggression, and to strangle the trouble-maikers who seek to creep out 
and to inflict innumerable losses and suffering on the peoples. The 
lovers of gambles must know that, taking into consideration the new 
balance of power now existing in the world arena, the aggressors 
will be crushed if they unleash war.

But we must not be complacent and negligent. Under conditions 
in which the NATO military bloc does its utmost to further aggravate 
the situation, the Central Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet 
Government deem it necessary to take measures which will firmly 
safeguard the security of our homeland. As already announced, the
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Soviet Government temporarily suspended the reduction of armed 
forces planned for 1961 and made a decision for some increase in 
defense expenditures in the current year. Proper measures were 
also taken to raise the combat readiness of the armed forces.

The Central Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet Government 
convey their sincere gratitude to the men and women workers, men 
and women collective farmers, scientists, engineers and technicians, to 
all Soviet men and women, who, deeply aware of the necessity for 
further strengthening the defensive potential of our state, warmly 
responded to the call of the party and the government and took a 
patriotic initiative—to work still harder for the fulfillment and 
overfulfillment of their production plans and to carry out defense 
orders faster and better.

The Central Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet Government 
express particular appreciation to the workers who addressed the 
government with the proposal to change some enterprises to an eight- 
hour work day for the sake of further strengthening the defenses of 
the country.

The Central Committee of CPSU and the Soviet Government will 
take advantage of this proposal in conformity with the situation and 
at those enterprises where this will be necessary.

The Central Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet Government are 
receiving numerous letters and resolutions in which soldiers and 
sailors, sergeants, sergeant majors and petty officers, whose term of 
service expires this year, request to be retained in the ranks of the 
armed forces. The Soviet servicemen express their desire to dedicate 
all their knowledge, all their experience which they acquired while 
serving in the armed forces to the cause of safeguarding the security 
of our Soviet homeland. The Central Committee of the CPSU and 
the Soviet Government thank the patriotic soldiers who correctly un
derstand the situation and the tasks of strengthening the defensive 
potential of the Soviet state.

Guided by the interests of safeguarding the security of the country, 
taking into consideration the existing situation and the ceaseless 
threats on the part of the United States and its NATO allies, the Cen
tral Committee of the CPSU and the USSR Council of Ministers in
struct the minister of defense to issue orders on the temporary defer
ment, until the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany, of the 
transfer to the reserve of the necessary number of soldiers, sailors, 
sergeants, sergeant majors, and petty officers, whose term of service 
expires in 1961.

The Central Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet Government 
appeal to the soldiers and sailors, sergeants, sergeant majors, and 
petty officers, the officers, generals and admirals, to all men of the rocket 
forces, the ground forces, the antiaircraft forces, the air forces and the
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navy, urging them to enhance vigilance and combat readiness in 
every way, to strengthen military discipline and order even further, to 
improve their combat skill even more persistently. The Soviet home
land entrusted its soldiers with powerful, the most perfect, and the 
world’s best combat weapons and techniques. Nowhere in the world 
are there such intercontinental and other types of rockets which are 
now in the arsenal of the Soviet army. They were made by Soviet 
workers, technicians, engineers and scientists. I t  is the sacred duty 
of our servicemen to handle perfectly all means for defending the 
homeland.

The Soviet Union will never be the first to use arms, will never take 
the road to unleashing war. But our armed forces are always in con
stant and full combat readiness to give a crushing rebuff to any 
aggressor.

The Central Committee of the CPSU and the USSE Council of 
Ministers express profoimd appreciation to the entire Soviet people 
for the confidence in our party and the Soviet Government and for 
the approval of their foreign and domestic policy.

Our socialist state is stronger than ever before. The inspired labor 
of the Soviet people is producing remarkable results. The forthcom
ing 22nd CPSU Congress will discuss and adopt the new program of 
the party— t̂he program for building a communist society in our 
country. This genuine manifesto of communism opens up broad 
horizons to our people. We need peace. We extend a hand of friend
ship to the peoples of the United States, Britain, France, and to the 
peoples of all other countries and say: Let us live in peace; strengthen 
the peace. I t  can be upheld by ]’ oint efforts.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, August 30,1961 ^

At our last meeting, two days ago, I  put forward on the instruc
tions of the United States Government and for the consideration of 
the Soviet Government, two new proposals designed to assure the 
Soviet Union and the world that any nuclear test-ban treaty signed 
here would, with a high degree of probability, lead to a final and 
lasting cessation of all nuclear weapon tests.^

' Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 'Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiationsy pp. 585-597. The statement was made at the 
338th meeting.

* See ante, pp. 292-302.
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That was the three hundred and thirty-seventh meeting of this 
Conference. My remarks represented an important and considered 
statement of the policy of my Government on a most important 
issue. Yet we were not favoured by the Soviet representative with 
a single word which referred to the very real substance of our offer, 
and he again played the threadbare and worn-out theme of espionage. 
We know by this time that such statements are merely a subterfuge 
for sabotaging these negotiations, because, despite our repeated ap
peals to the Soviet representative to specify in detail where any 
possible espionage might arise from the Western treaty proposals, 
he has failed to do so and continues to limit himself to broad, sweeping 
and unsupported espionage allegations of a general nature.

Such behaviour at a Conference has nothing in common with the 
concept of true negotiation. And in fact Mr. Tsarapkin implied 
the day before yesterday that his Government has totally lost interest 
in these nuclear test-ban talks. More than that, he said that the 
Soviet Union would now also be unwilling to sign any treaty on this 
subject which provided for the creation of a treaty control system. 
His exact words were:

The Soviet Union will be prepared, and we have already told you so re
peatedly, to sign without delay a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
and to agree to any control over disarmament and, consequently, over the 
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, but not to any control while the arms 
race and intensified military preparations continue; that is, the Soviet Union 
will not agree to control separated from disarmament.^

I  repeat and call specific attention to my Soviet colleague’s words, 
‘̂but not to any control while the arms race and intensified military 

preparations continue”.
Of course, this is only another fine example of the Soviet repre

sentative’s abandonment of all logic and common sense. His own 
words about “control over disarmament and, consequently, over the 
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests” make clear that a nuclear 
test ban would itself be a measure of disarmament. Indeed this must 
be the case, because, as we have frequently pointed out, a test-ban 
treaty is a measure of what we call “anticipatory disarmament”, 
which could be instrumental in preventing the development of still 
more fearful weapons of mass destruction. How are we ever to 
start on the road to full disarmament if the Soviet Union will not 
ugree even to strictly limited measures of verification over a long 
overdue agreement on a test ban ?

Besides all these remarks, our Soviet colleague informed us at the 
last meeting that the Soviet Government now disavows and disowns 
its words of 1958, 1959, and 1960 in favor of a test-ban agreement

' Supra.



DEAN STATEMENT, AUGUST 30 319

separated from disarmament as a major and dramatic step towards 
general disarmament. Finally, we were given to miderstand that the 
Soviet Union now refuses to accept the control system recommended 
by the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts even though Premier 
Khrushchev announced full agreement to this control system on 
29 August 1958.̂

This, I  submit, is an unprecedented state of affairs, and I  cannot 
believe that the Soviet Union has fully thought through the impli
cations of its declaration to the world that it will not participate in 
any agreement to ban nuclear tests involving controls, however much 
this is wanted by the peoples of all countries, until some unknown 
future date when a total East-West disarmament agreement will have 
been both negotiated and carried out. I  am reluctant to believe that 
even the Soviet Government, despite its recently demonstrated will
ingness to cause a dangerous increase in world tensions, can be so 
callous as to want to frustrate an immediate end to nuclear weapon 
tests under reasonable international arrangements for verification.

I  most earnestly hope that the Soviet Government will again weigh 
its heavy responsibility to humanity in this matter. While it does 
so, I  shall continue to do the utmost in my power to bring about a 
sound and equitable nuclear test-ban agreement. My duty is to press 
forward in these talks with concrete evidence of the flexibility and 
imagination which my Government applies to every issue on which 
the Soviet Union can have even the smallest legitimate concern.

My proposals at last Monday’s meeting about reducing or elimi
nating the treaty threshold should serve to open up vast new perspec
tives for concluding this Conference successfully if there is even an 
iota of negotiating good faith remaining in the Soviet position. Of 
course, the world knows that it still takes two sides to make an agree
ment, and that the Western Powers, despite their forward-looking 
and constructive proposals to end nuclear testing for all time, can 
do nothing if the Soviet Union has determined that it just does not 
wish to be bound by a nuclear test-ban treaty .

Unfortunately, the backward motion of the Soviet Government in 
these talks does not extend only to its position in regard to the pro
posed three-year moratorium issue. I  offered alternative solutions 
for that problem at our last meeting because it is a problem that the 
Soviet Union has complained about particularly, at many meetings 
this year, as being very important, even though we thought that the 
question had been settled in 1960 on the basis of a Soviet-Western 
compromise arrangement.

However, the Soviet stand at this Conference is retrogressive also 
in regard to a number of other items, and so today I  should like to

* Documents on Disarmament, 194S-1959 ,yoI. II, p. 1118.
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review two of these, including what is perhaps the most crucial of all, 
namely, the problem of constituting the administrative arm of the 
control organization which will operate below the top level policy
making control commission. Here we have to deal with the by now 
justly infamous Soviet ^Hroika‘'̂ proposal, the scheme under which the 
Soviet Union would reserve to itself, at the administrative level, the 
right of total veto, for all practical purposes, over all treaty control 
operations.

As both Mr. Stelle and I have stated many times at this table, we 
are very clear that this scheme will never prove acceptable
to my Government or to the world. We wish to stop nuclear testing, 
but we shall not surrender our sovereign right to provide for an im
portant element of our military security without the genuine assurance 
that other Powers are in fact adopting a similar course. This assur
ance can result only from the operation of truly effective treaty con
trols. And yet the Soviet veto plan at the administrative level would 
deprive us and the world of any impartial and effective means of 
knowing whether or not the Soviet Union was living up to its treaty 
commitments not to conduct further nuclear weapon tests.

Indeed, any proposed control arrangement which could be imple
mented on a day-to-day basis only with the consent of one or more of 
the parties who were to be the objects of the very same verification 
procedures would amount not to control but to a travesty or mockery 
intended to disguise the fact that no control worthy of the name 
existed at all. The treaty would exist only to deceive.

Opposed to this inherently contradictory and self-defeating Soviet 
scheme we have the Anglo-American proposal for a single adminis
trator operating imder the top eleven-man control commission on 
which the West and the East have an equal voice, a proposal to which 
the Soviet Union assented many times in the past. In fact, the 
Soviet agreement to a single administrator under the control com
mission goes back to the early days of these negotiations. I t  was on 
12 December 1958 that the three Powers represented at this table 
adopted article 3 of the treaty, which specifically provides for a single 
administrator.^

More than this, the records of our meetings show that the Soviet 
delegation concurred, on 11 December 1959, in the adoption of lan
guage in paragraph 1 of article 9 establishing a subordinate relation
ship between the administrator and the higher policy-making body, 
the control commission.^

Mr. Tsarapkin has mentioned several times during our meetings 
that the Soviet delegation has always been cautious about arrange-

mo, p. 377.
 ̂See Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: 

History and Analysis of Negotiations, p. 199.
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ments concerning a single administrator, and our verbatim records 
do show considerable discussion centering on this officer. The fact is, 
however, that the Western Powers have already taken Soviet state
ments fully into account and have made every reasonable effort to 
accommodate legitimate Soviet anxieties in this field. We have been 
far from unreasonable. •

We have agreed that no administrator and, indeed, no first deputy 
administrator, could be appointed by the policy-making eleven-man 
control commission, in which the Soviet Union and associated States 
would have four votes—-the same number as the West—without the 
specific concurring vote of the Soviet representatives on the com
mission.

We have also accepted the demand of the Soviet representative that 
the administrator should have an equal number of deputy administra
tors who would be nationals of each nuclear side so that there could be 
constant consultation among these officials about important actions of 
the control organization. At the two hundred and twenty-fifth meet
ing, on 6 July 1960, the Soviet Union assented to these arrangements.^

I  must note, in addition, that the United States and United King
dom have agreed, as a form of safety valve, to certain veto rights 
for the original parties over the decisions of the top-level policy
making control commission. These concern not only the appointment 
of the administrator and his first deputy, but also the adoption of the 
total annual budget, the approval of changes in annual quotas of 
inspection and the alteration of any features of the control system 
described in annex I. We have also approved a procedure giving 
the Soviet Union, as an original party, the right of veto which it 
deman ded over all treaty amendments.

However, there is a vast difference between the limited right of 
veto carefully defined in advance at the top policy-making level and 
the unlimited right of veto exercised at the subordinate executive or 
administrative level. The latter would even include a right of veto 
over the carefully formulated treaty provisions and over the actions 
of the top policy-making control commission itself. This would be a 
travesty of good administrative procedure. A subordinate official 
cannot be allowed to become superior in power to the top policy
making control commission.

Most important of all, the United States and the United Kingdom 
have met Soviet demands for equality in the top policy-making con
trol organization by proposing that the control commission, which 
will have the power to give directives to the administrator and to 
guide all of the operations of the control system, should be consti
tuted in such a way as to give exact parity between East and West

p. 207.
629270— 62-------22
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and a decisive voice to unaligned or uncommitted States. I  am re
ferring to the Western proposal that the top policy-making com
mission should have four members from Soviet bloc States, four 
members from Western States, and three members from neutral or un
aligned States.^ Under this formula, the Soviet Union has the assur
ance that there can be no domination of the control organization by the 
Western Powers and that in case of disagreement between the East and 
West on the commission each side will be obliged to plead the merits of 
its case to obtain the support of representatives of neutral or un
aligned States on the commission in order to have decisions adopted.

This arrangement would certainly enhance the influence of the non- 
aligned States in the control organ, but would exclude the possibility 
that either nuclear side could attain a dominant position in the deter
mination of policy. The Soviet Union demands a dominant position 
which it is pleased to call “equality”. I t  is then this type of alleged 
lack of “equality” of which my Soviet colleague complains.

I t was at this point, after the United States and the United King
dom had gone a great distance to meet Soviet demands in regard to 
the administrative component of the control organization, and after 
the Soviet Union had given its approval to the resulting arrange
ments, that the Soviet Union announced, four and a half months ago 
on 21 March 1961, that it repudiated its past agreements and de
manded an entirely new three-man executive set-up at the admin
istrative level.^

In  the place of a single administrator who would not be the rep
resentative of any country, who would be an international civil servant 
responsible only to the control commission, and who could be ap
pointed only with specific Soviet consent, the Soviet Union proposed 
creating an administrative council made up of representatives of three 
Governments: one a Soviet bloc representative, one a Western repre
sentative, and one a representative of a country not associated with 
any original party. The essence of this proposal, furthermore, was 
that the collective organ of three representatives would not be able to 
take any decision except by unanimity. Thus each member of the 
administrative council would be expected, if his Government so 
directed him, to refuse to consent to a given decision and thus to 
prevent control activities from taking place at any time and in any 
way and on any topic of which that particular Government disap
proved for any reason whatsoever—or indeed even for no stated reason 
at all. There would be no right of appeal to the eleven-man control 
conmiission and, indeed, the top policy-making control commission 
would have no means by which to force the supposedly subordinate

 ̂Ante, p. 84.
" Ante, pp. 51-53.
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administrative council to obey and execute the directives of the com
mission or to carry out the specific provisions of the treaty itself.

The Western Powers pointed out immediately that this new Soviet 
scheme was nothing else than a demand for granting the Soviet Union 
Ihe power to exercise a total legal veto over every control system 
iictivity. By allowing Soviet domination in this fashion it would, 
in effect, nullify and render meaningless East-West equality of repre
sentation on the top control organ, the control commission. The 
Western Powers noted that, under such conditions, there could be 
no possibility of effective international control, since any of the three 
nuclear Powers would be in a position to stop control operations 
directed against itself whenever it so chose, for any reason whatsoever. 
I t  is readily apparent this could give no assurance of effective verifica
tion of the implementation of treaty obligations, and any Power which 
wished to violate the treaty by conducting clandestine nuclear tests 
on its territory could instruct its representative on the administrative 
council to confuse or delay the situation under various pretexts so 
as to frustrate the implementation of provisions of the treaty or so as 
to avoid obedience to the decisions of the eleven-man control commis
sion. Moreover, the Western Powers have pointed out that the Soviet 
proposal would rob the three non-aligned States of their decisive voice 
in the top control organization by letting a Soviet veto at the admin
istrative level negate control commission decisions in which repre- 
isentatives of non-aligned countries had played such an important 
part. The Soviet response to these observations has not been to deny 
that the Western fears have a sound basis. Except in one matter 
my Soviet colleague has not claimed that a veto right would not exist 
4)T that control operations could not be stymied. Moreover, on that 
•one matter the Soviet claim of no veto on the right of a party to call 
for an on-site inspection under the quota is meaningless, since the 
veto would still operate both on the administrative council’s decision 
:as to whether a given event were eligible for on-site inspection, 
namely—on whether there had been proper “objective instrument 
readings”—and on the council’s actions to staff, equip and laimch an 
.on-site inspection team. Thus, in fact, the Soviet proposal does en
visage a total veto on control operations.

In any event, the main Soviet argument has been that an independ
ent single administrator may turn out to be partial to one nuclear 
:?ide or the other. The Soviet Government has gone even further than 
this in its public statements on this issue by propounding the obviously 
ridiculous line that it will be impossible to find any person in the world 
who can be impartial as between the East and the West.

This Soviet claim that there is no possibility for neutrality among 
world statesmen who might be chosen as the administrator of the 

^control organization is belied by what is daily happening before our



324 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

very eyes in the non-aligned nations. In those countries policies are 
formulated and carried out which can be entirely independent of the 
particular position which either the East or the West is advancing 
at a given moment. I t  is this very same attitude of independence 
which makes it so highly improbable that an international civil serv
ant from one of those States could begin to favour a particular side 
and thus distort the correct decisions of a superior policy-making 
body such as the top eleven-man control commission. I t  is on this 
basis that the Western Governments have, for their part, made it 
clear that they reject the concept that there are no neutral persons in 
the world who can be found to carry out the functions of an inter
national civil servant efficiently and impartially.

The fact is that there is every reason in logic and experience to con
clude that a single administrator, responsible to a control commission 
on which the non-aligned States have a decisive vote, is inherently a 
more effective instrument of administration and of impartial con
trol operations than an administrative council with a built-in veto 
exercisable by each of the representatives of the very Governments 
which are the supposed objects of that control. I t  is our position, 
therefore, that a single administrator who can be appointed only with 
the approval of the two nuclear sides will turn out to be fully objec
tive and impartial in all his activities during his three-year term 
of office.

Despite these deductions drawn from logic and experience, the 
Soviet representative has persisted in referring to the highly improb
able danger that a single administrator might prove partial to one 
side as justification for the Soviet proposal for a three-man adminis
trative council with built-in veto. He has indicated that the Soviet- 
proposed three-man administrative council would, because of the veto 
power, be effective in preventing administrative operations which 
might tend to discriminate against one side.

However, such a remedy would be many times worse than the 
extremely remote risk of a possibly unsatisfactory single administrator 
responsible to the top control commission. In attempting to deal with 
a hypothetical situation which will almost certainly never arise, the 
Soviet proposal would create an arrangement under which all effective 
control could be frustrated and the control system made into an empty 
shell.

I f  the choice were between creating a single administrator who 
could be appointed only with the concurrence of the two sides or 
accepting an administrative council with a built-in veto, the Western 
Governments would not hesitate and have not hesitated to choose the 
single administrator. They have reminded the Soviet representa
tive time and time again that, after all, the single administrator will 
function at the administrative level and is not the final authority in
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the control organization. On the contrary, he will be subordinate to 
the policy-making eleven-man control commission, which will have the 
authority to issue directives to him on all subjects at all times. I t  is 
highly unlikely that any single administrator would violate or frus
trate explicit orders from the control commission. Indeed, if there 
ever were such a case, I  have no doubt that the control commission 
would be justified in dismissing such an administrator under the gen
eral terms of authority granted it by the Western draft treaty.^

I t is, of course, quite true that at the present time there is no spe
cific provision in the Western draft treaty giving the control com
mission the right to dismiss an insubordinate administrator or an 
administrator who might become ill or incompetent or otherwise in
efficient before the end of his term of office. As I  have just said, how
ever, I  think that such a power is implicit in the general structure of 
the Western treaty draft in regard to the administrator’s subordina
tion to the commission.

At the same time, if there is any chance that a move here on our 
part could contribute to reaching an agreement with the Soviet Union 
on a test-ban treaty, now that this issue has arisen at the Conference, 
however unlikely it is to arise in actual operations, I  can state that 
my Government and the United Kingdom Government would have 
no objection whatsoever to making explicit what we believe to be an 
implicit power of the control commission.

In other words, I  can say to my Soviet colleague that the Western 
Powers have drafted specific language which they are prepared to 
insert into the draft treaty as a new sub-paragraph 2 E to article 6. 
This language, which I  would ask the Secretariat to circulate as docu
ment GEN'/DNT/llO/Add. 2, would read as follows:

The Administrator or the First Deputy Administrator shall be subject to 
removal from oflSce by the Commission if, as a result of a failure on his part to 
comply with the requirements of paragraph 1 or 2 of Article 9 of this Treaty 
or for any other reason, the Commission decidesi that it no longer has confidence 
in him. Any such decision, and the exercise of the power of removal, shaU re
quire the concurring votes of seven members of the Commission.

I t  will be seen that the proposal which the United Kingdom and 
the United States are making today is a complete answer to every 
argument which the Soviet Union has ever put forward to justify 
its demand for an administrative council with a total veto over all 
control operations. The Soviet Union has alleged that it must have 
such a veto right to protect itself against possibly improper activities 
by the single administrator even though this would at the same time 
give the Soviet Union a right to veto any other control operations 
which it might not like.

 ̂Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162.
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The Western Powers are now saying to the Soviet Union:
If your real concern is to make sure that control operations are carried out 

as prescribed by the treaty and the control commission in an effective way and 
without any favouritism to one side, and if your real objective is not to gain a 
dominant position in the control organization by means of a total Soviet veto 
right, then we are prepared) to m ^t your requirements in this respect.

We say that if you, the Soviet Union, should ever feel that an administrator 
has become partial to the Western Powers in his activities, even though the 
Soviet Union approved of his appointment in the first place, then you need only 
bring forward these charges in the control commission and establish your case 
for his removal.

Even if the four Western members of the control commission should disagree 
with you, the four votes of the Soviet bloc members plus those of the three neu
tral members would be decisive in determining upon the removal of the 
administrator.

The same provisions would also apply to the first deputy administrator, and, 
of course, neither position could be filled by a new appointee without the 
consent of the Soviet Union.

While I  am on this subject of sound administrative arrangements, 
I  should take note of another past Soviet complaint about the Western 
treaty proposals, namely, that relating to the Western formula for the 
staffing of inspection teams on original-party territory. The Soviet 
Union has insisted that the chief of any such team and one-half of its 
technical staff be nationals of the country being subjected to inspection. 
The United States and the United Kingdom, on the other hand, have 
proposed that the entire team be composed of nationals of the other 
nuclear side.

In  this regard, let me say right away that, while my Government 
will not agree to any dangerous provisions allowing self-inspection of 
a country by its own citizens, such as the Soviet Government has 
proposed^ nevertheless we are more than anxious to make sure that 
control operations should always be conducted in the most fair and 
objective manner. This is the reason why we have always told the 
Soviet Union that the past Western proposals for the inspection of 
original party territory provided full safeguards for Soviet interests.

A team on Soviet territory made up of British and United States 
nationals would indeed wish to make a thorough investigation to see 
whether clandestine nuclear weapon tests might have taken place in 
violation of the treaty. However, such a group could not manufacture 
false evidence, because it is scientifically impossible to fake the presence 
of radioactive material underground which would resemble the residue 
of an underground nuclear explosion, if such an explosion had not in 
fact taken place.

Moreover, the inspection team would operate only within the very 
small area previously determined by objective instrument readings 
and could not roam at will about the territory of the State being 
inspected.
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Finally, the inspection team could not engage in any intelligence 
activities, because under the Western plan it would be subject to 
constant observation by an unlimited number of citizens of the host 
country who had been appointed by the Government of the country 
being inspected.

Although we believe these Western arrangements, as presently set 
forth in the treaty, are entirely fair and adequate, my Government 
and the United Kingdom Government are willing to modify them in 
an effort to allay even unreasonable Soviet fears. Thus, I  have been 
authorized to propose new treaty language to cover this point, and I 
would again ask the Secretariat to circulate it as document GEN/ 
DNT/llO/Add. 3. The text of this amendment to paragraph 3 C of 
article 9 is as follows:

(viii) The scientific and technical staff of an on-site inspection group shaU 
be composed of technicaUy quaUfied personnel who are not nationals of the 
country exercising jurisdiction or control over the territory in which the event 
under investigation may have occurred. If the country exercising jurisdiction 
or control over such territory is an original Party or is associated with an 
original Party, the scientific and technical staff of the inspection group shall be 
composed of nationals of countries other than such an original Party or States 
associated with it. The Party exercising jurisdiction or control over such 
territory may designate one or more observers to accompany the inspection 
group.

(ix) At least one-half of the scientific and technical staff of an on-site in
spection group despatched to conduct an inspection on territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of the USSR or countries associated with it, including 
the leader of the group, shall be nationals of the United States of America 
or the United Kingdom or countries associated with either or both of them. 
At least one-half of the scientific and technical staff of an on-site inspection 
group despatched to conduct an inspection on territory under the jurisdiction 
or control of the United States of America or the United Kingdom or countries 
associated with either or both of them, including the leader of the group, 
shall be nationals of the USSR or countries associated with it.

From what I  have just stated, I  am sure that my Soviet colleague 
will see that the new Western language would allow up to fifty per 
cent of an inspection team operating on original-party territory to 
consist of nationals from countries not associated with any of the 
original parties. This would mean that for a team operating in the 
Soviet Union, fifty per cent of the team members, including the team 
chief, would be nationals of the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and Western-associated nations, and fifty per cent would be nationals 
of countries not aligned with any of the original parties. In the 
United Kingdom and the United States, fifty per cent of a team, in
cluding the chief, would be composed of nationals of the Soviet Union 
and its allies, and fifty per cent would be composed of nationals of 
non-aligned countries.
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I t is entirely self-evident that, in an effort to bridge the serious 
differences existing between the Soviet and Western points of view on 
a number of issues, the Western Powers have decided to attempt to 
fibtid solutions which are based on expanding the role of the non-aligned 
States in the control organization. The nationals of such countries, 
who themselves have no personal interests in nuclear testing questions 
except to ensure the observance of any agreement to abolish all tests, 
would apply their many talents to making the organization work 
effectively.

This is true of the proposal which I  have just presented for adding 
the nationals of non-aligned States to inspection teams, but of course 
it would also apply to the treaty language which I  offered earlier this 
morning on the removal of the administrator. On that subject, if the 
two nuclear sides were in disagreement about the competence and 
impartiality of a particular administrator, the non-aligned nations on 
the control commission would have a most influential voice in deter
mining what steps would be taken. Indeed, the arrangement which 
the Western Powers have proposed for the composition of the eleven- 
man control commission with three neutral or uncommitted members, 
and for a single administrator, who would almost surely be the national 
of a non-aligned country, would, in general, give a most important 
role to the representatives of non-aligned countries at the top echelons 
of control-system operations.

If, on the other hand, the Soviet-proposed three-man administra
tive council scheme were adopted, the Soviet representative on that 
council, with his right of veto on all control operations, could frustrate 
all decisions of the control commission itself and could thus nullify 
the important non-aligned voices in the control commission. There
fore, another virtue of the Western plan, taken with the addi
tional proposal that I  have made today, is that it preserves in the 
control organization an extremely important and effective voice for 
the non-committed countries and tends to create a means by which 
great-Power disagreements can be satisfactorily mediated.

The nationals of States not associated with any original party would 
also constitute a valuable addition to inspection teams on United 
States, United Kingdom and Soviet Union territories, just as they 
have an important role at all control posts, thanks to the United King
dom and United States proposals of 20 July 1959, which the Soviet 
Union was obliged to accept almost five months later.^

If  there is the slightest trace of good faith in the Soviet Union’s 
position on the successful conclusion of a test-ban treaty, then this 
is the time for a demonstration of it. With today’s further indication

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Teats: History
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 61-62, 74-75.
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of Western flexibility and sincerity at the negotiating table, as evi
denced by these constructive and forward-looking Western proposals 
on the administrator and on the staffing of inspection teams, there is 
urgent need for some constructive initiative from the Soviet Union 
to show that it is not confronting the Western Powers with a final 
ultimatum that they must agree to terminate this Conference or merge 
it into the seemingly timeless agenda of the general disarmament 
negotiations.

And so I  appeal to my Soviet colleague and, through him, to the 
Soviet Government, to abandon a policy of total obstructionism and 
to return to the urgent task of working out a sound nuclear test-ban 
treaty in which the non-associated countries would play a most 
important, distinguished and effective part.

Statement by the British Representative (Ormsby-Gore) 
at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, August 30,1961 ^

I confirm that the United Kingdom delegation joins in the two offers 
to the Soviet Union, which the United States representative has just 
put forward, with regard to the administrator and with regard to 
the composition of inspection teams.^

In recent weeks my delegation has more than once pointed out that 
the United States and the United Kingdom put forward their draft 
treaty proposals of 18 April 1 9 6 1 not as a “take it or leave it” offer, 
and not in any sense as an ultimatum of the sort with which the 
Soviet Union has been confronting us. We put those proposals for
ward in the hope that they would lead to successful negotiation with 
the Soviet Union and to the conclusion of a treaty acceptable to all 
three countries. We have stated, moreover, that although we believe 
our tabled proposals contain all the safeguards which the Soviet 
Union or any other country could reasonably seek to ensure the proper 
observance of the treaty and the proper functioning of the control 
organization within the limits laid down for it, we are nevertheless 
ready to consider yet further safeguards which the Soviet delegation 
might wish to propose, provided of course that such safeguards are

 ̂IMd., pp. 598-604. The statement was made at the 338th meeting. 
® Supra.
* Ante, pp. 82-126.
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compatible with the treaty’s basic object of securing effective control 
over a nuclear test ban. I t is regrettable, indeed lamentable, that the 
Soviet delegation has made no attempt whatsoever to respond to this 
invitation and to put forward reasonable proposals—or indeed any 
proposals— t̂hat could be the basis for compromise and agreement. 
Instead the Soviet delegation has refused to negotiate; more than 
that, it has refused even to explain its own proposals in concrete terms 
and has been unwilling, perhaps understandably, to reveal on paper, 
in black and white and for all to imderstand, the real meaning of its 
^Hroiha?'̂  proposals.

It has been left to the Western delegations, therefore—because we do 
really want this treaty—to take the initiative and to seek ways out of 
the impasse into which the Conference has been brought by Soviet 
unwillingness even to comment seriously on our proposals. As re
gards the administrator, we have naturally noted, as the United States 
representative has explained, the extent to which Mr. Tsarapkin has 
been building the Soviet case on the possibility that an administrator 
might be found unj&t for his post—unfit to discharge his responsibili
ties under the treaty with due impartiality towards all the parties 
and with a loyalty directed solely to the international organization 
and the control commission whose servant he will be. We believe that 
the fears expressed by the Soviet Union on this score are absurdly far
fetched. Given the veto which the Soviet Union will have on the 
appointment of the administrator and his first deputy, given the 
Western proposals in paragraphs 1 and 2 of draft article 9—which 
have already been accepted by the Soviet delegation and which lay 
down that the administrator will be under the direction of the commis
sion and must discharge his functions as an international civil servant, 
without accepting orders or influence from any Government, and 
given the precise limits which the terms of the treaty set upon the 
administrator’s activities—given all these safeguards, we see no reason 
whatsoever to suppose that the Soviet Union or any other country 
would have anything to fear from the person or the activities of the 
administrator. If  it is the Soviet aim that the provisions of a treaty 
should be correctly and faithfully carried out, then the arrangements 
which the Soviet Union has already in the past accepted for the 
administrator and his deputies provide the means of fulfilling that 
aim. If  that were not the Soviet aim, then it is of course difficult to 
see what we could do; but any proposal, we think, must be based on 
the assumption that the aim is a treaty whose provisions would be 
faithfully and correctly carried out.

Having already assured the Soviet Union that the administrator 
would be the servant of the commission and under its orders, and 
that the commission would have supreme authority on all matters 
connected with the execution of the treaty, we have in fact already
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given the Soviet representative the principal safeguard for which 
he asked when he first accepted the proposal for a single 
administrator.

The supremacy of the commission over the administrator was the 
understanding—and, as I  recall, the only understanding—^upon which 
Mr. Tsarapkin agreed to adopt article 3 of the treaty at the twenty- 
fourth meeting of the Conference on 12 December 1958.̂  By agree
ing to the first paragraphs of articles 6 ^ d  9 Mr. Tsarapkin has 
subsequently also accepted the treaty provisions by which we propose 
to subordinate the administrator to the commission. More recently, 
the Soviet representative has officially announced his Government’s 
satisfaction with the composition which we have proposed for the 
commission, giving the Soviet Union and its associates an equal voice 
in it with us and our associates. Thus we have already met what we 
felt were the legitimate concerns of the Soviet Government as to the 
status of the administrator. But we are ready, as I  have said, to help 
the Soviet Union by still further strengthening the safeguards insofar 
as we reasonably can. We have agreed that the administrator shall 
be the servant of the commission. The commission appoints its serv
ant, and it is logical therefore that the commission should also have 
the power to dismiss its servant if it finds that his services are not 
satisfactory. The commission’s power to remove the administrator 
or his first deputy has really been implicit in our proposals, as Mr. 
Dean has pointed out, and we are ready to go further and make 
specific provision for this power of dismissal in the treaty.

The terms of the new sub-paragraph 2 E of article 6 which the 
Western delegations are now proposing for this purpose represent a 
considerable extra safeguard for the Soviet Union. We have agreed 
that each of the original parties should have a veto on the appoint
ment of the administrator and his first deputy. We do not propose 
any veto on their removal: thus, if the other seven members of the 
commission voted for the administrator’s removal, the Western mem
bers of the commission could not prevent this action even if they dis
agreed with it. Nor could the imcommitted members of the commis
sion prevent it if it were advocated by seven out of the eight members 
representing the Western nations and the Soviet bloc. None of the 
three categories of States on the commission could in fact unilaterally 
block a decision to remove the administrator, and this clearly ensures 
that situation of equality to which the Soviet representative attaches 
so much importance. I f  at any time the Soviet Government and its 
allies become convinced that the administrator is no longer fit for his 
office, and if that conviction is shared by the three neutral govern
ments on the commission, the administrator can be removed from his

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, p. 377.
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office, whatever the Western Governments on the commission may 
think. And, of course, 'oice versa. As my United States colleague 
has pointed out, if the Western and Communist members were in dis
agreement it would be necessary for either side on the commission 
to obtain the support of the three neutral governments in order to 
make its views prevail. That is only reasonable. What better judges 
could there be, indeed, for the fitness of an administrator to discharge 
his functions with absolute impartiality and neutrality than a group 
of three neutral governments ? And, as far as I  understand, it is still 
part of Soviet philosophy that there do exist such things as neutral 
governments.

We are confident, indeed, that this proposal is an expression of the 
true principle of equal rights, the equal rights of influence and posi
tive decision which we willingly offer to the Soviet Union. We want 
equal rights, and we are ready to offer equal rights. What we do 
not want for ourselves, and cannot offer to others, are unilateral rights 
of obstruction and of overriding the wishes of the majority in the 
functioning of the control organization. At the same time, we re
gard this proposal as a significant new safeguard offered to the Soviet 
Union on another of the three matters which the Soviet Government 
regards as being of primary importance for this negotiation.

Finally before passing from the subject of the administrator I  
think I  should remind the Conference of some of the words expressed 
by Mr. Tsarapkin on this particular subject as recently as last year. 
Mr. Tsarapkin is on record as having said this in January 1960:

Out of the three thousand million human beings on earth we shall always be 
able to find someone on whom you and we can agree.^

Mr. Tsarapkin is also on record on 3 February 1960 as saying this:
V̂ e still consider, however, that in neutral countries it will always be 

possible to find a person, a really neutral person, who can be used for the job 
of carrying out the duties of administrator.^

On 21 June 1960 Mr. Tsarapkin is on record as saying th is:
. . .  it will always be possible to discover in the world a person acceptable 

to both sides for nomination for the post as administrator.^

I t is indeed rather painful to watch our Soviet colleague having to 
eat such a vast quantity of words before us. We believed that Mr. 
Tsarapkin was absolutely sincere in what he said in 1960 and we are 
only sorry that he now has to pretend to us that what he was con
tinually telling us in 1960 was untrue and misleading. I t is really 
rather a pathetic situation.

 ̂GEN/DNT/PV.153, p. 15.
" GBN/DNT/PV.165, pp. 11-12. 
" GEN/DNT/PV.216, p. 4.
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I now turn to the second matter about which Mr. Dean spoke this 
morning, the subject of inspection groups. Here also, as I  have 
already indicated, the United Kingdom is ready to join with the 
United States in making a move to meet the Soviet Union—inciden
tally for the third time this week—upon a matter which the Soviet 
representative has told us is of the first importance to his Government 
in these negotiations. We are ready to agree that an inspection team 
operating in the territory of one of the original parties to the treaty 
could consist, up to one-half of its strength, of control staff who were 
nationals of the uncommitted countries. In view of the special 
interest of the other original parties in such an inspection operation, 
we believe it to be necessary that the other half of the team, including 
its leader, should be nationals of the other side and its associates. 
And of course we still regard it as essential, in the interests of real 
control, that none of the actual inspectors should be nationals of the 
original party that was being inspected or of its associates.

The inability of the Western delegations to accept the existing 
Soviet proposals for staflS.ng inspection groups is a matter which 
requires very little comment or explanation. I t  is enough to consider 
that an on-site inspection means the investigation of an unidentified 
seismic event which could be suspected of being a nuclear explosion. 
Those were the words of the experts’ report in 1958.̂  I t  is the 
investigation, therefore, of an event which could be suspected of being 
a violation of the treaty. Since, under the quota system, this event 
will have been selected for inspection out of a rather large number 
of unidentified events, one may reasonably say that it will be an event 
which bears a considerable suspicion of being a possible violation. 
The Soviet representative has always been very emphatic that inspec
tions are to d%al with suspected events and that the quota is to deal 
with those events which are most suspected. So he will agree, pre
sumably, that an inspection team will be investigating a genuine pos
sibility that there has been a violation of the treaty. And this must 
mean a possible violation perpetrated by the Government on whose 
territory the inspection is carried out.

In these circumstances the Soviet proposal is that half the inspectors 
should be nationals of the country which may have perpetrated this 
violation; more that that, the leader of the team should also be a 
national of that country. All the leader would have to do, to ensure 
that a violation by his Government was not detected, would be so 
to arrange matters that half his inspectors were kept away from the 
quite probably elusive evidence that something unusual had taken 
place in the inspection area. His job would really be almost a sinecure.

 ̂Doowments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1109.
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If  inspection is to mean anything, it really must be carried out by 
people who have no interest in its failure to achieve its purpose. 
Quite clearly this means that it must be carried out by members of 
the staff whose national loyalties will not conflict with their inter
national duty, which means excluding nationals of the receiving 
country and its associates from the team.

The Soviet objection to our proposal has been the alleged danger 
that inspections would be misused for espionage. My United States 
colleague has dealt very adequat-ely with that absurdly overstated 
contention. I t  is really enough, indeed, to point out that, under our 
proposals, the receiving country might appoint its own observers to 
watch every one of the inspectors night and day to see that he did 
nothing improperly exceeding his functions. Moreover, the Soviet 
Government has already agreed that half of each inspection group 
should be made up of foreigners; if the Soviet Government can accept 
that I  do not see why it cannot accept a group entirely made up of 
foreigners. What difference can it make to the Soviet Union, when 
the group will be so restricted in its activities and when Soviet observ
ers can shadow every one of its members, whether this closely super
vised group consists of six foreigners or twelve, ten foreigners or 
twenty ? The only difference I  can see is that the inclusion of host- 
country inspectors will endanger the ability of the group to do its 
work properly, and that is something we cannot accept.

Our new offer means that there would be no more nationals of the 
other side and its associates on an inspection team operating in the 
Soviet Union than there would be under the Soviet proposal. The 
only difference now would be that the other half of the team, instead 
of being host-country nationals, would be neutral nationals. And still 
the Soviet Union might appoint as many observers as it wished to 
watch over the members of the team while it was in Soviet territory. 
Surely we have now offered every reasonable safeguard, and indeed 
rather more than is necessary, because in fact the Soviet Union would 
have been under no danger whatsoever from our previous proposals. 
But we are anxious to make progress, and we therefore join in offering 
the Soviet Union this extra safeguard.

Thus, at the two meetings this week, the Western delegations have 
now put forward proposals calculated to reassure the Soviet Union 
on all three matters which the Soviet representative has been saying 
constitute the major obstacles to the conclusion of a treaty. We have 
offered the Soviet Union extra safeguards on the moratorium, on the 
administrator, and on the composition of the inspection teams that 
would operate in Soviet territory. In  doing so we have further 
demonstrated our desire for a treaty and our readiness to negotiate 
on these or any other matters within the treaty’s ^ p e .  By these 
proposals we have in particular given evidence of our desire for im-
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partial working of the control system and we have demonstrated the 
complete untruth of the Soviet charge that the West is seeking a dom
inant position for itself in the organization. In each of these con
texts, where the Soviet Union has prophesied a conflict of Western 
and Soviet interests, we have offered to give a greater responsibility 
to the representatives of the nationals of the unaligned or uncom
mitted countries in the organization. Indeed, in two cases, as regards 
procedure at the end of the moratorium and the dismissal of the 
administrator, we have offered to give the uncommitted countries a 
substantially decisive vote. I t is completely untrue, therefore, that 
we seek to dominate the Soviet Union in this organization. We are 
certainly unwilling to be dominated by the Soviet Union, which is 
what the veto implicit in the ^Hroikâ '̂  proposals would in effect mean. 
We want no one to dominate, and we ourselves are willing to abide in 
this, as in other spheres, by the wishes and decisions of a responsible 
majority of nations.

We wait now to hear from Mr. Tsarapkin whether the Soviet Gov
ernment can take the same approach or whether it insists on rights 
of veto and self-inspection which are in effect rights for the Soviet 
Union to override and disregard the views of the majority and in 
particular the views of the uncommitted nations.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, August 30,1961 ^

Mr. Chairman, today the United States representative, Mr. Dean, 
devoted a considerable part of his speech to controversy with us about 
the structure of the control system administration and to the question 
of how the executive authority of the system should be organized.^ 
1 do not intend to plunge into a discussion of the details relating in 
particular to this question; we have already talked about that here 
at length and in the greatest detail, as you are well aware. I  can 
only repeat again what we have already told you several times at this 
table that, we are ready to accept any of your proposals on control— 
on its scope, its forms of organization, its administrative structure and 
the like—if you accept the Soviet proposals on general and complete 
disarmament. The solution conjointly of the problems of discontin

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
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uing tests and of general and complete disarmament will solve all 
problems, eliminate all disagreements and disputes, and make all this 
discussion unnecessary. I t  will also make unnecessary, in particular, 
consideration of the United Kingdom-United States new article 6, 
sub-paragraph 2 E, which you have submitted today, on the proce
dure for removing the administrator of the control organization or 
his first deputy and which, I  should remark incidentally, does not in 
the least change the substance of the matter. The same must be said 
about the joint United Kingdom-United States revised draft text of 
article 9, sub-paragraph 3.C (viii) and (ix) of the United States draft.

Mr. Dean complained at the beginning of his speech today that the 
Soviet representative, in speaking about the possibilities of the use 
of the control system by the Western Powers for espionage purposes, 
spoke in general terms and did not specify in detail how the Powers 
would carry out this espionage. But it is not for the Soviet side to 
explain to you and describe in detail precisely how, by what ways 
and methods and by what technical devices and means, the Western 
Powers are preparing to carry out intelligence work and espionage 
on the territory of the Soviet Union within the framework of a con
trol system. I f  this question interests you, Mr. Dean, you can refer 
it to the CIA and other United States intelligence organs and espion
age centres. Perhaps, if they consider it necessary, these organs will 
give an answer to the question which interests you, Mr. Dean. I  am 
not in a position to satisfy your curiosity on a specific question like the 
exact method by which United States intelligence agencies intend to 
use the control system for collecting intelligence data on the territory 
of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Dean today has again repeated his stereotyped sentence that the 
Soviet Union should cease obstruction and return to constructive 
negotiations. But it is in the highest degree fraudulent of you to call 
for constructive negotiations while the Western Powers are intensify
ing the armaments race and their military preparations. I  want to 
point out to you once more the fact that we are not disposed to sat
isfy the claims of the Western Powers, who are insisting on control 
without disarmament, because control without disarmament opens up 
extensive opportunities for its use in order to collect intelligence data 
on the territory of the Soviet Union and for espionage. Everyone 
must realize that this circumstance very directly affects the security of 
the State, and to this we will not agree.

Closing his eyes to what is happening in the world, Mr. Ormsby- 
Gore, the United Kingdom representative, calmly and nonchalantly 
asks us to discuss a number of technical details.^ But I  should like 
to ask Mr. Ormsby-Gore to open his eyes and look at what is now

 ̂Supra.
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happening in the world as a result of the policy of the Western 
Powers, which continue to whip up the arms race, enlarge their mili
tary budgets, and intensify their military preparations. They may 
in this connexion appropriately be reminded of the well-known say
ing : “He who sows the wind shall reap the whirlwind”.  ̂ The present 
situation shows beyond all doubt that the problem of cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests can be dealt with only in conjunction with that 
of disarmament. As we have already said more than once, the Soviet 
Union will be prepared to sign immediately a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament and to agree to any control of disarmament, 
and hence to any control of cessation of nuclear weapon tests. But it 
will not agree to any control so long as the armaments race continues 
and preparations are still being intensified; that is to say, it will not 
agree to control separated from disarmament.

Statement by the Soviet Government on the Resmnption 
of Nuclear Weapons Tests, August 30, 1961 *

The peoples are witnessing the ever increasing aggressiveness of 
the policy of the JSTATO military bloc. The United States and its 
allies are spinning the flywheel of their military machine ever faster, 
fanning up the arms race to unprecedented scope, increasing the 
strength of armies, making the tension of the international situation 
red-hot. Things have reached a point where the leading statesmen of 
the United States and its allies are resorting to threats to take to arms 
and to unleash war as a countermeasure to the conclusion of a peace 
treaty with the German Democratic Eepublic (GDE).

Being faced with these facts, which cannot but cause anxiety, the 
Soviet Government considers it its duty to take all necessary measures 
so that the Soviet Union should be completely prepared to render 
harmless any aggressor if he tried to launch an attack. The tragedy 
of the first months of the Great Patriotic War, when Hitler attacked 
the USSR, having ensured for himself superiority in military equip
ment, is too fresh in the memory of people to allow this to happen 
now. This is the reason why the Soviet Government has already 
taken a nimiber of serious measures for strengthening the security 
of the USSR. For the same reason, after a thoughtful and compre
hensive consideration of this question, it has made a decision to carry 
out experimental explosions of nuclear weapons.

"Cf. H osea8:7.
^Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: His
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Being fully conscious of the importance and responsibility of this 
serious step, the Government of the Soviet Union deems it necessary 
to explain to the Soviet people and to all mankind the meaning and 
significance of the decision, the sole aim of which is to do everything 
to prevent a catastrophe which the third world war would present 
to the hundreds of millions of inhabitants of our planet.

Those who are preparing a new world holocaust are sowing illusions 
that a new war, if unleashed, would allegedly be waged without 
thermonuclear weapons. But this is a deceit of the peoples.

The experience of history teaches that it has never been possible to 
keep the fire of war within predetermined limits. Wars have in
exorable severe laws of their own. An aggressor starts a war to bring 
his victim to its knees and to impose his will on it. But even the 
aggressor is aware that in case of defeat the fate that he was pre
paring for his victim will befall him. Therefore each state that takes 
part in the war, regardless of the fact whether it attacks or defends, 
will stop at nothing for attaining victory and will not accept defeat 
without having used and spent all means in its possession of waging 
war. Under these conditions any armed conflict, even insignificant 
at first, would inevitably grow into a universal rocket and nuclear 
war should the nuclear powers have been drawn into it.

The desire of peoples to put an end to the arms race and to free 
themselves forever from destructive wars is especially close to the 
Soviet people who have recently seen a war in their own house and 
paid incomparable losses for the restoration of peace. But everything 
through which people went in the past wars pales in the face of the 
horrors which can beset them by merely a few thermonuclear bombs. 
And today not a dozen, not a hundred but thousands of such bombs 
are in the arsenals of the Great Powers. As one of the nuclear powers 
the Soviet Union has accumulated enough scientific and technological 
knowledge about the destructive power of new types of weapons, means 
of delivery of thermonuclear charges to the target, and about the con
sequences of using such weapons to be fully conscious of the character 
of modern war.

The Soviet Government was the first in raising its voice for general 
and complete disarmament, for stopping the nuclear weapon tests. 
I t  has repeatedly submitted to the United Nations specific proposals 
that ensure the achievement of that aim. From the rostrimi of the 
United Nations, in the messages and statements of the head of the 
Soviet Government N. S. Khrushchev, wherever the representatives 
of the socialist camp met with the representatives of the Western 
countries the sincere and ardent appeal of the Soviet Union— t̂o come 
to agreement to destroy once and for all and under strictest interna
tional control all types of armaments, to the last bomb and to the last
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shell, to disband armies to the last soldier, to completely abolish gen
eral staffs and military mstitutions—was heard.

I t will not be an exaggeration to consider that even today mankind 
could live in the world without weapons and armies had the govern
ments of the United States, Britain and France and some other mem- 
ber-states of the Western military blocs expressed a reciprocal striving 
toward that.

The opponents of disarmament still pretend that the different ap
proach of the Soviet Union and the Western Powers to the question 
of control is an obstacle to an agreement on disarmament. No one 
denies that the establishment of international control over disarma
ment which involves the most sensitive interests of states, the interests 
of their security, is a complicated and delicate matter. The question 
of control has for years been a stumbling block on the way to agree
ment on disarmament. This was so because control has been used 
by the Western Powers as a pretext to turn down any proposal on 
disarmament. Even before, they have never been anxious to reach 
control over disarmament. I t  has been most explicitly said from the 
rostrum of the United Nations by the U.S. ex-President Eisenhower 
who unequivocally stated that the question was not of control over 
disarmament but of control over armaments.^

In order not to allow ruining the essence of the matter—disarma
ment itself—the Soviet Government has stated openly that it is ready 
to accept in advance any proposal of the Western Powers on inter
national control. Only one thing was expected from the Western 
Powers, and that was to accept our proposals on general disarmament 
and to submit their proposals on general control.

But strange as it were, those who before expressed so much con
cern about international control seemingly lost the power of speech 
when given unlimited possibilities to formulate and execute their 
ideas regarding a system of international control. What can be the 
explanation for the fact that no specific proposals on that score have 
yet followed from the Western Powers ? This can be explained only 
by the fear that the Soviet Union will accept their proposals on con
trol and then the Western Powers would either have to agree to gen
eral and complete disarmament or would expose themselves to the last 
as opponents of disarmament and as opponents of control over dis
armament. The main thing in our day is disarmament, general and 
complete, and an agreement on such disarmament would cover the 
question of nuclear tests.

Indeed, when the arms race is stopped and the stockpiled weapons 
are destroyed, there will be no stimuli for their perfection and, con
sequently, for carrying out experimental nuclear tests; and, on the

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 226-227.



340 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

contrary, merely an agreement on stopping nuclear weapon tests 
cannot by itself put an end to the arms race. The states that already 
possess atomic weapons will inevitably feel tempted to act, violating 
such an agreement, to seek ever new ways and loopholes for perfecting 
weapons; to say nothing of the fact that the tests carried out by 
three-four powers are quite sufficient for unlimited stockpiling of the 
most dangerous thermonuclear weapons of the existing types.

The states which do not yet possess thermonuclear weapons will in 
their turn try to create them in spite of the existing agreement pro
hibiting atomic tests.

By the way, they can advance arguments which the champions of 
nuclear disarmament will have difficulty in parrying. Indeed, is it 
realistic to expect that a situation will continue for long in which 
some states that are far advanced in developing atomic power for 
war purposes will continue to manufacture mountains of atomic and 
hydrogen bombs on the basis of the experiments already carried out, 
while others would look idly on as they lag more and more behind the 
nuclear powers in their military might and, consequently, in the ca
pacity of ensuring their security ? Experience proves the contrary.

There was a time when a monopoly on atomic weapons existed in 
the world, and the United States tried to retain it. Taking advan
tage of having in its hands weapons of which no other state had the 
equivalent at that time, the United States was testing atomic bombs 
whenever and w^herever it liked, without paying heed to what the 
peoples thought or spoke about it. The United States did not stop 
even at testing this monstrous weapon on human beings—children, 
women, old people—^having dropped atomic bombs on the Japanese 
cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, on the land of the enemy who ac
tually had already been routed. Brandishing the atomic bomb, those 
who determined at that time the policy of the United States were 
trying to dictate their will almost to the whole world, to blackmail 
socialist countries. An extremely dangerous situation arose.

The Soviet people were compelled to mobilize all their material and 
spiritual resources to break the atomic monopoly of the United States, 
which became a threat to peace, and to create within the shortest 
possible period of time their own nuclear weapons. Soon the circle 
of nuclear powers expanded. Britain also joined it.

The peoples realized in time what danger was involved in the inclu
sion in the arms race of ever new countries, and they enthusiastically 
responded to the demand to stop nuclear tests. The Soviet Union 
became the standard-bearer of those demands. For many years it 
consistently and unswervingly fought for the cessation of all kinds 
of nuclear tests everywhere and for all time.

For this purpose it discontinued nuclear tests unilaterally, although 
such an act on its part involved a certain risk since the United States
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and Great Britain had effected by that time a greater number of nu
clear explosions than the Soviet Union. I t  is due to the initiative and 
efforts of the Soviet Union that the negotiations between the three 
nuclear powers began in Geneva in the course of which the Soviet 
Government patiently sought mutually acceptable solutions, repeat
edly taking important steps forward to meet the wishes of the United 
States and Great Britain.

But what line was counterpoised by the Western Powers against 
the clear and honest attitude of the Soviet Government?

They responded to the unilateral termination by the Soviet Union 
of nuclear tests by carrying out a series of explosions of nuclear 
bombs unprecedented in intensity.

The governments of the United States and Britain responded to the 
repeatedly made attempts of the Soviet Union to bring closer the 
positions of the negotiating parties by going back on their own pro
posals which they had supported just yesterday. They did their 
utmost to prevent agreement. In fact, they crossed out the unani
mously adopted conclusions and recommendations of scientific experts, 
including their own experts—^American and British—concerning the 
methods of identification of nuclear explosions and ensuring ap
propriate control over the observance of a treaty on the discontinuance 
of nuclear tests.

The governments of the Western Powers have persistently advanced 
and continued to advance the demand that a treaty on the discon
tinuance of nuclear tests should not provide for the prohibition of 
underground nuclear explosions. Meanwhile it is obvious to every 
informed person that the carrying out of such explosions, even if it 
is claimed that they are conducted for peaceful purposes, is nothing 
else but a hidden form of perfecting the existing nuclear weapons or 
putting finishing touches to their new types; if a nuclear explosive 
device is effective, for example, for “moving ground”—and the West
ern Powers want to secure for themselves the right of carrying out 
such explosions—the same explosive device will also be effective for 
military purposes. Thus coming out in words for the discontinuance 
of nuclear tests, the United States and Britain in fact show concern 
for quite a different thing—for inserting in the treaty a loophole for 
further perfection of thermonuclear weapons by conducting under
ground explosions or explosions for so-called peaceful purposes.^

The Soviet Government has proposed to agree that in the inter
national control body the socialist states, capitalist member-states of

 ̂On Mar. 21, 1961, Ambassador Dean offered to accept the safeguards pre
viously proposed by the Soviet Union for peaceful-uses explosions. Ambassador 
Tsarapkin made no further demands and later proposed formal agreement on this 
article {Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: 
History and Analysis of 'Negotiations, pp. 269-270).
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the military blocs, and neutralist states should be equally represented 
and enjoy equal possibilities of control.^ In contrast to this the 
Western Powers have made proposals the realization of which would 
give them advantage over the Soviet Union, would permit those 
powers to have complete command in the control body, to cover the 
territory of the Soviet Union with a network of espionage centers 
under the guise of control posts and teams.

The entire course of the negotiations in Geneva proves that the 
Western Powers pursue the aim of actually legalizing those types of 
nuclear tests in which they are interested, and of establishing an inter
national control body which would be an obedient tool in their hands 
and, in fact, would be an appendage of the general staffs of Western 
Powers. Hypocritical statements of the representatives of the United 
States and Great Britain about the termination of tests and the inter
national control have proved to be nothing but camouflage.

To help the negotiations out of the deadlock the Soviet Government 
has proposed to link the solution of the question of the discontinuance 
of nuclear weapon tests with the problem of general and complete 
disarmament. This important proposal was set forth in the aide- 
memoire handed over at the Vienna meeting of N. S. Khrushchev, 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, and J. F. 
Kennedy, President of the United States.^

This initiative of the Soviet Government has opened additional 
possibilities for achieving mutually acceptable solutions of the whole 
complex of disarmament questions, and what is especially important, 
has removed obstacles in the way of establishing the widest and most 
comprehensive international control, including control over the dis
continuance of nuclear tests.

What was the reaction of the Western Powers to the new attempt 
of the Soviet Union to facilitate mutual understanding? Instead of 
a businesslike consideration of the Soviet proposals, the governments 
of the United States and Britain have preferred to engage in dis
torting their contents and in idle fabrications concerning the inten
tions of the Soviet Union. At the same time responsible representa
tives of the United States began making unequivocal hints that the 
United States will resume nuclear weapon tests in the immediate 
future.

The Soviet Government considers it its duty to draw special atten
tion of the peoples of the world to the fact that now in the United 
States there is much ado about projects for developing a neutron 
bomb, such a bomb which would kill everything living but at the same 
time would not destroy material things. Only aggressors dreaming

 ̂Ante, pp. 42-55.
 ̂Ante, pp. 162-166.
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of plunder, of capturing foreign lands and foreign property can mo
bilize the efforts of scientists for the development of such weapons. 
Exterminating people, they want to use the fruits of labor of the 
victims killed by them, the riches created by those people. This is 
the morality of monsters. The plans of development of a neutron 
bomb expose the inhuman essence of modern imperialism, which is no 
longer satisfied with merciless exploitation of working people and 
which is ready for the sake of profit to commit crimes which would 
eclipse by their monstrosity the recollection of gas chambers and mur
der vans of the Hitlerite hangmen.

I t is an open secret that the United States is standing at the thresh
old of carrying out underground nuclear explosions and only waits 
for the first suitable pretext to start them. However, it is clear to 
everybody that since the U.S. Government has the intention to resume 
nuclear weapon tests, it is only a matter of time.

The Soviet Government cannot ignore the fact that France, the ally 
of the United States in NATO, has been carrying out nuclear tests 
already for a long time. While the Soviet Union refrained from 
nuclear tests, trying to achieve agreement with the United States 
and Great Britain at the table of negotiations on their complete dis
continuance, France conducted explosions of nuclear devices one after 
another.

I t continues to do so in spite of the appeal of the United Nations 
to all states to refrain from such tests, in spite of the protests of broad 
public circles in all countries of the world, in spite of the warnings 
of the Soviet Union that it will be forced to resume tests if France 
does not stop its experiments with nuclear weapons.

Had they not drawn proper conclusions from the fact that nuclear 
tests are conducted by France, the Soviet Union and its allies would 
have found themselves in an unequal position as compared with the 
United States, Britain, France and other countries which are their 
partners in one military bloc. Let those people in the United States 
and Britain who may be confused by the experimental explosions of 
Soviet nuclear weapons imagine that it is not their ally France, but 
an ally of the USSR, say, Czechoslovakia, would be carrying out 
thermonuclear weapon tests while other powers refrained from them.

What would in this case be the reaction of the United States, 
Britain and other NATO countries? Would they put up with a 
situation where an obvious damage is inflicted on their security 
interests? But nuclear tests are conducted not by Czechoslovakia or 
some other socialist country, they are carried out by France which is 
a NATO member. Now then can it be demanded that the Soviet 
Union should not take counter measures to strengthen its security? 
No government which has real concern for the vital interests of its 
people and defense potential of the country can act differently.



344 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

The yield of the French explosions set off in the Sahara may be 
comparatively small yet, but their political repercussions are several 
times more dangerous.

The blast wave of the French nuclear tests struck at the hopes of 
people in the most remote comers of the globe, causing general wrath 
and indignation. I t  also reached Geneva, actually sweeping away 
from the table of negotiations the proposals aimed at putting an end 
to nuclear weapon tests once and for all. The continued nuclear 
weapon tests as well as the active part of the French Government in 
the NATO aggressive military bloc are often and not without reason 
associated with the shameful colonial war in Algeria and the attack 
on Bizerta in Tunisia.

A legitimate question arises: Where were the governments of the 
United States and Britain when France was exploding nuclear devices 
on the African continent, challenging the United Nations and the 
peoples of the whole world ? Instead of influencing their partner in 
the military bloc and keeping it from conducting nuclear explosions, 
they actually encouraged the French Government.

This is sufficiently attested to by the fact that the United States and 
Britain refused to support the resolution of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly, calling upon the states not to carry out nuclear tests.^

But the Soviet Government would be telling only part of the truth 
were it to pass over in silence the fact that not only states participating 
in the Western military blocs but also many other countries that voted 
in favor of that resolution actually reconciled themselves to the fact 
that the French Government went against the will of the United 
Nations, against the will of the peoples. Certainly the Soviet Govern
ment knows that among those states there are quite a few sincere 
supporters of the cessation of nuclear tests. But if at present the 
nuclear arms drive is being stepped up again, the governments of those 
countries should admit directly and honestly that a certain share of 
responsibility for the situation lies with them since they failed to 
give timely rebuff to those French circles which are driving the world 
to the continuation of nuclear tests.

The harmful effects of thermonuclear weapon tests on living organ
isms are well known in the Soviet Union. Therefore every measure 
is being taken to minimize such effects. Yes, any experiments with 
nuclear weapons instill alarm in people, make their hearts ache. And 
if the Soviet Government has nevertheless decided to carry out nuclear 
tests, it was with a heavy heart. I t was compelled to do that reluc
tantly, with regret, and only as a result of the most careful and com
prehensive study of the question. The Soviet Government has been 
compelled to take this step, whose significance it fully appreciates,

 ̂See Documents on D isarmament, 1960, pp. 370-371, 375.
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under the pressure of the international situation created by the im
perialist countries. The policy of the leading NATO powers—the 
United States, Britain, France, the FRG—and of this aggressive bloc 
as a whole leaves the Soviet Union no other choice.

The Soviet people, the Soviet Government cannot but reckon with 
the fact that, like twenty years ago, ominous clouds of war are once 
again overhanging the approaches to our motherland, that West 
Germany and the present allies of the German militarists are fever
ishly engaged in military preparations. Not only the governments of 
the United States, Britain and France but also the governments of a 
number of European countries whose peoples have suffered a great 
deal from the Hitlerite invasion are now helping with their own 
hands the West German revanchists to equip themselves for new ad
ventures. The governments of the smaller NATO states—Belgium, 
Denmark, Holland, Norway, Greece and other countries participating 
in this military bloc—also bear their share of responsibility for the 
policy of arming West Germany. They will be unable to hide behind 
the backs of their senior NATO partners and will have to themselves 
answer for all the grave consequences of this shortsighted and 
dangerous policy.

Adenauer and the forces that stand behind him pursue a course of 
turning West Germany into a militarist state armed to the teeth. The 
main goal of the foreign policy of that state is revenge and the revi
sion of the frontiers established in Europe as a result of World War 
II. Now the Government of the FRG is trying to make up for the 
first years after the unconditional surrender of Hitlerite Germany, 
when the United States, Britain and France had not fully departed 
yet from the Allied agreements providing for Germany’s demilitariza
tion. The sixteen postwar years is a sufficient span of time to judge 
whether the peoples of West Germany have learned proper lessons—■ 
as is the case in the GDR—from the militaristic past, from the dis
astrous defeats in two world wars unleashed by Germany.

Unfortunately there is too m.uch evidence to the fact that the Ger
mans who live in West Germany are again succumbing to the opium 
of revenge and are permitting latter-day fiihrers to carry them away 
along the path of war. What other explanation could there be for 
the fact that at each of the Bundestag elections the FRG population 
votes docilely for Chancellor Adenauer and those politicians who 
stubbornly drag the Germans to new acts of aggression ? Germans 
voting for Adenauer cannot but know that Adenauer and the ad
herents to his policy in West Germany have adopted those very 
slogans of anticommunism and revanchism under which Hitler came 
to power and subsequently unleashed World War II.

I t  goes without saying that every nation is free to place at the helm 
of the state those political figures it wants. But no* one can deprive
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other nations, which have already on several occasions witnessed seeds 
of militarism and aggression ripen in Germany, of the right to raise 
their warning voice against the tragic events of the past being re
peated, a voice which must be heard by every German. No matter 
how bitter it may be to realize, but not the Germans of West Germany 
alone but also the peoples of other countries—participants in the 
military blocs of the Western Powers are not equal yet to the demands 
of the time, do not show proper activity to stop at once the prepara
tion for a new war. This conclusion suggests itself from the fact 
alone that in elections they also vote for the candidates and parties 
which form governments pursuing the policy of building up arma
ments. Shunning the efforts aimed at eliminating the “cold war” and 
safeguarding peace, they fail to muster the necessary determination 
to deny trust and support to the governments who showed through 
their entire activities that they were opponents of general and com
plete disarmament and exponents of the arms drive and the fanning 
up of war hysteria. I f  those peoples do not take the opportunity to 
put a curb on the governments that are pushing the world to a world 
catastrophe, if they do not unite their efforts with other peoples so 
as to assert their will to achieve disarmament, to finally expel war 
from the life of human society, there is only one conclusion that can 
be drawn: The peoples of these countries have not yet awakened, 
have not realized the importance of the responsibility for safeguarding 
peace that lies in them. The more tangible is the danger of a 
military conflict being touched off by West Germany, the more urgent 
and pressing becomes the signing of a German peace treaty, which 
would protect the peoples from new encroachments on the part of 
German militarists. I t  is common knowledge that this is exactly the 
aim of the Soviet Union. Nevertheless in response to the proclaimed 
determination of tlie Soviet Union to conclude a German peace treaty 
and thus to draw the final line through the Second World War, it is 
threatened with the unleashing of a third world war.

A new demonstration of strength in response to the Soviet pro
posals concerning the German peace treaty is the dispatch to West 
Berlin of additional troops and armaments by the United States and 
Britain. I t has no special significancafor the reinforcement of mili- 
tary garrisons of the Western Powers in West Berlin and it has been 
undertaken obviously as a provocation, and only as a provocation. 
Those who took the decision to send this military contingent to West 
Berlin know tliis best. The Soviet Government would have not ful
filled its sacred duty to the peoples of its country, to the peoples of 
the socialist countries and to all peoples striving for peaceful life if 
in the face of threats and military preparations that seized the United 
States and some other NATO countries had it not used the available
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possibilities for perfecting the most effective types of weapons that 
can cool the hotheads in the capitals of some NATO powers.

The Soviet Union has worked out designs for creating a series of 
superpowerful nuclear bombs of 20, 30, 50 and 100 million tons of 
TN T; and powerful rockets, similar to those with the help of which 
Major Y. A. Gagarin and Major G. S. Titov made their unequalled 
cosmic flights around the earth, can lift and deliver such nuclear 
bombs to any point on the globe wherefrom an attack on the Soviet 
Union or other socialist countries could be launched. I t  would be 
unjustifiable thoughtlessness not to draw appropriate conclusions 
from the situation that arose owing to the aggressive policy of the 
NATO military bloc, and not to take care of strengthening the se
curity and might of the Soviet state, the great socialist camp and all 
peaceloving states.

The Soviet Government addresses this statement not only to the 
friends of the Soviet people who correctly understand the peaceloving 
policy of the Soviet Union but also to those people in foreign coun
tries who might perhaps judge too severely the carrying out by the 
Soviet Union of tests of new types of nuclear weapons. The Soviet 
Government takes this step in firm belief that the peoples would under
stand the forced nature of this measure and its inevitability under the 
present conditions. In order to discourage the aggressor from crim
inal playing with fire, it is necessary to make sure thq>t he knows and 
sees that there is a force in the world which is ready to give armed 
rebuff to any encroachment on independence and security of peace- 
loving states, and that the weapon of retribution will reach the ag  ̂
gressor in his own den.

The Soviet Government speaks about all that not only to make 
absolutely clear the motives that prompted it to carry out the nuclear 
tests at the present moment. I t reminds of this first of all in order 
that the peoples of the world know from where the menace comes, 
that they clearly see the maneuvers of the enemies of peace so that 
they could unite their forces to combat this danger. Let all those 
who treasure peace know that they may confidently rely on the Soviet 
Union, on the titanic efforts it undertakes to bring the initiators of 
war hysteria to their senses and to stop the ever accelerating race 
toward a new war.

Being invariably guided by the Leninist principles of peaceful co
existence, the Soviet Union does not threaten anyone and of course 
does not intend to attack anyone. The Soviet Government solemnly 
declares that the armed forces of the USSR will never be the first to 
resort to arms.

The Soviet people would be happy if the armaments race could be 
stopped, if the necessity of nuclear weapon tests could disappear for
ever and the peoples could free themselves for good from the heavy
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burden that they have to shoulder ever since war became the sinister 
companion of the human society.

If  every people, be it the people of a big or a small country, of one 
with highly developed industry or one only beginning to develop its 
economy, of a country which is a member of military blocs of states 
or following a neutral policy, demanded in a full voice that the mili
tary machinery of states should be at last smashed and mankind de
livered from the danger of destructive nuclear war, that would have 
been achieved.

Expressing the vital interests of the Soviet people and, as it is con
vinced, the interests of all sincere champions of disarmament and 
peace, the Soviet Government addresses the peoples and the govern
ments of all the countries of the world with its appeal for increasing 
tenfold the efforts to practically implement the idea of general and 
complete disarmament and to eliminate forever the danger of nuclear 
weapons from the life of humanity. I t  reaffirms the readiness of the 
Soviet Union to sign at any time an agreement on general and com
plete disarmament that would put an end to nuclear weapon tests.

The Soviet Government’s entire policy is directed toward the estab
lishment of relations between states based on the principle of peaceful 
coexistence, so that the peoples could freely develop trade, mutually 
enriching each other with spiritual values, and compete not in pro
ducing the maximum of means of destruction but in creation of 
material wealth so necessary for the peoples.

The draft Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
that defines the practical tasks of the Soviet Union for the next twenty 
years is imbued with this noble aspiration.

The Soviet Government is confident that the efforts of the Soviet 
people in the struggle for the consolidation of international security 
would not be wasted and would merge with the efforts of other peoples 
directed toward the establishment of stable and imbreakable peace on 
earth, for the triumph of the ideas of peace and progress.

The cause of peace and friendship among nations will triumph and 
calculations by aggressive forces will be thwarted.

White House Statement on the Resumption of 
Soviet Tests, August 30, 1961 ^

The Soviet government’s decision to resume nuclear weapons testing 
will be met with deepest concern and resentment throughout the

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 'Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
und Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 618-619.
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world.^ The Soviet government’s decision to resume nuclear weapons 
testing presents a hazard to every human being throughout the world 
by increasing the dangers of nuclear fallout. The Soviet government’s 
decision to resume nuclear weapons testing is in utter disregard of 
the desire of mankind for a decrease in the arms race. The Soviet 
government’s decision to resume nuclear weapons testing presents 
a threat to the entire world by increasing the dangers of a thermo
nuclear holocaust. The Soviet government’s decision to resume nu
clear weapons testing indicates the complete hypocrisy of its profes
sions about general and complete disarmament.

For three years world attention has centered on the negotiations in 
Geneva for a treaty to secure an end to nuclear testing. Until last 
March it appeared that slow but encouraging progress has been made. 
At that time, the Soviet Union reversed its own earlier positions on 
key issues, refused to discuss seriously the genuine efforts made by 
the United States and the United Elingdom to meet known Soviet 
views, and blocked the path toward a nuclear test ban treaty. In 
order to avoid missing any possible opportunity to arrive at an agree
ment, the United States and the United Kingdom remained at the 
negotiating table. Only this week Ambassador Dean has made addi
tional proposals in the hope of moving toward a test ban under 
effective international control.^ Urgent discussion of this issue had 
been scheduled at United States initiative at the forthcoming session 
of the General Assembly in the hopes that constructive debate could 
show the way to surmount the impasse at Geneva.^

The pretext offered by the announcement for Soviet resumption of 
weapons testing is the very crisis which they themselves have created 
by threatening to disturb the peace which has existed in Germany and 
Berlin. I t  is not the first time they have made such charges against 
those who have dared to stand in the way of Soviet aggression. In 
addition, the announcement links the Soviet resumption of testing with 
threats of massive weapons which it must know cannot intimidate the 
rest of the world.

The purpose and motivation of this Soviet behavior now seems ap
parent: The Soviet Government wished to abandon serious negotia
tions in order to free its hand to resume nuclear weapons testing.

The United States continues to share the view of the people of the 
world as to the importance of an agreement to end nuclear weapons 
tests under effective safeguards. Such an agreement would represent 
a major breakthrough in the search for an end to the arms race. I t

 ̂See supra.
* See <mte, pp. 317-B29.
* Ante  ̂pp. 242-246.



350 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

would stop the accumulation of stock piles of ever more powerful 
weapons. I t would inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons to other 
countries with its increased risks of nuclear war.

These results, with their prospects for reducing the possibility of a 
nuclear war, have been blocked by the Soviet unilateral decision to 
resume nuclear testing. The Soviet Union bears a heavy responsibility 
before all humanity for this decision, a decision which was made in 
complete disregard of the United Nations. The termination of the 
moratorium on nuclear testing by the Soviet unilateral decision leaves 
the United States under the necessity of deciding what its own national 
interests require..

Under these circumstances, Ambassador Arthur Dean is being re
called immediately from Geneva.

White House Statement on the Resumption of 
Soviet Tests, August 31, 1961 ^

The President met this morning with members of the National 
Security Council and with Congressional leaders to discuss the 
resumption of nuclear testing by the Soviet Union.^ I t  was recog
nized that the Soviet announcement was primarily a form of atomic 
blackmail, designed to substitute terror for reason in the present 
international scene.

What the Soviet Union is obviously testing is not only nuclear 
devices but the will and determination of the free world to resist 
such tactics and to defend freedom.

The President is entirely confident that the size of the U.S. nuclear 
weapons stockpile and the capabilities of individual weapons and 
delivery systems are wholly adequate for the defense needs of the 
United States and of the free world.

The President shares the disappointment registered throughout the 
world that serious and sustained attempts to ban nuclear testing have 
come to this abrupt end.

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of "Nuclear Weapon Teats: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 619-620.

* See antCj pp. 337-348.
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Proposal by President Kennedy and Prime Minister 
Macmillan for a Ban on Atmospheric Tests, September 
3, 1961^

The President of the United States and the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom propose to Chairman Khrushchev that their three 
governments agree, effective immediately, not to conduct nuclear tests 
which take place in the atmosphere and produce radioactive fallout.

Their aim in this proposal is to protect mankind from the increas
ing hazards from atmospheric pollution and to contribute to the 
reduction of international tensions.

They urge Chairman Khrushchev to cable his immediate acceptance 
of this offer and his cessation of further atmospheric tests.

They further urge that their representatives at Geneva meet not 
later than September 9 to record this agreement and report it to the 
United Nations. They sincerely hope that the Soviet Union will 
accept this offer, which remains open for the period indicated.

They point out that with regard to atmospheric testing the United 
States and the United Kingdom are prepared to rely upon existing 
means of detection, which they believe to be adequate, and are not 
suggesting additional controls. But they reaffirm their serious desire 
to conclude a nuclear test ban treaty, applicable to other forms of 
testing as well, and regret that the Soviet Government has blocked 
such an agreement.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests {Extract}, September 4,1961

The three hundred and thirty-ninth meeting of the Conference is 
called to order. I  have a statement to make as representative of the 
United States.

The soimd of our debates and discussions in this room has now been 
drowned out by a Soviet nuclear detonation over the steppes of Cen
tral Asia. For all the world now to note, Soviet conduct in this 
Conference constitutes a record for the perjfidy of the Government

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiation's  ̂ p. 620. Premier Khrushchev replied on Septem
ber 9 (post, pp. 384r-391).

* GEN/DNT/PV.339, pp. a«9.
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of the Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics, and of its betrayal of 
the hopes of mankind. Its representatives arrived at this table al
most three years ago with words of encouragement to all men who 
wished to see a start, at long last, to the process of beating swords 
into ploughshares. Now we know what we have long suspected— 
that those words were meant to deceive, that they were designed to 
serve the cynical purposes of the Soviet Union, to make propaganda, 
in fact, to do everything except help to bring about a reasonable and 
reliable agreement for the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

With even a modest amount of good will on the part of the Soviet 
Union, it should not have been a difficult problem to reach agreement 
on a test ban treaty which would contain limited, but adequate and 
effective, control provisions. Yet, at every step of the way, there has 
been intense Soviet resistance to implementation of even elementary 
control principles, such as the need to avoid self-inspection, the impos
sibility of allowing crippling vetoes, and the essentiality of techni
cally soimd control measures. At most, the Soviet Union wanted 
a paper agreement which would have been self-enforcing in the open 
societies of the West, but which could have been secretly disregarded 
at will in the closed societies of the Soviet bloc.

The distortions and misrepresentations of Western policy which 
the Soviet Union has tried to spread around the world were enormous, 
and many of them are brazenly repeated in the Soviet Government’s 
statement of 31 \S0~\ August.^ All sorts of far-fetched fairy tales 
have been invented and, as it now turns out, the most evil and hypo
critical of these was the downright falsehood that the United States 
was preparing to resume nuclear weapon tests.

I t  was not long ago, at our three hundred and thirty-second meet
ing on 28 July last, that I  noted that while Mr. Tsarapkin made wild 
charges against the West here it was actually his chief, Premier 
Khrushchev, who, alone among the Heads of Government of the three 
Powers participating in this Conference, was speaking of his coun
try’s new and more murderous devices, and of its desire to resume 
tests. At that meeting the Soviet representative made more allega
tions about the supposed wish of the United States to start tests again, 
and then he added: “That . . . revolts the conscience of the peoples 
of the world. The peoples of the world demand cessation of tests.” 
{GEN/DNT/PV. m ,  page 10)

Well, now the sad and sorry truth is out. The peoples of the 
world do indeed demand the cessation of tests, but it is the Soviet 
Union which is flouting their will and dashing their hopes for a test 
ban. I t  offers the lame pretext that its move to resume tests is a 
defensive measure in response to Western provoked tensions. And,

 ̂Ante, pp. 337-348.
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in addition, it refers to the few tests conducted by France, the last 
of which was months ago. Yet, even the USSE did not consider 
this any justification at that time for resuming tests, for the Soviet 
delegation’s statement of 18 May 1961, at the three hundred and 
sixth meeting, only said that the Soviet Union would be compelled 
to start testing again if—I  repeat, if—France conducted any further 
tests.^ This has not been the case; there have been no additional 
French tests.

Thus, it can be seen that, since last 28 July, when Mr. Tsarapkin 
at the three hundred and thirty-second meeting uttered the words 
which I  have just quoted on world demands for a test ban, nothing 
has happened to justify the Soviet resumption of testing. Certainly 
the United States and the United Kingdom have not made the slightest 
move to resume testing, and they have urged nothing in regard to any 
world trouble spot other than the maintenance of peace and reduction 
of tensions.

No, these Soviet excuses will not bear examination. As President 
Kennedy said on 30 August 1961:

. . . The pretext offered by the announcement for Soviet resumption of 
weapons testing is the very crisis which they themselves have created by 
threatening to disturb the peace which has existed in Germany and Berlin. 
It is not the first time they have made such charges against those who have 
dared to stand in the way of Soviet aggression.*

And Mr. Ormsby-Gore, at our last meeting (GEN'/DN’T/PV.339), 
cited figures which indicate that it has always been the Soviet Union 
which has led in promoting the arms race through its huge armies.

My delegation has always wished to stick to the business for which 
it was sent to Geneva, namely, the successful conclusion of a sound 
test ban treaty which could do so much for advancing world peace, for 
preventing a spread of nuclear weapons production capabilities to 
other countries, and for limiting the development of still more terrible 
weapons. We have known that the forum in which to work out such 
a treaty was right here, and not in some larger conference involving 
many more countries, dealing with the much more complex issues of 
general disarmament.

To this end the United States and the United Kingdom have tabled 
a complete draft treaty which is a model of thoroughness, complete
ness, and fairness to the Soviet Union.^ The Soviet Union, in con
trast, has never put forward its full proposals. We of the West have 
invited serious give-and-take negotiations on our proposals, but the

 ̂C l ante, pp. 147-149.
 ̂Ante, p. 849.
• Ante, pp. 8:^126,161-162, 325, 32T.
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Soviet Union, at least for over a year, has been adamant in demanding 
total Western acceptance of each and every one of its positions.

We have made far-reaching moves, both in the text of our draft 
treaty and subsequently, to accommodate the objections which the 
Soviet Union made to certain specific Western provisions. The latest 
of our efforts in tliis regard came only last week. We tried our best 
to overcome the insuperable obstacle to reliable control posed by the 
Soviet demand for a total operational veto inherent in its infamous 
^Hroihâ '̂  scheme through Western proposals to give the non-aligned 
nations a larger role in mediating East-West differences about a single 
administrator. We also sought to draw such uncommitted countries 
into settling questions relating to the scope of the treaty and to the 
inspection process.  ̂ However, all of this was scornfully dismissed by 
the representative here of a Soviet Government which had already 
become determined to let nothing stop it from again unleashing huge 
nuclear explosions before a dismayed world. In these circumstances 
even the best will of the West could not move the negotiations forward.

The leaders of the Soviet Union have not, for a long time, really 
cared about the terms of a test ban agreement; they have been deter
mined to prevent the conclusion of a test ban treaty. Western offers 
to limit controls very strictly, to grant the USSR any number of safe
guards to protect its so-called security interests, to arrange for East- 
West parity throughout the control organization, to devise ways to 
make the treaty comprehensive from the outset or as rapidly as pos
sible—all these Western attempts to produce a meeting of the minds 
could be of no avail in the face of a Soviet desire to free itself to 
resume nuclear weapon tests.

The security of the United States will not suffer from this callous 
Soviet act; after all, we have more than adequate nuclear weapons of 
our own to guarantee our own security and to protect the free world. 
But Soviet contempt for humanity is apparent from its decision to 
test—a decision made secretly without public debate and already im
plemented by secret preparations begun months ago on the testing 
grounds. How right the West has been to insist on effective inter
national controls over Soviet promises to observe any test ban obliga
tion ; without them, the closed society of the Soviet Union would be 
capable of confronting other States, as it just has confronted mankind, 
with sorry surprises.

[At this point Mr. SteUe read into the conference record the texts of the White 
House statements of August 30 and 31 {cmte, pp. 348-350), and the Anglo-Ameri
can proposal of September 3 (owfe, p. 351). He then proposed a recess of the 
Conference until September 9, to await the Soviet reply to the September 3 
proposal.]

 ̂See ante, pp. 317-329.
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Statement by President Kennedy on the Resumption of 
Underground Tests, September 5, 1961 "

In view of the continued testing by the Soviet Government, I  have 
today ordered the resumption of nuclear tests, in the laboratory and 
underground, with no fallout. In our eiSforts to achieve an end to 
nuclear testing, we have taken every step that reasonable men could 
justify. In view of the acts of the Soviet Government, we must now 
take those steps which prudent men find essential. We have no other 
choice in fulfillment of the responsibilities of the United States Gov
ernment to its own citizens and to the security of other free nations. 
Our offer to make an agreement to end all fallout tests remains open 
until September 9.

Interview Between Premier Khrushchev and Cyrus 
Sulzberger (Extracts), September 5, 1961 ^

Question: Would you he willing to resume atomic test han nego
tiations and renew a moratorium on tests under any conditions? I f  
sô  under what conditions? What is your opinion of the proposal 
of President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan to ~ban nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere? ®

Answer: I  have read the proposal of President Kennedy and Prime 
Minister Macmillan. We are preparing a reply and will send it in 
several days, but I  am ready in a preliminary way to voice my opinion.^

The first thing that strikes the eye is that a moratorium—in other 
words, a suspension of tests— îs proposed for three states—the Soviet 
Union, the United States, and Britain. Nothing is said about France. 
France in the meantime, conducts nuclear tests, and France is an ally 
of the United States and Britain, a member of NATO, which is an 
organization created to prepare aggression against the Soviet Union 
and the socialist countries. We have previously declared that if 
France conducts tests, we shall also be compelled to start testing. 
Now, when we have started tests, the leaders of the United States and 
Britain want us to stop them, while France is left complete freedom

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 'Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations^ pp. 620-621.

* New York TimeSy Sept. 8,1961, p. 11.
® Ante, p. 351.
 ̂The Soviet Union replied on Sept 9 pp. 384r^91).
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of action. But is it not clear that France will conduct nuclear tests 
not only for its own benefit but also for the benefit of the NATO 
countries ?

Imagine that we were to say: All right; we will promise not to 
conduct tests, but we will come to an understanding with Czechoslo
vakia under which that country will conduct tests for the benefit of 
the socialist camp and we will help that country in the same way that 
the United States and Britain are now evidently helping France, which 
is testing for their benefit. What would you say to that? ^Vhat 
sense would there be in such a moratorium ?

Second, cessation of thermonuclear tests without the solution of the 
disarmament problem would not meet the major goal. What use 
would there be in cessation of tests if the arms race continued and war 
industries went on working at full blast, creating nuclear weapons 
in constantly increasing numbers ?

The chief danger now facing mankind is the danger of thermo
nuclear war, and it would not be lifted as the result of a moratorium 
to suspend tests. Moreover, I  would say this would in some way be 
tantamount to lulling public opinion, lulling man’s vigilance. People 
would think something had been done to prevent war, while in fact 
nothing was being done and, on the contrary, the military machine 
would go on working at full blast. Besides, the Kennedy-Macmillan 
proposal says nothing about the cessation of underground test explo
sions and on so-called explosions for peaceful purposes, while these 
peaceful purposes actually mean the legalization of tests of atomic and 
hydrogen bomb devices.

Finally, if you count the number of test explosions carried out by 
the United States, Britain, and France and compare that number with 
the number of explosions carried out by the Soviet Union, it will be 
seen that we are lagging far behind those countries. We therefore 
also have the moral right to equal conditions with regard to measures 
to assure our security. In  any case we must assure ourselves of no less 
a capability than the United States, Britain, and France.

Thus the proposals put forward by President Kennedy and Prime 
Minister Macmillan are not aimed at assuring security for nations 
but pursue propaganda purposes, in an effort to shift responsibility 
to others, while on the quiet they themselves continue their old policy 
of stockpiling thermonuclear weapons and preparing war against the 
socialist countries. We cannot agree to that. We must soberly assess 
the situation and take care of our own security. We believe that in the 
obtaining international situation the main thing is disarmament and 
not a test ban. I f  an agreement on disarmament and controls is 
reached no man of reason will manufacture any nuclear weapons at 
all, and consequently the entire question of tests of those weapons will
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be eliminated. That is how we now regard that question and that is 
how we view its correct solution.

We shall continue the tests that we have started because we cannot 
ignore the danger which is now being created for our country and the 
countries of the socialist camp by the Western countries of the NATO 
military bloc. We cannot remain inactive while the United States, 
France, Britain, and West Germany are mobilizing their forces, while 
West Germany is demanding that the Bundeswehr be armed with 
atomic weapons, while Adenauer and Brandt are doing their utmost 
to heat up the atmosphere by seeking revanchist goals, demanding the 
restoration of the borders of Hitlerite Germany and openly threatening 
the socialist countries.

We cannot overlook that danger. Our people and the other peace- 
loving peoples would not forgive us if under such a balance we should 
fail to display vigilance and take steps to strengthen our defense 
capacity. The leaders of the Western powers are now hypocritically 
complaining that these tests contaminate the atmosphere. But we 
E-ussians have a proverb which says that once you have lost your head, 
you do not cry over your hair. Who will believe that these statesmen 
are seriously concerned over the health of man, when they refuse to 
sign a disarmament treaty, indulge in an all-out buildup of thermo
nuclear weapons, and mobilize their forces for war? But war spells 
death for human beings and not just damage to their health.

A doctor should always make the correct diagnosis and start treat
ment by making cardinal proposals. The cardinal treatment for the 
militaristic spirit disease, which has now infected the Western coun
tries, is disarmament. We therefore reiterate: Disarmament and only 
disarmament—it is through disarmament that the war danger can 
and must be lifted, and conditions can and must be created for the 
peaceful coexistence of all states.

Question: In  your public statements you have mentioned the possi- 
hility of creating a nuclear homh  ̂ equal in explosive force to 100 
megatons of conventional explosives. I  would liJce in this connection 
to ash what sense you see in creating such a superhorrib. I t  seems to 
me that that homi is too Mg to he used for military purposes. Gould 
you comment on this?

Answer: Yes, that is a bomb of enormous capacity and tremendous 
destructive power. But when war is being imposed on us and threats 
are being made to destroy our country and our people, we must soberly 
take that into account and we will stop short of nothing if the aggres
sors attack us. We shall use all means to deliver a retaliatory blow 
against the aggressors. Therefore, several such super-powerful bombs 
at our disposal will considerably increase the defense capability of
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our country. Then the aggressors will think twice before attacking us. 
They will understand that a decision to launch aggression against us 
is tantamount to a decision to commit suicide. We, for our part, have 
repeatedly declared that we have no intention of attacking anyone 
and will never do so. We are only creating means to defend our 
socialist camp and secure peace.

Question: Would the Soviet Union declare that it would never be 
the -first nation to employ a nuclear weapon in a war? I t  seems to me 
that i f  just one cou/ntry were to make such a statement the other nu
clear powers might also make similar statements.

Answer: We shall never be the first to start a war against any 
country. We want to live in peace with all nations and do not want 
to attack anyone. We have everything that is required for the de
velopment of our country, culture, and science—all that man needs. 
The little that we lack because of climatic conditions or for other 
reasons, we buy from other countries, and we want to trade with the 
whole world. We are not colonialists. We condemn imperialist goals 
and imperialist wars; we favor peace throughout the world. But I 
must say, Mr. Sulzberger, that it would be untimely at present to say 
that in the event of war, atomic weapons would .not be employed. 
Anyone who made such a statement would turn out to be untruthful, 
even though when making such a pledge he is sincere and does not lie. 
Let us assume both sides were to promise not to employ nuclear 
weapons, but retained their stockpiles. What would happen if the 
imperialists unleashed war? In such a war if any side should feel 
it was losing, would it not use nuclear weapons to avoid defeat ? I t 
would undoubtedly use its nuclear bombs.

Furthermore, let me refer to this example: At the close of World 
War I I  the United States was considerably stronger than Japan and 
was waging successful offensive action against it. Yet, to bring victory 
closer, the United States dropped atomic bombs on Japanese cities. 
All this goes to show that if atomic weapons are preserved and if war 
is unleashed it will be a thermonuclear war. Therefore, world peace 
must be assured not by pledges to refrain from the use of nuclear 
weapons, but by a radical solution of the cardinal issues. The best 
guarantee of peace is the destruction of armaments and the elimina
tion of armies—in other words, disarmament. That is the most reli
able guarantee.

Question: Some newspapers have reported that in your talk with 
McCloy you expressed your readiness to agree to U.N, administration 
under a single secretary general^ provided that all U.N. organs besides
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the Secretariat are based on the ^Hroiha‘'̂ principle, I  would like to 
know if this is true^ and ask you to say a few words on this question.

Answer: This is not so. In  our talks with Mr. McCloy we made 
reference in passing to the United Nations and its organizational 
structure. I  set forth our position in detail on the question of controls 
over disarmament. In this connection, he asked me whether we in
sisted on the “troika” principle and veto powers in carrying out 
disarmament and controls over disarmament. I  told him that, on the 
contrary, in setting up disarmament controls there should be no 
veto and no “troika.” There should be the strictest control and no one 
should limit it. Only thus can we be sure that no country or group of 
countries will secretly produce arms or contemplate an attack on 
another country. I f  an agreement on disarmament is reached, and if 
disarmament is carried out in practice, there will be no need for state 
secrets, which are necessary only to protect one’s country from the 
danger of war. I f  an agreement on disarmament is reached, and 
disarmament is effected, then far from there being any need for 
secrets, it will be necessary to know in the greatest detail what is going 
on in another country, so that it would not be able to threaten the 
peace.

The “troika” principle will be necessary only in the event that inter
national forces are set up. The command of these forces should be 
based on this principle. This would be necessary to guarantee that no 
state or group of states could use the international U.N. forces to the 
detriment of any other state or group of states. I  have already cited 
such an example.

• • • • • • •

Question: Do you not consider it desirable for the Soviet Union and 
the United States to agree on defining outer space. A fter all  ̂we are 
the only two countries whose satellites are flying over each other'̂ s 
territory. Would you not consider it necessary to agree that outer 
space  ̂ say higher than 10 to 15 or 20 miles,, should he regarded as 
international space?

Answer: I  suppose something should be done in this respect. The 
United States once suggested that an international agency be set up for 
cooperation in space exploration. I  think this is a sensible proposal. 
But in practice it would be impossible to implement it without reach
ing an agreement on disarmament. The thing is that the exploration 
of space is inseparable from the use of intercontinental ballistic mis
siles. I f  we accept real cooperation in the study of outer space we 
shall have to disclose the secrets of the production and working of 
rockets. But no country will agree to this if its security is not guaran
teed, and such guarantees can be obtained only through an agreement
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on disarmament. I  have already told you this is what we want, and 
we would be very happy if we could reach agreement on disarmament 
with the United States and other countries. Let us hope that we come 
to such a reasonable solution.

United States Draft Statement of Principles Submitted 
During the Bilateral Talks With the Soviet Union, 
September 6, 1961 ^

1. The goal of negotiations is to achieve agreement on a program 
which will ensure that (a) disarmament is general and complete and 
war is no longer an instrument for settling international problems, 
and (b) such disarmament is accompanied by the establishment of 
reliable procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and effective 
arrangements for the maintenance of peace in accordance with the 
principles of the United Nations Charter.

2. The program for general and complete disarmament shall ensure 
that states will have at their disposal only those forces, armaments, 
facilities, and establishments as agreed to be necessary to maintain 
internal order and protect the personal security of citizens and to 
support and provide agreed manpower for a UlST peace force.

3. To this end, the program for general and complete disarmament 
shall contain the necessary provisions fo r:

(a) Disbandment of armed forces, dismantling of military estab
lishments, including bases, cessation of the production of armaments 
as well as their liquidation or conversion to peaceful uses;

(b) Elimination of stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, bacteriolog
ical, and other weapons of mass destruction and cessation of the 
production of such weapons;

(c) Elimination of means of delivery of weapons of mass 
destruction;

(d) Abolishment of organizations and institutions designed to 
organize the military effort of states, cessation of military training, 
and closing of all military training institutions;

(e) Discontinuance of military expenditures.

4. Disarmament should be implemented in an agreed sequence, by 
stages until it is completed, with each measure and stage carried 
out within specified time limits. Transition to a subsequent stage in 
the process of disarmament should take place upon a review of the

" ACDA files.
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implementation of measures included in the preceding stage and upon 
a decision that all such measures have been implemented and verified 
and that any additional verification arrangements required for meas
ures in the next stage are agreed and, when appropriate, ready to 
operate.

5. All measures of disarmament should be balanced so that at no 
stage of the implementation of the treaty could any state or group 
of states gain military advantage and that security is ensured equally 
for all.

6. All disarmament measures should be implemented from beginning 
to end under such strict and effective international control as would 
provide firm assurance that all parties are honoring their obligations. 
During and after the implementation of general and complete dis
armament, the most thorough control should be exercised, the scope 
of such control depending on the requirements for verification of the 
disarmament measures being carried out in each stage. To implement 
control over and inspection of disarmament, an International Dis
armament Organization including all parties to the agreement should 
be created within the framework of the United Nations. This In 
ternational Disarmament Organization and its inspectors should be 
assured unrestricted access without veto to all places as necessary 
for the purpose of effective verification. Such verification should 
ensure that not only agreed limitations or reductions take place but 
also that retained armed forces and armaments do not exceed agreed 
levels at any stage.

7. Progress in disarmament should be accompanied by measures to 
strengthen institutions for maintaining peace and the settlement of 
international disputes by peaceful means. During and after the im
plementation of the program of general and complete disarmament, 
there should be taken, in accordance with the principles of the United 
Nations Charter, the necessary measures to maintain international 
peace and security, including the obligation of states to place at the 
disposal of the United Nations agreed manpower necessary for an 
international peace force. Arrangements for the use of this force 
should ensure that the United Nations can effectively deter or suppress 
any threat or use of arms in violation of the purposes and principles 
of the United Nations.

8. States participating in the negotiations should seek to achieve 
and implement the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible 
date. Efforts should continue without interruption until agreement 
upon the total program has been achieved, and efforts to ensure early 
agreement on and implementation of measures of disarmament should 
be undertaken without prejudicing progress on agreement on the 
total program and in such a way that these measures would facilitate 
and form part of that program.
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Japanese Note to the United States on 
Nuclear Tests, September 6, 1961 ^

The Ambassador of Japan presents his compliments to the Honor
able the Secretary of State and, with regard to the statement made 
by the President of the United States of America on September 5th 
last concerning the resumption of nuclear tests in the laboratory and 
underground,2 has the honor, under instructions from the Japanese 
Government, to state as follows:

Having the misfortune of being the first and only country to have 
experienced the physical effects of dreadful nuclear explosions, Japan 
has consistently addressed to any country conducting nuclear tests 
vigorous protests demanding the suspension of such tests in the hope 
that such misfortune shall never again befall mankind. Moreover, 
Japan has always exerted great efforts for the passing by the United 
Nations General Assembly of resolutions for suspension of nuclear 
tests and prevention of dissemination of nuclear weapons. Through 
these efforts Japan has hoped that those countries concerned would 
suspend all nuclear testing and that an international agreement ac
companied by an effective control system be reached at the earliest 
possible date.

The Japanese Government deeply regrets that the Soviet Union 
has announced its unilateral decision to resume nuclear testing on 
August 30th,  ̂despite the fact that negotiations on the suspension of 
nuclear testing among the countries concerned were still being con
tinued at Geneva and that tests have already been carried out in the 
atmosphere on three occasions. The Japanese Government, therefore, 
immediately filed a strong protest with the Soviet Government.

Eegardless of the presence or otherwise of any fallout, the decision 
taken by the U.S. Government to resume nuclear tests in the labora
tory and underground is a matter of regret for the Japanese Govern
ment. The Japanese Government reiterates the deep concern of the 
Japanese people concerning the resumption of nuclear testing by the 
U.S. Government and hereby submits its protest.

The Japanese Government earnestly requests the U.S. Government 
to respond to the fervent and sustained wish of the Japanese people 
for the suspension of nuclear tests and to reconsider the decision and 
to suspend its execution.

In the interest of the peace and welfare of all mankind, it is the 
earnest wish of the Japanese Government that agreement on the sus-

Department of State Bulletin^ Oct. 2, 1961, p. 545. The United States re
plied on Sept. 13 (post, pp. 429-431).

 ̂Ante. p. 355.
" Ante, pp. 337-348.
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pension of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, as proposed jointly by the 
United States and the United Kingdom Governments to the Soviet 
Government on September 3,̂  will be realized; and that furthermore, 
an international agreement to suspend all nuclear tests which will be 
accompanied by effective inspection and control measures will be es
tablished without delay.

Report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the 
Disarmament Agency Bill, September 6, 1961 ^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, having had under considera
tion the bill (S. 2180) to establish a U.S. Disarmament Agency for 
World Peace and Security,^ reports the same with amendments and 
recommends that, as amended, it be passed by the Senate.

Ma in  P urpose

S. 2180, as amended by the Conmiittee on Foreign Relations, will 
establish within the Department of State a new governmental agency, 
the U.S. Disarmament Agency. This Agency will be under the direc
tion of the Under Secretary of State for Disarmament, hereinafter 
referred to as the Director, who

shall serve as the principal adviser to the Secretary of State and the President
on disarmament matters.

The Agency is to be responsible, under the direction of the Secretary 
of State, for the acquisition of a fund of practical and theoretical 
knowledge about disarmament and is directed to conduct research in 
that field, to engage public or private institutions or persons for such 
studies, and to coordinate work in this field now being undertaken 
by other Government agencies in accordance with procedures to be 
established by the President. Not to exceed $10 million is author
ized to be appropriated for the purposes of the act and to remain 
available until expended.

B ackground

Since the end of World War II, there have been a large number of 
international conferences and meetings attended by both the United 
States and the Soviet Union at which disarmament matters have been 
discussed. The organization of the executive branch for this activity

 ̂Ante, p. 351.
 ̂S. Kept. 882, 87th Cong., 1st sess. 

" Ante, pp. 216-227.
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has varied during this period but at no time has there been a central, 
continuing administrative unit concerned solely with this subject. 
As a result, U.S. preparedness for discussions involving the control 
and reduction of armaments has not been always adequate, as wit
nesses before the conmiittee stressed. Several of these witnesses, the 
Honorable Henry Cabot Lodge, Frederick Eaton, and James C. 
Wadsworth, had personal experiences as U.S. negotiators and stressed 
the need for a central continuing body devoted to disarmament 
matters.

In October 1960, a Disarmament Administration was established 
in the Department of State in an attempt to provide a distinct center 
in the Government to give leadership to U.S. disarmament efforts.^

On January 2, the President-elect announced that he had asked 
the Honorable John J. McCloy to be his adviser on disarmament 
matters and make recommendations to him on the formulation of 
U.S. policy on disarmament and on the organization of the executive 
branch for disarmament matters. Mr. McCloy reported to the Presi
dent on June 23, 1961, on the second part of his assignment and 
recommended the establishment of a U.S. Disarmament Agency.^ On 
June 29, the President sent a special communication to Congress—

proposing that a new U.S. Disarmament Agency for World Peace and Security 
be established.

The President further stated that—
enactment of the proposed legislation will permit this agency to deal broadly 
with the whole range of disarmament matters, including research, policies, 
and programs.®

Committee A ction

S. 2180 was introduced on June 29, 1961, by Senator Humphrey. 
I t is cosponsored by Senators Sparkman, Wiley, Cooper, Hart, Clark, 
Anderson, Randolph, McGee, Case of New Jersey, Neuberger, Javits, 
Pell, Proxmire, and Pastore. On August 3, 1961, the Committee on 
Government Operations, to which the bill had originally been re
ferred, was discharged from further consideration of the bill and the 
bill was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations which held 
public hearings on August 14, 15, and 16, 1961. Of the 29 witnesses 
heard during those 3 days, not one testified in opposition to the bill. 
Strong endorsements came from Secretary of State Dean Rusk, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell L. Gilpatric, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer, the Adviser to the 
President on disarmament matters, John J. McCloy, and Commis-

 ̂Doctments on Disarmament, 1960, p. 225.
 ̂Ante, pp. 196-199.

® Ante, p. 215.
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sioner Leland Haworth of the Atomic Energy Commission. The 
nmnber of former Government oflSicials favoring S. 2180 was par
ticularly impressive. These included Frederick M. Eaton, Trevor 
Gardner, Thomas Gates, Alfred M. Gruenther, Christian Herter, 
Arthur Larson, Henry Cabot Lodge, Robert A. Lovett, and James J. 
Wadsworth.

There follow some quotations from the testimony of these witnesses:
* * ♦  it is quite appropriate to establish this new Disarmament Agency 

at a time when the tension which has arisen as a result of Soviet threats to 
our right of access to Berlin has resulted in our taking steps to preserve 
these rights.—D e a n  R u s k .

* * * there are incidents in the arms race that do create a certain instability 
and * * * it is imperative of statesmen to * * * bring the best talents to bear 
that we know how to find and produce to cope with this problem.—J o h n  J. 
McCloy.

* * * the Joint Chiefs of Staff recognize the need for centralized control 
and direction of U.S. arms control efforts * * *.—R o s w e l l  L. G il p a t r ic .

* * * I believe that the present method of dealing with disarmament prob
lems is far too dispersed and fragmentized to make possible the orderly 
planning, policymaking, and supervisory procedures which, * * * are increas
ingly necessary as man’s ingenuity in killing himself continues to outrun his 
self-restraint.—R obert A. L ovett .

A serious start on disarmament, in balanced measures, under valid controls, 
may give us time to effectuate other measures designed to settle outstanding 
disputes and lead to a general easing of the widespread international stress.— 
L e l a n d  J .  H a w o e t h .

* * ♦  it seems just conceivable to me that the proposed Agency could play 
a big part in bringing about greater gen ia l unity between some of the most 
influential nations of the free world, and this can spread to smaller nations.— 
H e n r y  C abot  L odge.

I favor * * ♦  the type of organization that will conduct the necessary 
research and study to give us a sound position and to remove the propaganda 
disadvantage under which we work on various occasions.—A lfred  M. 
G r u e n t h e r .

I think it is a good time under stress to assert our moral responsibilities 
and to stand up for our long-term principles for peace and world law and 
justice * * *.—T h o m a s  S. G a t e s .

* * we must promptly establish a Disarmament Agency with adequate 
authority to coordinate and direct the activities of the numerous Government 
agencies involved, so that we may be in a position to advance and consider 
every proposal in this critical area * * *.—F r e d e r ic k  M. E a t o n .

* * * continuity is very important in a matter that is as complex as that 
of disarmament * ♦  ♦.—C h r is t ia n  A. H er t er .

* ♦  ♦  these problems [disarmament] need to be studied by a very competent, 
full-time group of people whose attention is specifically focused on the 
problem.—H erbert  Y o r k .
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Senator Clark and Kepresentative Kastenmeier added their support 
to the bill, as did a number of non-Government organizations.

The committee discussed the bill in executive sessions on August 28, 
September 1, 5, and 6. On September 6, it voted unanimously to 
report the bill favorably to the Senate, with amendments, the principal 
purpose of which is to place the Agency under the supervision and 
direction of the Secretary of State. The following paragraphs 
describe the bill as recommended to the Senate by the Committee on 
Foreign Eelations.

W h a t  t h e  BHiL D oes

Introductory sections {secs, 1 through S).—Section 1 contains the 
short title of the bill. Section 2 states that the purpose of the act is to 
establish a Disarmament Agency for World Peace and Security to give 
impetus to the U.S. goals of a world which is free from the scourge of 
war and the dangers and burdens of armaments, in which the use of 
force has been subordinated to the rule of law and in which inter
national adjustments to a changing world are achieved peacefully. 
The section also describes in general terms the position of the Agency 
within the executive branch and the functions it can carry out, 
subject to the supervision and direction of the Secretary of State. 
Section 3 contains definitions.

Organization {secs, 21 through 26).—Section 21 establishes within 
the Department of State the Disarmament Agency for World Peace 
and Security. Section 22 provides that the Agency shall be headed by 
the Under Secretary of State for Disarmament, appointed by the 
President, subject to confirmation by the Senate, whose compensation 
shall be $22,500 a year. The Under Secretary, referred to as the 
Director throughout the bill, is to be the principal adviser to the Sec
retary of State and the President on disarmament matters. Section 23 
provides for a Deputy Director, also appointed by the President, sub
ject to Senate confirmation, whose compensation is set at $21,500 a 
year. There are also provided, in section 24, four Assistant Direc
tors to be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, whose compensation will be $20,000 a year. 
The compensation provided in sections 22, 23, and 24 corresponds to 
that of the present Under Secretary of State, the Deputy Under 
Secretaries of State, and the Assistant Secretaries of State, respec
tively. The salary of the Director is the same as that of the Chairman 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, and the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense—oflScials with whom it is anticipated that the Director of the 
Disarmament Agency will have frequent contacts.

Section 25 provides that under the supervision and direction of the 
Secretary of State, the Director may establish such bureaus, offices,
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and divisions as he may deem necessary, including, among others, an 
Office of Public Affairs and an Office of the General Counsel.

Creation of a General Advisory Committee is authorized by section 
26. Fifteen members will be appointed by the President, subject to 
the advice and consent of the Senate. Its function is to advise the 
Director on disarmament policy and activities. The members of the 
General Advisory Committee are authorized to receive $100 per diem 
and travel expenses and will be subject to the security requirements 
of section 44.

Functions {secs. SI through SJt) .—To the end that a fund of theoreti
cal and practical knowledge concerning disarmament is acquired, 
section 31 authorizes and directs the Agency (1) to conduct research, 
development, and studies in this field; (2) to make arrangements, 
through contracts, agreements, and grants, among other methods, for 
the conduct of such research, development, or other studies by private 
or public institutions or persons; and (3) to coordinate research, de
velopment, and other studies conducted by or for other Government 
agencies in accordance with the provisions of section 34, which pro
vides coordinating procedures. Section 31 further provides that the 
Agency shall use available Government and private facilities to the 
maximum extent feasible. The authority of the Agency with respect 
to research, development, and other studies includes participation in 
a number of subjects, insofar as they relate to disarmament. These 
subjects are set forth in subsections (a) through (m) of section 31. 
I t was the intent of the committee that the activities described in 
these subsections should not be the exclusive concern of the Agency, 
nor should they be the concern of other agencies to the exclusion of 
the Disarmament Agency. In this connection, the committee at
tached special significance to the coordination procedures provided 
in section 34.

Section 32, which deals with patents, is based on the language 
recently adopted by the Senate in the bill to extend the saline water 
program. I t provides that no appropriated funds may be expended 
under the bill for any technological research or development activity 
unless such expenditure is conditioned upon provisions effective to 
insure that all information, uses, products, processes, patents, and 
other developments resulting from that activity (with such exceptions 
and limitations as the Director may determine to be necessary in the 
interest of national defense) will be made freely and fully available 
to the general public. Nothing, however, in section 32 is to be 
construed as depriving the owner of any background patent relating 
to such activity or right which he may have under that patent.

Section 33 sets forth functions relating to policy recommendations, 
negotiations, policy guidance to the U.S. Information Agency on 
disarmament matters for dissemination abroad, and plans for inspec
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tion and control systems. These functions are subject to the super
vision and direction of the Secretary of State. Specifically they are 
{a) the preparation for the President, the Secretary of State, and the 
heads of such other Government agencies as the President may deter
mine, of recommendations concerning disarmament policy; (6) con
sultation and communication with representatives of other nations or 
of international organizations and the communication with diplo
matic representatives of the United States at home or abroad for the 
purpose of conducting negotiations concerning disarmament or of 
exercising any other authority in the act; {c) the performance of 
functions pursuant to section 2(c) of Keorganization Plan 8 of 1953 
with respect to providing the U.S. Information Agency official U.S. 
positions and policy on disarmament matters for dissemination 
abroad; and {d) the formulation of plans and preparations for the 
establishment, operation, and funding of inspection and control sys
tems which may become part of U.S. disarmament activities and, 
as authorized by law, the direction or assumption of U.S. responsi
bility for such systems. The committee stresses that this latter 
function cannot be exercised except as authorized by a subsequent law 
or treaty. The committee is aware that the functions described in 
section 33 need no legislative authority, as they can now be delegated 
by the Secretary of State to the Director. I t  was felt useful, however, 
to spell them out in a statute so as to give an adequate description of 
what the committee expects the Director to do. The committee 
does not expect the Director personally to exercise all of these func
tions. While the Director must, of course, assume overall responsi
bility it may be necessary for him to delegate some of these functions to 
responsible subordinates.

Section 34 is the result of a great deal of committee consideration. 
It authorizes the President to establish procedures for two purposes: 
(1) to assure cooperation, consultation, and a continuing exchange of 
information between the new Agency, the Department of Defense, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, and other affected Government agencies, in all sig
nificant aspects of U.S. disarmament policy; and (2) to resolve 
differences of opinion between the Department of State and such 
agencies which cannot be resolved through consultation.

The coordinating function is viewed as of great importance by the 
committee. The committee realizes that the ifields of research set 
forth in subsections (a) through (m) of section 31 involve the work 
and responsibilities of a number of executive departments and agen
cies. The provisions of section 34 provide the mechanism for coordi
nating these activities among the affected Government agencies and 
for resolving differences among them. By providing that the Presi
dent be responsible for establishing procedures for these two purposes.
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the committee feels assured that the question of who does what will 
be considered at the highest level in government.

General provisions {secs, through Ifl) .—These provisions contain 
the necessary authorities for the Agency to carry out its functions. 
They have their counterpart in other legislation setting up new agen
cies

Section 41 relates to employment. Subsection (a) authorizes the 
Agency to utilize or employ the services, equipment, and facilities of 
other Government agencies, with their consent, to perform functions 
on behalf of the Agency. This includes authority to transfer to or 
from the Agency supplies and equipment (other than administra
tive) in accordance with the provisions of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949. Subsection (b) authorizes the 
Agency to appoint officers and employees in accordance with civil 
service laws and to fix their compensation in accordance with the 
Classification Act of 1949, except that 45 may be appointed to ex
cepted positions. Of these, 20 may receive compensation up to $19,000 
a year and 2 up to $20,000 a year.

Subsection (c) provides for the detail of personnel and officers of 
other Government agencies, including the military departments, 
without prejudice to their status or advancement within their own 
agencies. Subsection (d) authorizes the procurement of the services 
of experts and consultants at rates not to exceed $100 per diem in 
addition to travel expenses. The employment of each expert and 
consultant is limited to not to exceed 100 days in any fiscal year, 
unless the President certifies that a longer period of employment is in 
the national interest.

Subsection (e) provides authority to employ individuals of out
standing ability without compensation in accordance with the Defense 
Production Act of 1950, and subsection (f) authorizes the creation of 
advisory boards to advise with and make recommendations to the 
Agency. The committee expects that the advisory boards established 
under (f) will not be continuing bodies but will be established from 
time to time on a temporary basis to deal with specific matters.

Section 42= authorizes the President, in advance, to exempt actions 
of the Director from the provisions of law relating to contracts or 
expenditures of Government funds whenever he determines that such 
action is essential in the interest of U.S. disarmament and security 
policy. Similar provisions appear in the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 and in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. The 
principal purpose of this section is to enable the Agency, when the 
President determines it to be necessary, to make contracts and expend 
funds without such requirements as competitive bidding or advertis
ing. This authority is considered necessary for security purposes 
and for certain types of research contemplated. The committee

629270— 62-------25
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expects the authority contained in section 42 to be used? sparingly, 
however.

Section 43 deals with conflict of interest and dual compensation 
laws, and exempts from the application of certain of their provisions 
members of the advisory boards, consultants, and individuals of out
standing ability whose employment is authorized in subsections (d),
(e), and (f) of section 41, respectively. The Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, provide 
similar authority, which is deemed to be essential by the Agency in 
order to secure the services of persons of outstanding ability from 
industry and the academic field.

Security,—Particular attention was focused by the committee on 
section 44, which relates to security requirements. In  subsection (a) 
it is provided that the Agency shall establish such security and loyalty 
requirements, restrictions, and safeguards as it deems necessary in the 
interest of the national security and to carry out the provisions of the 
act. The Agency is required to arrange with the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation for the conduct of full field background security and 
loyalty investigations of all Agency officers, employees, consultants, 
persons detailed from other Government agencies, members of its 
General Advisory Committee and other advisory bodies, contractors, 
subcontractors, and their officers and employees, actual or prospective. 
In the event that the investigation discloses information indicating 
that the person investigated may be or may become a security risk, or 
may be of doubtful loyalty, subsection (a) provides that a report of 
the investigation shall be turned over to the Office of Security of the 
Department of State for final determination. Moreover, none of these 
persons will be permitted to enter on his duties until he has been so 
investigated, a report made to the Agency, and a determination made 
that such person is not a security risk or of doubtful loyalty. In 
this connection, the committee draws attention to section 45 which 
provides for the transfer, among other things, of the personnel of the 
present Disarmament Administration to the new Agency. I t  is not 
the intent of the committee that such transfers shall not take place 
until the requirements of section 44(a) are met. The committee does 
expect arrangements for full field background security and loyalty 
investigations by the Federal Bureau of Investigation for personnel 
transferred pursuant to section 45 will be made without delay.

Lastly the subsection provides that the security clearance standards 
to be applied to any category of persons shall not be less stringent and 
the investigations not less intensive or complete than those of the 
Government agency or agencies having the highest security restric
tions with respect to that category.

With respect to access to the restricted data of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the committee provided in subsection 44(b) that such
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access be granted to Agency personnel (officers, employees, consultants, 
persons detailed from other Government agencies, members of advisory 
bodies, contractors or subcontractors, or their officers or employees) 
only if—

<1) the Atomic Energy Commission has determined, in accordance with the 
established personnel security procedures and standards of the Commission, 
that permitting such individual to have access to such restricted data will 
not endanger the common defense and security, and (2) the Atomic Energy 
Commission finds that the established personnel and other security proce
dures and standards of the Agency are adequate and in reasonable conform- 
ity to the standards established by the Atomic Energy Commission.

The committee is satisified that the standards and procedures set 
forth in section 44 are among the most thorough that appear in any 
Federal legislation.

Transfers^ appropriations^ and reports,—Section 45 transfers to the 
Agency the present Disarmament Administration, together with its 
records, property, personnel, and funds. The purpose of the last 
sentence on subsection (a) is to exempt the funds so transferred from 
the requirements of the Anti-Deficiency Act which requires them to 
be spent at the rate of one-twelfth per month of the amount available 
for the entire fiscal year. This will enable the Agency to begin 
expanding its activities, in spite of the fact that the lateness of tho 
session probably precludes the enactment of an appropriation bill 
this year.

Subsection (b) relates to the transfer to the Director of other than 
Department of State activities or facilities that relate primarily to 
disarmament. Such transfers may be made by the President by 
Executive order, and may include transfers of records, property, civil
ian personnel, and funds. No such transfers, however, shall be made 
under this subsection until

(1) a full and complete report concerning the nature and effect of such pro
posed transfer has been transmitted by the President to the Congress, and (2) 
the first period of sixty calendar days of regular session of the Congress fol
lowing the date of receipt of such report by the Congress has expired without 
adoption by either House of the Congress of a resolution stating that sucht 
House does not favor such transfer.

The committee regards the language quoted above as providing ade
quate congressional control on the transfer authority. This language 
is patterned on the Keorganization Act of 1949, as amended, and 
enables the Congress to disapprove any transfer that it deems unwise.

Section 46 relates to the use of funds and provides that appropria
tions made for the purposes of the act and transfers of funds to the 
Agency shall be available to the Agency to exercise any authority 
granted it by the act and shall also be available for certain uses such 
as printing and binding abroad, purchase or hire of a car for the official
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use of the Director without regard to the monetary ceiling contained 
in 5 U.S.C. T8(c), entertainment and official courtesies as authorized 
by appropriation, expenditures for training and study, expenditures 
in connection with participation in international conferences, and 
expenses of travel of persoimel, including transportation expenses of 
dependents, household goods, and personal effects. Authority for the 
use of funds for these purposes has already been provided for the most 
part in the act to provide certain basic authority for the Department 
of State (Public Law 885, 84th Cong.). Although the authorization 
contained in section 46 can be viewed as not being absolutely neces
sary, the Committee on Foreign Relations regarded its inclusion as 
helpful in pointing out that the Agency will need to use funds for 
these purposes.

Section 47 authorizes the appropriation of not to exceed $10 million 
to remain available until expended to carry out the purposes of the 
act. The section also provides authority to allocate or transfer these 
funds to other agencies for the same purposes and specifies that such 
sums shall be available for obligation and expenditure in accordance 
with authority granted in the act or under authority governing the 
activities of the agencies to which such funds are allocated or trans
ferred.

The committee chose the authorization of appropriation up to $10 
million as a way of enabling the Agency to get off to a good start, at 
the same time that it wijl enable the Congress to review its growth 
and direction when these funds have been exhausted*

The last section of S. 2180 covers reports to Congress and provides 
that the Agency submit to the Secretary of State, for transmittal to 
Congress not later than January 31 of each year, a report on its ac
tivities. There can be included in this report or submitted at other 
times as the Secretary of State deems desirable, recommendations for 
such additional legislation as is deemed necessary or advisable.

M ATTEiis OF P a r t ic u l a r  C o n c e r n  to  t h e  C o m m it t e e

Status of the Agency within the executive iranch,—The committee 
spent a large part of its deliberations on the question of the place the 
Agency should occupy wil^hiji the executive branch, On the one hand, 
concern was voiced that the proposed Agency might encroach on the 
responsibilities, functions, and activities of established departments 
and agencies, of the Government. On the other hand, the committee 
wished to insure that the Agency be given the authority necessary to 
fulfill its role as the central body within the executive branch for deal
ing with disarmament matters, so that the U.S. Government will be 
adequately prepared for any negotiations in this field. The com
mittee believes that the bill as reported meets both concerns. The 
Agency is given, in the opinion of the committee, the authority it
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needs. At the sama time the provisions relating to coordination and 
to transfers assure Presidential and congressional controls over the 
functions exercised by the Agency and by other affected Government 
departments and agencies.

Inasmuch as matters relating to disarmament are so largely en
meshed with U.S. foreign policy the committee provided that the 
Agency be established within the Department of State and be headed 
by an Under Secretary of State. The supervision and direction of 
the Secretary of State is also specifically required in section 22 relating 
to primary responsibility for disarmament matters in the Government, 
in section 25, relating to the establishment of bureaus, offices, and 
divisions, and in section 33, relating to policy, negotiations, and 
related functions. The committee believes that the arrangements 
set forth in S. 2180, as reported, will provide the necessary assurance 
that our policy with respect to disarmament matters will be a part of 
our overall foreign policy.

'World crisis and the Disarmament Agency,—During the commit
tee’s consideration of the Disarmament Agency bill there was a marked 
deterioration in relations between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. The Soviet Union has been aggravating the situation in 
Berlin. I t  announced the resumption of nuclear tests in the atmos
phere and conducted four such tests.

The committee gave careful consideration to whether these develop
ments were such as to suggest postponement of the creation of a 
Disarmament Agency. I t  was the committee’s view that increased 
tensions make it more essential than ever before for the United States 
to devote a substantial effort to determine conditions under which some 
international agreement for the control of arms might be developed. 
I t  recognizes, of course, that tension might increase even further and' 
the possibility of achieving some degree of arms control substantially 
delayed. Nevertheless, the committee feels strongly that the United 
States must be prepared to submit practical and serious proposals in 
this field. The national security requires that if opportunity is 
presented to make progress toward some limitation of armaments, 
there must be an acceptable framework for inspection and controls 
which will assure the American people that reductions in arms will 
not endanger their security.

The committee anticipates that the Soviet renewal of atmospheric 
testing and the belligerent attitude which it has exhibited toward 
Berlin will result in increasing demands on the part of neutral states 
that some progress be made in the field of disarmament. The com
mittee believes that the United States by proceeding rapidly in the 
development of arms control plans will be in a strong position to 
exercise leadership in this field.
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Committee R ecommendation

As a result of its thorough and complete examination and con
sideration of S. 2180, the committee strongly recommends the bill, 
with the amendments, to the Senate for prompt and favorable action. 
In  the opinion of the committee it is a workable bill, containing neces
sary safeguards, yet granting much-needed authority to strengthen 
the U.S. disarmament effort. The committee hopes that the Senate 
will go on record unanimously, as the committee did, in favor of
S. 2180.

Statement and Declaration by the Belgrade Conference 
of Nonaligned Countries, September 6, 1961 ^

STATEMENT

—^This conference of the heads of state and government of non- 
aligned countries is deeply concerned that, apart from the existing 
tension, an unprecedented grave and critical situation is threatening 
the world with the imminent and ominous prospect of a conflict which 
would almost certainly later develop into a world war. In this age of 
nuclear weapons and the accumulation of the power of mass destruc
tion, such a conflict and war would inevitably lead to devastation on 
a scale hitherto unknown, if not to world annihilation.

This conference considers that this calamity must be avoided. I t  is 
therefore urgent and imperative that the parties concerned, and 
particularly the United States and the USSK, immediately suspend 
their recent war preparations and refrain from any steps that would 
aggravate or contribute to a further deterioration in the situation, 
resume negotiations for a peaceful settlement of any outstanding 
differences between them with due regard to the principles of the 
U.N. Charter, and continue negotiating until both they and the rest 
of the world achieve total disarmament and an enduring peace.

While decisions leading to war or peace at present rest with these 
great powers, the consequences affect the entire world. All nations 
and peoples have, therefore, an abiding concern and interest that 
the approaches and actions of the great powers should be such as to 
enable mankind to move toward peace and prosperity, and not to 
doom and extinction. In  the certain knowledge that they seek peace, 
this conference appeals to the President of the United States and the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR to immediately

 ̂Belgrade radio broadcast, Sept. 6, 1961.
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take steps toward a rapprochement, to eliminate the imminent conflict, 
and to establish peace.

This conference expresses the earnest hope that all nations not 
represented here, conscious of the extreme gravity of the situation, 
will make a similar appeal to the leaders of the powers concerned, 
thereby proclaiming and promoting the desire and determination of all 
mankind to see the achievement of lasting peace and security for all 
nations.

DECLARATION

—The conference of heads of state and government of nonaligned 
countries—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Burma, Cambodia, Ceylon, Congo, 
Cuba, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Leb
anon, Mali, Morocco, Nepal, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Tunisia, 
United Arab Eepublic, Yemen, and Yugoslavia—and of the countries 
represented by observers—Bolivia, Brazil, and Ecuador— ŵas held in 
Belgrade 1-6 September 1961. Its purpose was to exchange views on 
international problems with the aim of contributing more effectively 
to world peace and security and peaceful cooperation among peoples.

The heads of state and government of the above-mentioned countries 
have met at a moment when international events have taken a turn for 
the worst and when world peace is seriously threatened. Deeply con
cerned for the future of peace, voicing the aspirations of the vast 
majority of people of the world, aware that, in our time, no people 
and no government can or should abandon its responsibilities in regard 
to the safeguarding of world peace, the participating countries—Shav
ing thoroughly examined in an atmosphere of equality, sincerity, and 
mutual confidence, the current state of international relations and 
trends prevailing in the present day world—make the following 
declaration:

The heads of state and government of nonaligned countries noting 
that there are crises that lead toward a world conflict in the transition 
from an old order based on domination to a new order based on cooper
ation between nations, founded on freedom, equality, and social justice 
for the promotion of prosperity; considering that the dynamic proc
esses and forms of social change often result in or represent a conflict 
between the old established forces and the new emerging national 
forces; considering that a lasting peace can be achieved only if this 
confrontation leads t6 a world where the domination of colonialism- 
imperialism and neocolonialism in all their manifestations is radically 
eliminated; and recognizing the fact that acute emergencies threat
ening world peace now exist in this period of conflict in Africa, Asia, 
Europe and Latin America and big power rivalry likely to result in 
world conflagration cannot be excluded; that to basically eradicate the 
source of conflict is to eradicate colonialism in all its manifestations
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and to accept and practice a policy of peaceful coexistence in the world; 
that guided by these principles the period of transition and conflict 
can lay a firm foundation of cooperation and brotherhood between 
nations, the heads of state and government of nonaligned countries 
state the following :

I—^War has never threatened mankind with graver consequences 
than today. On the other hand, never before has mankind had at its 
disposal stronger forces for eliminating war as an instrument of policy 
in international relations. Imperialism is weakening. Colonial em
pires and other forms of foreign oppression of peoples in Asia, Africa 
and Latin America are gradually disappearing from the stage of his
tory. Great successes have been achieved in the struggle of many 
peoples for national independence and equality. In  the same way, 
the peoples of Latin America are continuing to make an increasingly 
effective contribution to the improvement of international relations. 
Great social changes in the world are further promoting such a devel
opment. All this not only accelerates the end of the era of foreign 
oppression of peoples, but also makes peaceful cooperation among 
peoples, based on the principles of independence and equal rights, an 
essential condition for their freedom and progress.

Tremendous progress has been achieved in the development of 
science, technology, and in the means of economic development. 
Prompted by such developments in the world, the vast majority of 
people are becoming increasingly conscious of the fact that war be
tween peoples constitutes not only an anachronism but also a crime 
against humanity. This awareness of peoples is becoming a great 
moral force, capable of exercising a vital influence on the development 
of international relations.

Eelying on this and on the will of their peoples, the governments of 
countries participating in the conference resolutely reject the view 
that war, including the “cold war,” is inevitable since this view reflects 
a sense both of helplessness and hopelessness and is contrary to the 
progress of the world. They affirm their unwavering faith that the 
international community is able to organize its life without resorting 
to means which actually belong to a past era of human history.

However, the existing military blocs, which are growing into more 
and more powerful military, economic, and political groupings, by the 
logic and nature of their mutual relations, necessarily provoke period
ical aggravations of international relations. The “cold war” and the 
constant and acute danger of its being transformed into actual war 
have become a part of the situation prevailing in international 
relations.

For all these reasons, the heads of state and representatives of 
government of nonaligned countries wish, in this way, to draw the



BELGRADE STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 6 377

attention of the world community to the existing situation and to the 
necessity that all peoples should exert efforts to find a sure road toward 
the stabilization of peace.

I I—The present-day world is characterized by the existence of 
different social systems. The participating countries do not consider 
that these differences constitute an insurmountable obstacle for the 
stabilization of peace, provided attempts at domination and inter
ference in the internal development of other peoples and nations are 
niled out.

All peoples and nations have to solve the problem of their own 
political, economic, social, and cultural systems in accordance with 
their own conditions, needs, and potentialities. Furthermore, any 
attempt to impose upon peoples one social or political system or 
another by force and from the outside is a direct threat to world peace.

The participating countries consider that under such conditions the 
principles of peaceful coexistence are the only alternative to the “cold 
war” and to a possible general nuclear catastrophe. Therefore, these 
principles—which include the right of peoples to self-determination, 
to independence, and to the free determination of the forms and 
methods of economic, social, and cultural development—must be the 
only basis of all international relations. Active international co
operation in the fields of material and cultural exchanges among 
peoples is an essential means for the strengthening of confidence in 
the possibility of peaceful coexistence among states with different 
social systems.

The participants in the conference emphasize, in this connection, 
that the policy of coexistence amounts to an active effort toward the 
elimination of historical injustices and the liquidation of national 
oppression, guaranteeing, at the same time, to every people their 
independent development.

Aware that ideological differences are necessarily a part of the 
growth of the human society, the participating countries consider that 
peoples and governments shall refrain from any use of ideologies for 
the purpose of waging cold war, exercising pressure, or imposing 
their will.

I I I —The heads of state or government of nonaHgned countries 
participating in the conference are not making concrete proposals for 
the solution of all international disputes, and particularly disputes 
between the two blocs. They wish, above all, to draw attention to 
those acute problems of our time which must be solved rapidly, so 
that they will not lead to irreparable consequences. In this respect, 
they particularly emphasize the need for a great sense of responsibility 
and realism when undertaking the solution of various problems 
resulting from differences in social systems.
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The nonaligned countries represented at this conference do not wish 
to form a new bloc and cannot be a bloc. They sincerely desire to 
cooperate with any government which seeks to contribute to the 
strengthening of confidence and peace in the world.

The nonaligned countries wish to proceed in this manner all the 
more since they are aware that peace and stability in the world depend, 
to a considerable extent, on the mutual relations of the great powers; 
aware of this, the participants in the conference consider it a matter 
of principle that the great powers take more determined action for 
solving various problems by means of negotiations, displaying at the 
same time the nece^ary constructive approach and readiness for reach
ing solutions which will be mutually acceptable and useful for world 
peace.

The participants in the conference consider that, under present 
conditions, the existence and the activities of nonaligned countries in 
the interests of peace are one of the more important factors for safe
guarding world peace.

The participants in the conference consider it essential that the 
nonaligned countries participate in solving outstanding international 
issues concerning peace and security in the world, as none of them 
can remain unaffected by or indifferent to these issues.

They consider that the further extension of the uncommitted areas 
of the world constitutes the only possible and indispensable alternative 
to the policy of total division of the world into blocs, and intensifica
tion of cold war policies. The nonaligned countries provide encourage
ment and support to all peoples fighting for their independence and 
equality.

The participants in the conference are convinced that the emergence 
of newly liberated countries will further assist in narrowing the area 
of bloc antagonisms and thus encourage all tendencies aimed at 
strengthening peace and promoting peaceful cooperation among inde
pendent and equal nations.

The participants in the conference solemnly reaffirm their support 
to the “Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial 
Countries and Peoples,” adopted at the 15th session of the II.N. Gen
eral Assembly  ̂ and recommend the immediate unconditional, total 
and final abolition of colonialism and resolve to make a concerted 
effort to put an end to all types of new colonialism and imperialist 
domination in all its forms and manifestations.

The participants in the conference demand an immediate stop to 
armed action and repressive measures of any kind directed against 
dependent peoples to enable them to exercise peacefully and freely

^General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, Supplement No. 16 
(A/4684), vol. I, pp. 66-67.
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their right to complete independence and that the integrity of their 
national territory should be respected. Any aid given by any country 
to a colonial power in such suppression is contrary to the U.N. Charter. 
The participating countries consider the struggle of the people of 
Algeria for freedom, self-determination and independence, and for 
the integrity of its national territory, including the Sahara, to be just 
and necessary and are, therefore, determined to extend to the people 
of Algeria all possible support and aid. The heads of state or govern
ment are particularly gratified that Algeria is represented at this 
conference by its rightful representative, the Premier of the Provi
sional Government of Algeria.

The participating countries drew attention with great concern to 
the developments in Angola and to the intolerable measures of repres
sion taken by the Portuguese colonial authorities against the people 
of Angola, and demand an immediate end to any further shedding 
of blood of the Angolan people, and that the people of Angola should 
be assisted by all peace-loving countries, particularly U.N. member 
states, to establish their free and independent state without delay.

The participants in the conference demand the immediate term
ination of all colonial occupation and the restoration of the territorial 
integrity to the rightful people in countries in which it has been vio
lated in Asia, Africa and Latin America as well as the withdrawal 
of foreign forces from their national soil.

The participating countries demand the immediate evacuation of 
French armed forces from all Tunisian territory in accordance with 
the legitimate right of Tunisia to exercise its full national sovereignty.

The participating countries demand that the tragic events in the 
Congo must not be repeated and they feel that it is the duty of the 
world community to continue to do everything in its power in order to 
erase the consequences and to prevent any further foreign intervention 
in this young African state, and to enable the Congo to embark freely 
upon the road of independent development based on respect for its 
sovereignty, unity, and territorial integrity.

The participants in the conference resolutely condemn the policy 
of apartheid practiced by the Union of South Africa and demand the 
immediate abandonment of this policy. They further state that the 
policy of racial discrimination anywhere in the world constitutes a 
grave violation of the charter of the United Nations and the Uni
versal Declaration of Human Rights.

The participating countries declare solemnly the absolute respect 
of the rights of ethnic or religious minorities to be protected in par
ticular against crimes of genocide or any other violation of their 
fundamental human rights.

The participants in the conference condemn the imperialist poli
cies pursued in the Middle East and declare their support for the full
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restoration of all the rights of the Arab people of Palestine in con
formity with the Charter and resolutions of the United Nations.

The participating countries consider the establishment and main
tenance of foreign military bases in the territories of other countries, 
particularly against their express will, a gross violation of the sover- 
eignty of such states. They declare their full support to countries 
which are endeavoring to secure the vacating of these bases. They 
call upon those countries maintaining foreign bases to consider serious
ly their abolition as a contribution to world peace.

They also acknowledge that the North American military base at 
Guantanamo, Cuba, to the permanence of which the government and 
people of Cuba have expressed their opposition, affects the sover- 
<eignty and territorial integrity of that country.

The participants in the conference reaffirm their conviction that: 
All nations have the right of unity, self-determination, and inde
pendence by virtue of which right they can determine their political 
status and freely purpose their economic, social, and cultural devel
opment without intimidation or hindrance; all peoples may, for their 
own ends, freely dispose of their natural wealth and resources without 
prejudice to any obligations arising out of international economic 
cooperation, based upon the principle of mutual benefit, and inter
national law. In  no case may a people be deprived of their own means 
of subsistence.

The participating countries believe that the right of Cuba, as that 
of any other nation, to freely choose its political and social system in 
accordance with its own conditions, needs and possibilities, should be 
respected.

The participating countries express their determination that no 
intimidation, interference, or intervention should be brought to bear 
in the exercise of the right of self-determination of peoples, including 
their right to pursue constructive and independent policies for the 
attainment and preservation of their sovereignty.

The participants in the conference consider that disarmament is an 
imperative need and the most urgent task of mankind. A radical 
solution of this problem, which has become an urgent necessity in the 
present state of armaments, in the unanimous view of participating 
countries, can be achieved only by means of a general, complete, 
strictly, and internationally controlled disarmament.

The heads of state and government point out that general and com
plete disarmament should include the elimination of armed forces, 
armaments, foreign bases, manufacture of arms, as well as elimination 
of institutions and installations for military training, except for pur
poses of internal security; and utilization of nuclear and thermonu
clear arms, bacteriological and chemical weapons, as well as the elim
ination of equipment and installations for the delivery and placement
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and operational use of weapons of mass destruction of national 
territories.

The participating countries call upon all states in general, and states 
exploring outer space in particular, to undertake to use outer space 
exclusively for peaceful purposes. They express the hope that the 
international community will, through collective action, establish an 
international agency with a view to promoting and coordinating 
human actions in the field of cooperation in the peaceful uses of outer 
space.

The participants in the conference urge the great powers to sign 
without further delay a treaty for general and complete disarmament 
to save mankind from the scourge of war and to release energy and 
resources, now being spent on armaments, for the peaceful economic 
and social development of all mankind. The participating countries 
also consider that: The nonaligned nations should be represented 
at all future world conferences on disarmament, all discussions on 
disarmament should be held under the auspices of the United Nations, 
general and complete disarmament should be guaranteed by an effec
tive system of inspection and control. The teams of which should 
include members of nonaligned nations.

The participants in the conference consider it essential that an 
agreement on the prohibition of all nuclear and thermonuclear tests 
should be urgently concluded. With this aim in view, it is necessary 
that negotiations be immediately resumed, separately or as part of 
the negotiations on general disarmament. Meanwhile, the moratorium 
on the testing of all nuclear weapons should be resumed and observed 
by all countries.

The participants in the conference recommend that the U.N. Gen
eral Assembly should, at its forthcoming session, adopt a decision 
on convening either a special session of the TJ.N. General Assembly 
devoted to discussion of disarmament or on convening a world dis
armament conference under the auspices of the United Nations with 
a view to starting the process of general disarmament.

The participants in the conference consider that efforts should be 
made to remove economic imbalance inherited from colonialism and 
imperialism. They consider it necessary, through accelerated eco
nomic, industrial and agricultural development, to close the ever 
widening gap in the standards of living between the few economically 
advanced countries and the many economically less-developed 
countries.

The participants in the conference recommend the immediate estab
lishment and operation of a U.N. capital development fund. They 
further agree to demand just terms of trade for the economically 
less-developed countries, and, in particular, constructive efforts to 
eliminate the excessive fluctuations in primary commodity trade and
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the restrictive measures and practices which adversely affect the trade 
and revenues of the newly developing countries. In general, to de
mand that the fruits of the scientific and technological revolution 
be applied in all fields of economic development to hasten the achieve
ment of international social justice.

The participating countries invite all the countries in the course of 
development to cooperate effectively in the economic and commercial 
fields in order to face the policies of pressure in the economic sphere, 
as well as the harmful results which may be created by the economic 
blocs of the industrial countries. They invite all the countries con
cerned to consider convening, as soon as possible, an international con
ference to discuss their common problems and to reach an agreement on 
the ways and means of repelling all damage which may hinder their 
development; and to discuss and agree upon the most effective measures 
to insure the realization of their economic and social development.

The countries participating in the conference declare that the recip
ient coimtries must be free to determine the use of the economic and 
technical assistance which they receive, and to draw up their own 
plans and assign priorities in accordance with their needs.

The participating countries consider it essential that the General 
Assembly of the United Nations should, through the revision of the 
charter, find a solution to the question of expanding the membership 
of the Security Council and of the Economic and Social Council in 
order to bring the composition and work of these two most important 
organs of the General Assembly into harmony with the needs of the 
organization and with the expanded membership of the United 
Nations.

The unity of the world organization and the assuring of the effi
ciency of its work make it absolutely necessary to evolve a more appro
priate structure for the Secretariat of the United Nations, bearing in 
mind equitable regional distribution.

Those of the countries participating in the conference who recog
nize the Government of the Chinese People’s Eepublic recommend 
that the General Assembly in its forthcoming session should accept 
the representatives of the Government of the Chinese People’s Eepub
lic as the only legitimate representatives of that country in the United 
Nations.

The countries participating in the conference consider the German 
problem not merely a regional problem but one liable to exercise a 
decisive influence on the course of future developments in interna
tional relations. Concerned at the developments which have led to 
the present acute aggravation of the situation in regard to Germany 
and Berlin, the participating countries call upon all parties concerned 
not to resort to or threaten the use of force to solve the German
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question or the problem of Berlin, in accordance with the appeal 
made by the heads of state and governments 5 September 1961.

The heads of state and government of nonaligned countries resolve 
that this declaration should be forwarded to the United Nations and 
brought to the attention of all the member states of the world organi
zation. The present declaration will also be forwarded to all the 
other states.

Message From the Belgrade Conference of Nonaligned 
Countries to President Kennedy, September 6,1961 ^

We, the Heads of States and Government of our respective countries 
attending the Conference of Non-Aligned Countries held at Belgrade 
from September 1 to September 6, venture to address Your Excellency 
on a subject of vital and immediate importance to all of us and to 
the world as a whole. We do so not only on our own behalf, but at 
the unanimous desire of the Conference and of our peoples.

We are distressed and deeply concerned at the deterioration in the 
international situation and the prospect of war which now threatens 
humanity. Your Excellency has often pointed to the terrible nature 
of modern war and the use of nuclear weapons, which may well de
stroy humanity, and has pleaded for the maintenance of world peace.

Yet we are at the brink of this very danger that menaces the world 
and humanity. We are fully aware that Your Excellency is as 
anxious as any of us to avoid this dreadful development which will 
not only end the hopes that we all have cherished for the advancement 
of our peoples but is a challenge to human survival. We are certain 
that Your Excellency will do everything in your power to avert such 
a calamity.

Having regard, however, to the gravity of the crisis that menaces 
the world and the urgent need to avert the developments that may 
precipitate it, we take the liberty of urging on the Great Powers 
concerned that negotiations should be resumed and pursued so that 
the danger of war might be removed from the world and mankind 
adopt ways of peace. In particular, we earnestly request for direct 
negotiations between Your Excellency and the President of the Coun
cil of Ministers of the U.S.S.K., who represent the two most powerful 
nations today and in whose hands lies the key to peace or war. We 
feel convinced that, devoted as both of you are to world peace, your

^Department of State Bulletin^ Oct. 2, 1961, p. 543. The Presidents of In
donesia and Mali handed the message to President Kennedy on Sept. 12 (see 

pp. 539-541). President Kennedy replied on Sept. 13 {post, pp. 426-^429).
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efforts through persistent negotiations will lead to a way out of the 
present impasse and enable the world and humanity to work and 
live for prosperity and peace. We feel sure that Your Excellency 
will appreciate that this letter is written because of our love of peace 
and our horror of war and the compelling desire that a way out must 
be found before mankind is faced with a terrible disaster.

Statement by Premier KJirushchev Regarding the 
Proposed Ban on Atmospheric Tests, September 9, 
1961'

The Soviet Government has familiarized itself with the joint state
ment of the U.S. President and the Prime Minister of Great Britain 
of 3 September of this year on the tests of nuclear weapons.^ How 
can this statement be assessed ?

First of all, one’s attention is caught by the fact that the leaders of 
the United States and Britain have not uttered a single word about 
the gravity of the period we are living through, about the tense inter
national atmosphere, although they should realize, it seems, that the 
situation with nuclear tests cannot be regarded as divorced from this 
atmosphere. I t  is precisely from the governments of the United 
States and Britain, which decide matters in the Western military 
blocs, that the peoples have a right to expect a clear and direct reply 
as to when will they finally discontinue their saber-rattling, as to when 
will they finally cease pushing the world to a nuclear war catastrophe?

Leaving all this aside, Kennedy and Macmillian not only divorce 
the question of nuclear weapons tests from the problem of disarma
ment, a part of which it is, but are trying to consider it in isolation, 
as though in a test tube, unrelated to important events of international 
life. Each line of the statement by the President of the United States 
and the Prime Minister of Great Britain reveals a desire to insure, cost 
what it may for the Western powers and their allies in aggressive 
military blocs, unilateral military advantages to the detriment of the 
security interests of the Soviet Union and the other socialist states. 
Moreover, the leaders of the United States and Britain are even trying 
to present the case as though their joint statement has been dictated 
by concern for the easing of international tension, for the interests of 
all mankind.

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinimnce of Nuclear Weapon Tests: His- 
tory and Analysis of "Negotiations, pp. 621-629. See also statement of Septem
ber 9 by President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan {infra).

" Ante, p. S51.
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No matter what high-sounding words the leaders of the U.S. and 
British Governments choose in an attempt to whitewash their line in 
the question of nuclear weapons, one cannot use them to present an 
aggressive policy as a peaceful one, brutality as humanism.

To make clear the purpose of this statement, let us see what its con
crete content is. The statement advances the proposal that the Soviet 
Union, the United States of America, and Britain immediately should 
reach agreement not to hold nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere 
provided, however, that the question of experimental blasts of this 
weapon underground and in outer space should not be affected by this 
agreement.

I t is not very difficult to guess the meaning of this proposal. I t  is 
proposed that the United States and Britain, not to mention France 
which remains altogether outside this proposal, should retain the 
opportunity to go on improving their nuclear weapons. But even 
this is not enough for them. They want to try and see whether it is 
possible or not to tie the hands of the Soviet Union even tighter in 
the raising of its defense potential. In other words, they want to 
kill two birds with one propaganda stone: to sanctify through the 
Soviet Union’s consent their war preparations in the sphere of 
nuclear armaments and at the same time trip  up their partner in the 
negotiations— t̂he Soviet Union.

Indeed, it is common knowledge that the program of developing 
new types of nuclear weapons which has been drawn up in the United 
States now rests on underground tests. That is the kind of experi
ment to which the American-British proposal is to give the green 
light. For several years the United States has striven at the Geneva 
negotiations of the three nuclear powers to legalize underground 
nuclear blasts, which has been one of the main obstacles to the con
clusion of a treaty on the complete discontinuation of nuclear tests.

After all, it is an open secret that the United States has long since 
planned underground nuclear tests, and appropriate pits and huge 
underground tunnels in the state of Nevada are kept in readiness 
there.

I f  additional proof was needed that the aims pursued by the joint 
statement of the U.S. President and the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom are obvious, it was furnished by Kennedy himself when he 
issued instructions to resume underground nuclear tests on 5 Septem
ber, that is, the day following the message to the Soviet Union.^ The 
Government of the United States was so impatient that it, evidently, 
did not even think, if only for appearances sake, to wait for the Soviet 
Government’s reply to the American-British statement. Does this 
not show that it, from the very outset, was not going to concert its

 ̂Ante, p. 355.
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actions with the forthcoming reply of the Soviet Government to this 
statement.

I t  is not the first time that the Governments of the United States 
and Britain seek to confine a nuclear test ban to tests in the atmos
phere alone. For example, they made similar proposals in 1959.̂  
Why has the Soviet Government been and why does it remain an 
opponent of such an approach to the question of discontinuing nuclear 
weapons tests? Because agreement on the cessation of one kind of 
tests only—in the atmosphere—would be a disservice to the cause of 
peace. I t  would mean deceiving the peoples. Such agreement could 
create the harmful and dangerous illusion among the peoples that 
steps were being taken to put an end to the arms race while, in reality 
nothing of the kind was being done. In fact, states would continue, in 
a sort of legalized way, to improve existing types of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons, using for this purpose underground tests—in
cluding those for so-called peaceful purposes—and tests in outer 
space.

Moreover, the possibility would be preserved to design new, still 
more destructive types of nuclear weapons on the basis of the data 
obtained as a result of these experiments. Of course, the military 
circles of NATO member states would just rub their hands with 
satisfaction, as they know full well that the implementation of such 
a plan would only add grist to the mill of the NATO bloc—a poten
tial aggressor. Thus, the nuclear arms race would continue and its 
dangerous consequences would in no way be less than they are now. 
The conclusion of an agreement, starting a kind of race in under
ground nuclear tests, and if desired in outer space or imder water, 
could be assessed by the peoples, and with good reason, as a dishonest 
deal. Of course, the Soviet Government cannot and will not make 
such a deal. Such a deal is wanted by those who build their policy on 
deceit of the peoples, on playing at talks.

The Soviet Union is a champion of the cessation of all kinds of 
nuclear weapon tests without any exceptions, everywhere, and for all 
time to come. I t  was precisely as a result of its efforts that repre
sentatives of the USSE, the United States, and Britain three years 
ago opened talks on the cessation of nuclear tests. The Soviet Gov
ernment went to these talks hoping that the Western powers, too, 
would accept an agreement on the cessation of tests. During the talks 
the Soviet Union made a number of concessions to the United States 
and the United Kingdom. Yet, with each meeting—and there have 
already been over 300 of them—hopes for success disappeared just as

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 354-356; Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-
1959, vol. II, pp. 1392-1393.
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a mirage disappears in the desert when one tries to approach it. Bitter 
though it is to realize this—but looking at things realistically—one 
nrnst draw the conclusion that the Geneva talks are today as far from 
success as they were three years ago.

Nor can one overlook the fact that while the United States and 
Britain were stalling at the Geneva talks, their partner in a military 
bloc, France, became a nuclear power. The French Government 
staged a series of nuclear explosions and clearly intimated that it 
would not regard itself bound by any conmiitments with regard to the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

The Soviet Government has pointed out more than once that a false 
situation for the Geneva talks was created in connection with the 
French nuclear tests. The Soviet Union warned that it would be 
compelled to resume tests if France did not stop its test explosions. 
However, it became clear that there was a certain distribution of roles 
between the NATO allies:

The United States and the United Kingdom held talks with the 
USSR on the cessation of tests, thus retarding the improvement of 
Soviet nuclear weapons, while France exploded one nuclear device 
after another.

I f  there still were gullible people who might believe the assurances 
that France was staging nuclear tests by itself and not working hand 
in glove with the United States in this respect, in the interests of the 
entire NATO bloc, the agreement just approved by the U.S. President 
on cooperation between the United States and France in using atomic 
energy for military purposes dispelled any illusions on this score.  ̂
I t  is clear that the results of nuclear tests, held by any NATO power, 
go into the common imperialist NATO pool.

Now, too, John Kennedy’s and Harold Macmillan’s statement refers 
only to three nuclear powers— t̂he USSR, the United States, and the 
United Kingdom. What about France? The sponsors of the state
ment proceed from the assumption that France will continue nuclear 
tests as hitherto. Do not they ask too much of the Soviet Union, ex
pecting that it would tolerate such an impermissible situation?

The situation is aggravated by the fact that the NATO powers in 
recent months sharply turned the wheel of their policy toward pre
paring a military clash. To start with, the U.S. Government de
manded a sharp increase in military appropriations in the spring of 
this year. Today the U.S. military budget amounts to more than 50 
billion dollars. Never before has any state spent such tremendous

 ̂The Franco-American agreement of July 27,1961 (TIAS 4867) did not provide 
for the exchange of restricted data to assist the French nuclear weapons pro
gram; see Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: 
"History and Analysis of "Negotiations, p. 624, n.



388 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

amounts of money on military purposes in peace time. This was 
followed by the buildup of the U.S. armed forces, the callup of 
250,000 reservists, the reinforcement of the American garrison in 
West Berlin, the decision of the U.S. Government to speed up the 
production of new types of submarines and rockets, and to recommis
sion even old American ships and planes. There are many such facts 
and it is impossible to list all of them.

Not only is the United States engaged in military preparations, but 
its military bloc allies, too—above all West Germany, whose leaders, 
obsessed by the ideas of militarism and revanchism, are probably 
working harder than any one else to pit the great powers against each 
other in connection with the conclusion of a German peace treaty, to 
strike a spark which may produce the flame of a third world war.

But what makes it most suspicious is the attitude of the govern
ments of the United States, Britain, France, and the German Federal 
Government to the proposal to conclude, at long last a German peace 
treaty. In  reply to the proposal to sit down at one table and settle 
in a calm atmosphere and in a businesslike way the question of reach
ing a peaceful accommodation with Germany and normalizing on this 
basis the situation in West Berlin, the Western governments have 
started a whole avalanche of military measures. Blunt threats against 
the Soviet Union and the socialist countries are being made with in
creasing frequency.

All this compelled the Soviet Union, as earlier stated by the Soviet 
Government, to display concern for the further strengthening of its 
defenses.

In the face of the feverish war preparations of the NATO powers 
spearheaded against the Soviet Union and the socialist countries, we 
had no other alternative but to take measures which are prompted by 
the necessity to counter the threats, by the necessity to be ready to 
take up arms against aggression. Such a necessity arose against our 
will. I t  was created not by us but by the policy of brandishing arms 
and inciting to war, which now is being carried through by the chief 
NATO powers, especially in connection with the question of the con
clusion of a German peace treaty. The Soviet Union has resumed 
nuclear weapon tests because it would border on thoughtlessness in the 
obtaining situation to disregard the possibility of aggression against 
it.

Deciding to resume tests, the Soviet Government, of course, was 
aware that at first some people might not be able to assess the entire 
complexity of the international situation and would display a certain 
lack of understanding of this step taken by the Soviet Union. We 
realized in advance that some people in the West would not disdain 
to exploit this in order to try to earn propaganda capital. Neverthe
less, the Soviet Union could not act otherwise. Weighing all the pros
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and cons, the Soviet Government with an aching heart had to resume 
test explosions.

We do not doubt that the overwhelming majority of mankind rightly 
assesses the Soviet Government’s measures. Strengthening of the de
fense potential of the Soviet Union means at the same time strengthen
ing peace forces throughout the world. The aggressor must know that 
there is a dependable force capable of defending peaceful labor, free
dom, and the independence of the peoples.

The joint American-British statement touches upon the question 
of the growing danger of contaminating the atmosphere with radio
active substances. I t goes without saying that these are undesirable 
phenomena. The Soviet Union is taking all measures to reduce to 
a minimum the harmful effects of tests on living organisms.

However, it is legitimate to pose the question why neither the 
government of the United States nor the government of Britain 
had complained over the contamination of the atmosphere when for a 
number of years the roar of the explosions of atom and hydrogen 
bombs continued far from the vital centers of those states—on Bikini, 
Eniwetok, and Christmas islands—and when a tremendous amount 
of radioactive fallout poisoned not only the earth’s atmosphere but 
also contaminated the waters of the Pacific and passed through 
products of the sea into the bones and blood of innocent people.

Why did the governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom find no words to condemn the actions of the French Govern
ment which for almost two years has been contaminating the earth’s 
atmosphere, staging nuclear tests in the Sahara ?

Concern over the contamination of the earth’s atmosphere, ex
pressed in the American-British statement, if checked, turns out to be 
artificial and ostentatious. Would it not be more honest to tell the 
peoples what really is in store for them, if events further continue 
developing in the direction in which they have been developing in 
recent months as a result of the growing aggressiveness of the policy 
of the NATO powers ? Yet, affairs are taking such a turn that man
kind might be caught up in the tornado of a nuclear rocket war and 
tens and hundreds of millions of people may perish in the inferno of 
such a war unless the policy of the Western powers is changed in time.

The present policy of the NATO powers creates a situation in which 
we must fear not radioactive fallout, but that nuclear weapons them
selves, in all their deadly and destructive force, are dropped on the 
heads of the people. I f  we weigh the harm of nuclear tests to the 
peoples’ health and the consequences of the combat application of 
nuclear weapons, everyone will see the alternative facing mankind 
today and how hypocritical are the statements of the Western powers 
concerning experimental nuclear blasts.
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No, the Soviet Union cannot permit risking the lives of millions 
upon millions of people. The Soviet Government would not have 
discharged its duties if it did not show proper concern for the security 
of the Soviet people.

If  it is now confronted with the grim necessity of resuming tests of 
nuclear weapons, this is being done only to safeguard our people—and 
indeed all mankind—from experiencing themselves, as was the case 
with the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, live explosions 
of these weapons. The Soviet Union is trying to prevent people from 
becoming victims of atomic, hydrogen, or neutron bombs, which are 
spoken of increasingly frequently in the West by those who counter
poise to the genuine humanity of the socialist society and our foreign 
policy their own manhating policy, to which people are merely fuel to 
stoke the furnace of nuclear war, and the material and cultural treas
ures created by the peoples—potential booty, spoils of war of impe
rialist aggressors.

I t is common knowledge that the Soviet Union has held several 
times fewer nuclear tests than the United States, Britain, and France. 
Yet, we have every reason— b̂oth from the standpoint of morality and 
from the standpoint of safeguarding our national interests— t̂o hold 
as many tests as the Western powers. For the leaders of the Western 
powers themselves often say that while the arsenals of nations are 
bursting with stockpiled arms, the security of each of them depends 
to a large extent on the balance of forces. There is much truth in 
this. What the Western leaders consider just in the security interests 
of their states, which no one threatens, is much more just with regard 
to the Soviet Union and the entire socialist commonwealth, which 
have to live in an atmosphere of threats and sabre-rattling by 
imperialists.

To disperse the storm clouds of war and normalize the relations 
among states it is necessary to resolve the key problem of our time, 
the problem of general and complete disarmament. This idea, which 
has won the hearts of all who cherish peace, now is courageously 
advocated not only by the Soviet Union, the socialist countries, but 
also by many independent states of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. 
This is evidenced by the results of the conference of 25 nonaligned 
states which has just ended in Belgrade, a conference which has made 
a fine contribution to inhibiting the forces of war and strengthening 
the forces of peace. Those who squarely can face the truth will 
recognize that nuclear tests now can be ended everywhere and forever 
only on the basis of general and complete disarmament. Once this 
problem is settled, no one would have the temptation to test nuclear 
weapons on land, underground, in the atmosphere, in outer space, and, 
indeed, there would be nothing to test, as the weapons, and above all
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nuclear rocket weapons, would be scrapped. Life itself has linked 
these two questions into one indivisible whole.

Unfortunately, the U.S. Government—as shown by bilateral Soviet- 
American talks—does not want even to approach general and com
plete disarmament with the establishment of rigorous international 
control over the activities of states in this field. The Government of 
the United States, and also the Government of Britain, which, judg
ing by everything, abides by the same position, consequently must 
assume the responsibility for the fact that the question of ending 
nuclear tests will remain unsettled.

In reply to the proposal to limit ourselves to renouncing only the 
holding of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, we can only say to the 
President of the United States and the Prime Minister of Great 
B ritain: Let us direct the minds and energies of our peoples not to 
military preparations, not to fanning the cold war, not to quests for 
spurious propaganda moves, but to getting down together to settle 
the main problem of our time—general and complete disarmament. 
Let us seriously seek, in good faith, a solution to the question of a 
German peace treaty in order to arrest in time the sliding of states 
into the chasm of nuclear rocket war. Then everything will fall into 
place; there will not only be no nuclear tests but no threat of nuclear 
war itself.

One need not be a prophet to predict that the Russians and the 
Americans, the Czechs and the British, the Arabs and the Indians, 
and all the people of the world will forever remember with gratitude 
the statesmen and governments which spared no effort to achieve 
general and complete disarmament to rid mankind forever of wars.

If, on the other hand, this problem remains unsettled, the people 
will curse those leaders who used their position and authority to pre
serve the fever of war prep,arations and the abiding threat of nuclear 
rocket war. In the same way they will never forgive them if every
thing is not done to draw the line under World War I I  and conclude 
a peace treaty with Germany, which would relieve the peoples of 
Europe—and not only Europe—of fear and concern for tomorrow 
and bring them a tranquil and peaceful life.

General and complete disarmament with liquidation of the entire 
national military establishments, the immediate conclusion of a Ger
man peace treaty, and the drawing of a line under World War 11— 
such, in the obtaining conditions, is the straight road to save the 
peoples from wars and the calamities and misfortunes which they 
bring to mankind. We urge the governments of the United States 
and Great Britain to embark on this road.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, September 9, 1961 ^

Mr. Chairman, six days have passed since the President of the 
United States and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom urged 
the Premier of the Soviet Union to join with them in an undertaking 
not to conduct nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere in such a way 
as to produce radioactive fall-out.^ The Western leaders stated on 
4 [S] September that their offer was to be open until 9 September, 
today, and they suggested that the Soviet Union give its reply at a 
meeting of our Conference. Indeed, at the three hundred and thirty- 
ninth meeting, when I  proposed the next session for this afternoon, 
I  indicated that it was the profound hope of my delegation and my 
Government that the representative of the Soviet Union here would 
use the occasion to give .an affirmative answer to our proposal.

Now we have had an answer, but it was hardly the answer which 
we sought.^ The Soviet representative’s Government has failed to 
accept and is not prepared to record its agreement with the humani
tarian effort of the Prime Minister and the President to set some 
limits on the amount of lethal radioactive fall-out which will now 
further contaminate the earth as a result of the reckless Soviet move 
to resume nuclear weapon tests. We are given a great quantity of 
propaganda about how urgent it is to settle burning international 
questions, but on this one question, which could be settled immediately 
in a way safe for the health of mankind, the Soviet Union has refused 
to reach any understanding at all.

What can be said about this latest evidence of Soviet misconduct 
on the international scene? How are we to evaluate this latest de
fiance by the Soviet Union of the collective will of humanity and of 
the decent opinion of mankind, as so clearly expressed by every states
man in every country not submerged in the Soviet bloc? Only one 
view is possible, namely, that the Soviet purpose of attempting to 
intimidate and terrorize the world with talk about experiments with 
bombs of fifty and one hundred megatons is the dominant motivation 
in Soviet policy at this moment. Indeed, the leader of the Soviet 
Union has openly admitted this aim. Apparently the health of the 
human race, the need for responsible international behaviour, and 
the obligation, especially of a great Power, to make every effort to

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclea/r Weapon Tests: History 
<ind Analysis of Negotiations^ pp. 629-633. The statement was made at the 340th 
meeting.

 ̂Ante, p. 351.



STELLE STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 9 393

reduce world tensions are all negligible factors for th4 Soviet Govern
ment in comparison with its carefully laid plans to present the world 
with a fa it accom'pli in the resumption of tests.

As had already become evident in the meetings of our Conference 
over the last four or five months, the determination of the Soviet 
Union to disavow even the slightest restraint on its actions and to 
pay no deference to the wishes of the world community of peoples and 
States has clearly become a danger to the maintenance of a peaceful 
world community. I  must characterize what Mr. Tsarapkin has read 
this afternoon about the United States announcement of plans for a 
limited resumption of testing as a demonstration of colossal hypoc
risy.^ His Government, the Government of the Soviet Union, uni
laterally breaks the de facto moratorium on all testing and violates its 
own pledge never to be the first nation to resume testing, and yet the 
Soviet Union has the effrontery to complain because the United States 
has been driven by this Soviet move to react with measures to ensure 
the defence capabilities of the free world. Here is a country which has 
withheld from its own people the fact that on the basis of long-stand
ing secret preparations it has already exploded four or more nuclear 
bombs in the atmosphere within one week, even though this is known 
by the rest of the world. And yet the Soviet representative here, with 
a straight face, can read a complaint that the United States has just 
now begun preparations to carry out tests underground and in labora
tories where no radioactive fall-out can plague humanity.

I  must state also that all the Soviet talk about French testing is 
irrelevtot. As I  pointed out at the last meeting, the Soviet delegation 
stated on 18 [ISJ May last that if France conducted any further tests 
the Soviet Union would have to resume tests.^ However, since that 
date France has not carried out a single test. This is all just idle talk.

As came out very clearly in Premier Khrushchev’s interview on 5 
September with Cyrus Sulzberger of The New York T im e s the Soviet 
Union will not renounce testing at all for the present because it wants 
new and more powerful weapons with which to attempt to intimidate 
the West into accepting Soviet demands on Berlin and disarmament. 
While acknowledging the damage to people’s health which will re
sult from radioactive fall-out, Mr. Khrushchev said that this was a 
secondary factor to which no attention could be paid until total dis
armament had been agreed upon, and a statement to that effect was 
repeated this afternoon. In fact Mr. Khrushchev explicitly denied

* Ambassador TsarapMn had just read Premier Khrushchev’s statement of 
Sept. 9 (supra). For the U.S. announcement regarding limited resumption of 
tests, see ante, p. 350.

 ̂Ante, pp. 147-349.
»Ante, pp. 355-360.
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that there would be any value to a test ban treaty at all, although in 
this he is explicitly contradicted by his own words of past years.

All this amounts to nothing else than a crude attempt at atomic 
blackmail, in total disregard of the needs and welfare of mankind.

After all that has taken place recently, who can still put any credence 
in the value of the pious-sounding but self-serving declarations of 
the Soviet Union ? When it speaks of disarmament, who will be so 
foolish as to forget the Soviet Union’s sabotage of, and walk-out from, 
the Ten Nation Conference in 1960  ̂and its eifforts to block the con
vening of another disarmament conference this year? When the 
Soviet Union gives glib assurances about its willingness to accept 
controls appropriate to disarmament, who can overlook the Soviet 
record at these test ban talks and the hypocrisy and ambiguity in all 
Soviet statements on control arrangements at every disarmament 
meeting that has ever taken place?

Premier Khrushchev may seek to delude the Soviet people about the 
policies of the Soviet Government because he has the tool of a total 
propaganda monopoly in his own country through which he can 
attempt to keep out the truth. However, he really cannot be so naive 
as to think that the Western peoples and the Governments of non- 
aligned nations will believe his “pie in the sky” promises about the 
ease of agreement on general disarmament under controls. After all, 
such talk comes just at a time when the Soviet Union has not only 
wrecked these negotiations for a nuclear test ban but has also broken 
its solemn pledges of the past not to be the first coimtry to resume 
nuclear weapon tests. Of course, the United States is continuing a 
patient exploration of disarmament principles in talks with the Soviet 
Union right now in New York, and we only hope that at long last 
the Soviet Union will agree to allow an international disarmament 
conference to take place again. But even if Soviet obstruction should 
succeed we will not permit this subject to be buried under the slogans 
which the Soviet Union uses to cover up its unwillingness to proceed 
to serious and realistic talks on disarmament. On the contrary, as in 
the matter of nuclear testing, so also in the field of disarmament we 
shall urge the General Assembly of the United Nations to bring its 
impressive influence to bear upon the Soviet Union to induce the 
USSR to get down at last to honest efforts for agreement.

The Assembly will know that the Soviet Government has a sorry 
record of dishonest negotiations at this Conference. Undoubtedly, in 
the last months, many nations have been puzzled, as the Western dele
gations around this table have been, as to how to explain the obvious 
Soviet manoeuvres to scuttle this test ban Conference. The world 
had visible evidence of the major initiatives of the United States and

 ̂ See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 132 ff.
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the United Kingdom. I t  saw a systematic Western effort to deal with 
each and every one of the Soviet objections to a test ban treaty which 
had been made known prior to the last recess of the talks in December 
1960. I t  witnessed only last week an Anglo-American attempt to 
meet the new Soviet objections to a treaty which had been raised since 
the end of the last recess.  ̂ I t  has before it a complete Western draft 
treaty, which is a model of thoroughness and fairness and which calls 
for complete equality between the two nuclear sides in the decisions 
and operations of the control organization and an influential voice for 
non-aligned States.^ I t  knows that the Western Powers are ready and 
eager to conclude a sound test ban treaty without delay.

The insistent and unanswered question of why the Soviet Union be
came more and more unyielding in its refusal to discuss the Western 
proposals, to submit proposals of its own or even to negotiate at all, 
was finally answered last week. Then we learned that the explanation 
of this Soviet contempt for the aspirations of mankind lay in the 
Soviet Union’s determination to free its hands to resume nuclear 
weapon tests. Now we also know that, despite the hypocritical ref
erences in the Soviet statement to regard for world health, the tests 
are to be carried out in the atmosphere so as to provide the Soviet 
Union with the maximum military benefit at whatever cost to human 
welfare.

In  this situation the world can now see clearly what has been appar
ent to the Western delegations here at this Conference for some weeks, 
namely, that it is idle and useless to keep up a pretence of normal and 
regular business at our meetings. The Soviet Union will not now 
negotiate on a test ban treaty. The Soviet Union will not accept any 
limits on the conduct of nuclear tests. The Soviet Union wants only 
to remain free to develop more murderous weapons and to try to 
intimidate the rest of the world.

Fortunately, there is yet a chance that the leaders of the USSR 
may return to their senses after they have been directly confronted • 
by the conscience of the. world during the debates on this issue at the 
forthcoming session of the General Assembly. Certainly if this were 
the case every nation on this planet would benefit, and foremost among 
them the Soviet Union itself. Until after the conclusion of Assembly 
debate on this agenda item, however, there is no point in continuing 
with the regular meetings of this Conference.

I  propose, therefore, that we recess this Conference today, pending 
the completion of General Assembly debate on a nuclear test ban 
treaty. This would mean that there would be no further meetings of 
our Conference until after the General Assembly had concluded its

 ̂Antey pp. 317-355.
* Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162.
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work, unless the Soviet Uiiion, through diplomatic channels, has some 
constructive new proposals to put forward on the subject of this Con
ference, a treaty to ban nuclear weapon tests.

Statement by the Acting British Representative (Wright) 
at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, September 9, 1961 ^

I  have listened with deep disappointment and with gathering gloom 
to the statement read to us by the Soviet representative today —̂and 
this as much for its content as for its tone and manner. Because the 
Western Governments have made yet another offer to the Soviet 
Union for the banning of nuclear weapon tests, the Soviet representa
tive accused the Western Governments of ,throwing dust into the 
eyes of the peoples. I  would reply to Mr. Tsarapkin that if anyone 
is throwing dust into the eyes of the peoples it is the Soviet Govern
ment, and it is radioactive dust.

I  want to recall the terms of the proposal which President Kennedy 
and Prime Minister Macmillan put to Chairman Khrushchev six days 
ago, on 3 September. Their j oint statement reads:

The President of the United States and the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom propose to Chairman Khrushchev, that their three Governments agree, 
effective immediately, not to conduct nuclear tests which take place in the 
atmosphere and produce radioactive fallout. Their aim in this proposal is to 
protect mankind from the increasing hazards from atmospheric pollution and 
to contribute to the reduction of international tensions.

They urge Chairman Khrushchev to- cable his immediate acceptance of this 
offer and his cessation of further atmospheric tests. They further urge that 
their representatives at Geneva meet not later than September 9 to record this 
agreement and report it to the United Nations. They sincerely hope that the 
Soviet Union will accept this offer, which remains open for the period indicated.

They point out that with regard to atmospheric testing the United States and 
the United Kingdom are prepared to rely upon existing means of detection, 
which they believe to be adequate, and are not suggesting additional controls. 
But they reaffirm their serious desire to conclude a nuclear test ban treaty, ap
plicable to other forms of testing as weU, and regret that the Soviet Govern
ment has blocked such an agreement.®

This joint statement was a new proposal intended to meet a new 
and most disquieting situation. The proposal is different, in both

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 633-640. The statement was made at the 340th 
meeting.

* The Soviet statement is printed ante, pp. 384-392.
’ Ante, p. 351.
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content and context, from President Eisenhower’s proposal in 1959 
for a first-stage treaty to ban nuclear tests in the atmosphere.^ That 
proposal in 1959 was offered as the first stage of a comprehensive test 
ban treaty and it involved making a start on setting up an interna
tional control system. In our negotiations here we have long moved 
beyond the 1959 proposal. The United Kingdom and the United 
States have already, last April, put forward a complete draft treaty 
whose signature would cause all tests to stop forthwith in all 
environments.^

That is the treaty which the President and the Prime Minister 
would much prefer to conclude, as their joint message shows. I  
repeat, the United Kingdom is ready, as it has been ready for the past 
five months, to sign the Western draft treaty that would mean stop
ping tests forthwith in all environments, and to negotiate in a spirit 
of reasonable compromise with the Soviet Union on any parts of that 
draft treaty which cause them difficulty. I t  is untrue, it is a complete 
falsehood, it is a total invention, that we want to stop tests in only 
one environment. We want to cause them to stop in all environments.

But the Soviet Government has refused such a treaty. Contrary 
to United KTations resolutions, for which the Soviet Union itself voted, 
calling for a test ban under effective international control,® the Soviet 
Union has now refused to accept any international control; it has 
now resumed its own nuclear Weapon tests. There have been at least 
four Soviet nuclear tests already in the last ten days, all of them in 
the atmosphere and therefore likely to have created radioactive 
fall-out.

The new proposal by the President and the Prime Minister was an 
emergency proposal to meet this emergency situation created by 
Soviet actions in defiance of the United Nations. Unlike President 
Eisenhower^s proposal in 1959, this new proposal asked the Soviet 
Union to accept no control of any kind within its own borders. The 
aim of the proposal, I  repeat, was to protect mankind from the in
creasing hazards of atmospheric pollution that will result from the 
kind of tests which the Soviet Government is now carrying out, and 
at the same time to contribute to the reduction of international ten
sion—of the sharply heightened tension created entirely by the actions 
of the Soviet Goveriimerit itself. The new proposaL would, at the 
least, definitely protect human beings all over the world from the 
unsow n dangers to their physical health which threaten to spring 
from the Soviet resumption of testing; and at best it could re-introduce

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-195$, vol. II, pp. 1392-1393.
" Ante, pp. 8^126,161-162,325, 327.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 374-375.
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a note of sanity and be a first step towards exorcising the threat which 
Soviet actions have now created for the world’s political welfare.

Now the Soviet Government’s answer has today been given to us* 
Chairman Khrushchev has said that he cannot and will not accept 
the offer. He has done so, most certainly, in the full knowledge of 
what that rejection means.

Fourteen years ago a previous Soviet Government rejected a previ
ous Western offer. I t rejected the Baruch Plan, which was an offer 
by the United States, which then had a monopoly of nuclear weapons, 
to divest itself of those weapons and to join with all other countries 
in placing the whole apparatus of nuclear power in the hands of an 
international organization, to be used, under the most rigorous safe
guards, only for the conmion good and peaceful development of man
kind.^ Had that offer been accepted, we should be living in a very 
different world. But the Soviet Government rejected the Baruch 
Plan. I t  claimed that the Plan would be an unwarrantable infringe
ment of Soviet sovereignty and that the actions of the proposed in
ternational organization were bound to be against Soviet interests.

Those arguments have a familiar ring today. I t  is tragic to see 
how the Soviet Government, like the Bourbon kings of France, has 
forgotten nothing and learned nothing. Still the Soviet Govern
ment is unashamedly setting its own interests above and against the 
interests of the world community. The conflict between Soviet in
terests and those of the rest of mankind has indeed been elevated to 
an axiom by Mr. Khrushchev with his dictum that ‘‘there are no 
neutral men”. The notion that the Soviet Government might in any 
way moderate its plans to fit in with the interests of the great majority 
of nations remains something entirely foreign to the Kremlin’s philos
ophy; still more the notion that the interests of the Soviet people 
itself might be better served by paying more regard to the interests 
of other peoples.

I  believe there is no country outside the Soviet bloc which has not 
clearly shown in the last few days that it regards the true interests 
of its own and all peoples as lying in the conclusion of an agreement 
to stop nuclear weapon tests. For a long time now we in the United 
Kingdom have been convinced that the world in its present situation 
does desperately need the encouragement and the added security that 
would be given by a treaty which would reliably stop all nuclear 
weapon tests at once and for ever. We are convinced that this treaty 
should not depend nor wait upon disarmament or anything else; it 
should be a first step to disarmament; it should be taken now.

For over two and a half years we have been willing to make such 
a treaty on the sole condition that we should have practical assurance:

‘ m a,, m 5 - m 9 ,  vol. i , pp. 7-ie.
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that the treaty was being observed by the Soviet Union and by all 
other parties to it, as well as by oursdves. I f  these negotiations have 
dragged out for nearly three years, it has been because the Soviet 
Government would never agree to give us the means of obtaining that 
practical assurance. Well over nine-tenths of the interminable dis
cussions round this table have boiled down to that one central prob
lem. Either the Soviet delegation has refused to say what specific 
controls its Government would accept, or it has wanted the right to 
veto the controls, or it has wanted the Soviet Union to be controlled 
by its own nationals. We have never had any offer of controls from 
the Soviet Union which would make sure that both we and the Soviet 
Union, and everyone else, were keeping our word. We have never 
been reassured against the possibility that we should be observing a 
treaty, whereas the Soviet Union could without much difficulty be 
carrying out clandestine testing. Always, in the last resort, the 
Soviet proposals would have required us to depend for that on the 
Soviet Government’s good faith—and the world has recently seen 
what that is worth. All the problems about the threshold and the 
moratorium, and so on, have sprung from this difficulty.

And it is still a case of the Soviet Government’s absolute refusal to 
abate its own national sovereignty, even to abate it within the carefully 
defined limits of a precise international agreement. I t  is still the 
same attitude that wrecked the Baruch Plan, the same insistence that 
the Soviet Union must be free to do what it pleases, and be damned 
to the rest of the world. And that is still what we find in the Soviet 
Government’s failure to accept last Sunday’s proposal by the Presi
dent of the United States and the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom. I f  the Soviet Government finds it convenient to resume 
testing and to test in the atmosphere, then let humanity look after 
itself. Radioactive fall-out is of no account compared with the Soviet 
Government’s convenience.

Perhaps the Soviet representative will remember an occasion near 
the beginning of this Conference— ît was at the sixty-first meeting, 
on 24 February 1959—when he spent nearly two hours reading out 
appeals addressed to the Conference from private individuals and 
organizations. Many of these came from his own country, and indeed 
Mr. Tsarapkin quoted letters signed by some of the most prominent 
Soviet physicists, biologists and writers, all of them describing in 
the most urgent terms the dangers that would confront the human 
race if nuclear testing, and in particular testing that causes radioactive 
fall-out, were allowed to begin again and continue unrestricted. I  
should like to remind my Soviet colleague of his own comment on 
those letters. He said:

These messages are not mere scraps of paper, mere telegram forms, whieli
can be filed away and forgotten. They are the voice of reason and of the con-
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science of humanity. They constitute our instructions from the peoples of the 
world. Behind each letter, each telegram, each message or appeal there are 
millions and millions of human beings in our countries and in the countries of 
other continents. They are letters written by people of different nationalities^ 
different political opinions, different religious faiths, and different occupations. 
All of them are united by the xmanimous desire to put an end once and for 
ever to all atomic and hydrogen weapons tests.^

Those were Mr. Tsarapkin’s words to us at that time. I  confess that 
we were inclined to doubt at that time whether the Soviet representa
tive was speaking with his hand on his heart or his tongue in iiis cheek'. 
But it is fair that he should be reminded of his words now, when we 
know either that the Soviet Government was insincere then or that 
it cannot be relied upon to keep its word. To representatives of the 
Soviet Government, it seems the voice of reason aiid of the consciience 
of humanity is something to be quoted when it suits the purposes of 
Soviet propaganda but something to be contemptuously ignored when 
it does not.

As for the United Kingdom Government, it has spared no effort to 
make this negotiation succeed. I  say it with sorrow, there is little 
more we can do here at this moment. The world is left, for the time 
being, with absolutely no protection against the results of a general 
resumption of testing, no protection against the increasing pollution 
of the atmosphere; and for this the Soviet Union will bear the entire 
responsibility.

The Soviet representative and his Government also have made great 
play of the alleged influence of past French testing upon present 
Soviet action. But it has been shown clearly enough in this Con
ference that French testing is merely one of those pretexts which the 
Soviet Government seizes upon to justify actio?i which it is deter
mined to take in any case. Also, the Spviet Government began this 
Conference by being very insistent that the wjiole nuclear test ban 
treaty should be concluded among pur three Governments only, with 
no provision for early adherence by other countries^ I t  was the 
Western delegations that insisted on such provisions, and the Soviet 
delegation started talking about French testing only when the Soviet 
Government had already decided that there should be no nuclear 
test ban treaty to which France, or any other country, could adhere.

Nor do I  think that much importance need be attached to what the 
Soviet representative is saying about French testing in connexion 
with the proposal of President Kennedy and Mr. Macmillan tp call 
a halt to atmospheric testing which produces radioactive fall-out. 
To my understanding, it is clear from statements, made by Chairman 
Khrushchev, including the statement which the Soviet representative 
has read to us today, that the Soviet Government is determined not

" GEN/DNT/PV.61, p. 7.
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to agree to the joint proposal by the President and the Prime Minister 
in any case, that it would not accept the proposal, regardless of 
whether any other country might or might not be testing in the at
mosphere. Mr. Tsarapkin is at liberty to tell me otherwise if he 
wishes, but in my understanding the Soviet attitude seems perfectly, 
even if most regrettably, clear.

The Soviet Government has claimed that the answer to the Western 
proposal and indeed to the whole situation is to be found in the Soviet 
plan for general and complete disarmament, with the alleged offer 
of a blank cheque to the Western Powers on control; and in the signa
ture of a German peace treaty. As to a German peace treaty, we are 
not here at this table to discuss the German question and I  have no 
comment to make on it. All I  need do is point out, once again, that 
there need have been no crisis over the German question if the Soviet 
Government had not deliberately manufactured one. Nor need the 
German question have prevented the Soviet Government from con
cluding a nuclear test ban treaty under international control, had 
it been minded to do so, or from accepting the joint Western pro
posal of last Sunday. Indeed, the references to Germany in today’s 
Soviet statement are the clearest proof that the Soviet resumption of 
testing was not dictated by any genuine Soviet security need but is 
simply an instrmnent of Soviet power politics-^an attempt to intimi
date the world into granting Soviet political demands. In other 
words, it is nothing but “atomic blackmail”, a term with which Mr. 
Tsarapkin will be familiar.

As to disarmament, we indeed want disarmament— t̂he whole world 
wants disarmament— b̂ut will the Soviet Government give the world 
disarmament? One has to admire the perseverance which makes the 
Soviet representative ask that his Government’s assurance about dis
armament control should be uncritically believed, when so many past 
Soviet assurances about controls over a nuclear test ban have just 
been proved totally worthless. One is simply astonished by the ef
frontery of the Soviet Government’s statement of 31 [SO] August 
which accused the Western Powers of being afraid to make any pro
posals on disarmament control.^ The statement omitted to mention 
that the Soviet Government and its satellites walked out of the last 
disarmament negotiations just over a year ago, and that since then 
the Soviet Government has prevented any resumption of multilateral 
negotiations in which detailed control proposals might be discussed. 
But such exchanges as have taken place on disarmament have unfor
tunately given us no reason to suppose that the Soviet offer on dis
armament controls is any less of a fraud than its offers on nuclear test 
ban controls. All the evidence shows that the alleged Soviet blank

^Ante, pp. 337-350.
629270— 62---- 27
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cheque on controls can be cashed only after the West has discarded 
all its armaments, at which point we may or may not find that the 
Soviet Union has discarded all its armaments also. Until disarma
ment is complete, the Soviet Union agrees that we should inspect the 
armaments which it surrenders but not the armaments which it re
tains, and these, the armaments which it retains, are the ones that 
matter. I f  Mr. Tsarapkin can tell me that the Soviet attitude has 
changed on that point, that the Soviet Government is willing to agree 
that there should be inspection, during the process of disarmament, of 
arms retained, I  hope he will not fail to do so; but he has never done 
so yet, nor has any representative of the Soviet Government.

Let us hope, indeed, that disarmament negotiations will be resumed 
and will lead to some result, for it is desperately needed. But the 
full scope of disarmament is not our business here. Our business was 
to conclude an immediate and independent nuclear test ban treaty 
under effective international control. The Western delegations have 
offered a treaty that would achieve exactly this, and the offer remains 
open. I  repeat, it remains open. I  offer again a treaty that would 
cause nuclear weapon testing to stop in all environments. But in the 
face of Soviet intransigence and deception our efforts to acliieve the 
objectives of this Conference have for the time being come to nothing. 
The Soviet Government wants neither an agreement covering all en
vironments nor one covering testing in the atmosphere. The Soviet 
Government has now failed to accept the emergency proposal designed 
to protect the world from the consequences of unrestricted atmos
pheric testing. We are left, as was the case before this Conference, to 
look to our security as best we can. The salient fact is that, but for 
the actions of the Soviet Government, no nuclear testing need have 
been resumed at all.

The Soviet Government has thus taken upon itself a very grave 
responsibility, and we must hope that, even if our own voice here has 
failed, the voice of world opinion and the United Nations will yet 
bring the Soviet Government back to its senses and will cause wiser 
counsels to prevail. The United Nations General Assembly is meeting 
in two weeks time, and it will be considering the situation which has 
arisen here. Until it has done so, there is clearly no purpose to be 
served by holding further meetings, and my delegation joins with the 
United States in proposing an immediate recess of the Conference 
pending the outcome of the General Assembly debate. If, in the in
terim, the Soviet Government wishes to put forward new and con
structive proposals that will lead to a permanent cessation, under 
effective international control, of nuclear weapon tests in all environ
ments, my Government will be happy to receive these through the 
diplomatic channel. And I  repeat once again that our own proposals 
of last April, which would achieve that result, remain open.
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I t  remains for me to thank Mr. Narayanan and all his colleagues 
in the Secretariat for their continued efforts on our behalf. No one 
could have served us better or more faithfully during these three years. 
I  hope that their efforts will still bear fruit.

Communique on Recess of the Geneva Conference on the 
Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, September 
9,1961 ^

The three hundred and fortieth meeting of the Conference on the 
Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests was held at the Palais des 
Nations in Geneva on Saturday, 9 September 1961, under the chair
manship of the representative of the Soviet Union.

The representative of the Soviet Union read into the record of the 
Conference the statement of N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Coun
cil of Ministers of the USSR, of 9 September 1961 made in reply to 
the joint statement of the President of the United States and the Prime 
Minister of the United Kingdom of 3 September 1961,̂  on the question 
of nuclear weapons tests.

The Conference decided that its oflSicial records for August and Sep
tember 1961 would be released under the usual procedure on 25 
September 1961.

The representatives of the United States and of the United Kingdom 
proposed a recess until after the completion of the General Assembly 
debate on the nuclear tests question.

The Conference went into recess.

Joint Statement by President Kennedy and Prime Minister 
Macmillan: Soviet Rejection of the Proposed Ban on 
Atmospheric Tests, September 9, 1961 *

President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan note with deep
est regret that the Soviet Union has not accepted their proposal of

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: His
tory and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 640-641. The Conference reconvened 
November 24.

 ̂Ante, pp. S84r-391.
® Ante, p. 351.
^Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: His  ̂

tory and Analysis of Negotiations, p. 177.
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September 3 that tests in the earth’s atmosphere producing fallout be 
stopped without delay.^ This action contrasts vividly with the Soviet 
Union’s own repeated expressions of concern as to the health hazards 
of such testing.

The President and the Prime Minister reafloirm the readiness of the 
United States and the United Kingdom to negotiate a controlled nu
clear test ban agreement of the widest possible scope.

Report by the House Foreign AflFairs Committee on the 
Arms Control Agency Bill, September 12, 1961 *

The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 9118) to establish a U.S. Arms Control Agency, having con
sidered the same, report favorably thereon without amendment and 
recommend that the bill do pass.

N eed for L egislation

This legislation, providing for the establishment of a U.S. Arms 
Control Agency, does not reflect any intention that the United States 
give a higher priority to disarmament than to defense, or that we 
intend to disarm in the face of a military threat.

The United States believes that the day will come when it will be 
possible to assure our own security and world peace with only a fraction 
of the manpower and the resources now devoted to military functions. 
I t has been and will continue to be our policy to hasten the realization 
of this objective.

At the same time we do not intend to disarm when such a course 
will endanger our security.

The horrors of nuclear warfare, combined with the existence of the 
United Nations to focus world opinion on arms control and dis
armament and to facilitate negotiation, assure that the United States 
will be increasingly concerned with problems of the limitation, reduc
tion, and control of armaments.

These problems are complex and highly technical, involving con
siderations of scientific development, foreign policy, and military 
strategy. We can best assure that our security will not be endangered 
if we are able to bring to bear on these problems all of the pertinent 
knowledge and skill which we possess.

 ̂The Soviet statement is printed (mte, pp. 384-391. For the Anglo-American 
proposal, see antey p. 351.

* H. Rept 1165, 87th Cong., 1st sess.
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I t  is the purpose of this bill to provide the organization and the 
resources to accomplish this objective, not in the belief that disarma
ment is just around the corner, but to make sure that what we do is 
consistent with our ultimate objective as well as with our security.

O r g a n iz a t io n  f o r  D is a r m a m e n t

Since World W ar I I  there have been some 70 international confer
ences and meetings concerning disarmament attended by both the 
United States and the Soviet Union. Most of this time in the United 
States there has been no central administrative unit responsible for 
planning and coordinating disarmament policy, and those working on 
the studies and plans have been scattered among various departments 
and agencies.

The Department of State has primary responsibility for disarma
ment policy but its disarmament staff usually comprised a small 
number of professionals, and ad hoc committees have been much used 
for development of plans and technical studies.

Since 1946 there have been 16 different chiefs of U.S. delegations.
In  the fall of 1960, a new Disarmament Administration, responsible 

to the Secretary of State, was established.^ However, no statutory 
authorization existed for the creation within the Department of State 
of an executive position with adequate rank to give a Director of the 
new Disarmament Administration sufficient stature and authority, 
and no Director was ever appointed.

On June 29, 1961, therefore, the President requested legislative 
authority to establish a “strengthened and enlarged” Disarmament 
Agency whose Director would function under the direction of the 
President and the Secretary of State and with adequate stature and 
full statutory authority for research, policy formulation, international 
negotiations, and other essential disarmament functions.^

A summary of the postwar organizational structure for disarmament 
follows:

19Jf6 to March 1958: Within the Department of State the Office of 
United Nations Affairs (later. Bureau of International Organization 
Affairs) was responsible for formulating policy on disarmament mat
ters and clearing with other agencies.

January 1946: Committee of Five named by Secretary of State to 
study control of atomic energy, chairmanned by Hon. Dean Acheson.

January 23̂  19Jfi: Board of consultants appointed, chairmanned by 
David E. Lilienthal.®

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, p. 225. 
pp. 214-216.

* For the report of the Acheson-Lilienthal group, see A Report on the Interna- 
tional Control of Atomic En&t'gy (Department of State pubUcation 2498,1946).
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19Ji6: Bernard M. Baruch presented American proposals for inter
national control to the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission.^ Ten prin
cipal U.S. representatives attended U.N. forums between 1946 and 
1955. In  addition to the XJ.lSr. Atomic Energy Commission, there were 
established in 1947, TJ.'N. Commission for Conventional Arma
ments in 1952, U.N. Disarmament Commission (merger of Atomic 
Energy and Conventional Armaments Commission)^; and in 1954, 
U.N. Disarmament Subcommittee.^

Mo^rch 19̂  1955: Harold E. Stassen appointed head of the Office of 
the Special Assistant to the President for Disarmament (with Cabi
net rank) to conduct a review of U.S. policy on control of armaments 
and report his findings and recommendations to the National Security 
Council. A White House disarmament staff was organized to assist 
the Special Assistant, financed by the White House special projects 
appropriation, and consisting of 54 professional and clerical personnel 
from State, Defense, USIA, ICA, and CIA.

July 1955: President Eisenhower presented his “open skies” pro
posal at Geneva summit conference.®

1955 to 1957: Disarmament discussed at 11 international forums 
during which Messrs. Lodge, Stassen, and Wadsworth were principal 
spokesmen.

August 5, 1955: President’s Special Committee on Disarmament 
Problems, an interdepartmental committee for review and coordina
tion, authorized by the President with Mr. Stassen as Chairman.

1955 to 1957: Eight task forces recruited on consultative basis: 
Inspection and control of nuclear materials, aerial inspection and 
reporting, inspection and reporting methods for army and ground 
units, navies and naval aircraft and missiles, inspection and report
ing methods for the steel industry, inspection and reporting methods 
for power and industry in general, inspection and reporting of na
tional budgets and finances, and communications.

October 1955: Task forces presented their preliminary findings 
and recommendations at joint meeting with the disarmament staff, 
which constituted the first U.S. reference manual on disarmament 
inspection.

March 11̂  1957: Mr. Stassen and his Deputy Special Assistant 
transferred to the Department of State and charged with responsibil
ity of working under the Secretary of State’s direction on negotiations 
with other governments.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
pp. 60-61.
pp. 337-339. 
p. 413. 
pp. 486-488.
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February 1958: Mr. Stassen resigned and the organizational unit 
responsible to his Oflice disbanded.

February 27̂  1958: Ambassador James J. Wadsworth designated 
as U.S. representative in future disarmament negotiations under the 
Secretary of State’s direction. At the same time, a high-level ad
visory group was named to consult with the Secretary of State on 
disarmament policy (included Hon. Robert A. Lovett, Hon. John J. 
McCloy, Gen. Alfred M. Gruenther, and Gen. Walter Bedell Smith).

March ^7, 1958: Responsibility for policy and substantive aspects 
of disarmament transferred from the Bureau of International Organi
zation Affairs to the Special Assistant for Atomic Energy Affairs. 
(By fiscal 1960, staff numbered 20 positions.)

Jvdy 29J 1959: Charles A. Coolidge named to head a joint dis
armament study on behalf of State and Defense and was directly 
responsible to the Secretary of State. (Full-time, professional staff 
totaled 17 persons—6 from State, 5 from Defense, plus others from 
AEG, CIA, and ICA, as well as part-time assistance from 6 research 
associates from different institutions.)

1959—: Interdepartmental coordination of policy through Com
mittee of Principals (Secretary of State; Secretary of Defense; Chair
man, Atomic Energy Commission; Special Assistant to the President 
for Science and Teclmology; and Director, CIA ).

September 9̂  1960: U.S. Disarmament Administration, responsible 
to the Secretary of State, established and staffed on an interdepart
mental basis from State, Defense, and other agencies. (In March 
1961, staff numbered 54, of whom 38 were funded by the Depart
ment of State and 16 from other agencies.)

September 1960: Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests.

1958 to 1960: Not including technical working groups, disarmament 
discussions took place in 12 international forums.

Jamiary 1961: John J. McCloy appointed Adviser to the Presi
dent on Disarmament, to make recommendations to the President on 
formulation of U.S. policy on disarmament and also on organization 
of a staff within the Government to have primary responsibility for 
disarmament. Reported to the President on May 9 and June 23, 
1961.

January 25̂  1961: Panel of experts, headed by Dr. J. B. Fisk, formed 
to study technical considerations related to discontinuance of nuclear 
tests. Reported March 21,1961.

March 1961: Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests resumed.

AprU amd May 1961: Consultative groups (50 to 60 specialists) 
convened to study and make recommendations on various aspects of
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disarmament. Eeported to U.S. Disarmament Administration and 
the President’s Adviser.

June 1961: Scientific Advisory Committee directed to convene an 
11-man scientific committee to study question as to whether U.S.S.R* 
could be engaged in secret nuclear testing and, if so, what technical 
progress could be underway as a result. Eeported to President in 
July.

July 1961: Bilateral discussions (United States and U.S.S.R.) to 
determine forum in which general discussions on disarmament could 
be resumed. Mr. McCloy was the U.S. spokesman.

C o m m it t e e  A c t io n

The committee in its consideration of H.R. 7936 which represented 
the Executive request introduced by the chairman of the Foreign. 
Affairs Committee, Hon. Thomas E. Morgan, also had pending before 
it 70 other identical or similar bills relating to the establishment of a 
Disarmament Agency, as follows:

H.R. 7937—^Mr. Kastenmeier H.R. 7962—^Mr. Staggers
H.R. 7938—^Mr. Halpem H.R. 7963—Mr. Kowalski
H.R. 7939—^Mr. Multer H.R. 7964—^Mr. Roosevelt
H.R. 7940—^Mr. Farbstein H.R. 7965—^Mr. Daniels
H.R. 7941—Mr. Moeller H.R. 7966—Mr. Toll
H.R. 7942—^Mr. Addonizio H.R. 7967—^Mr. Zelenko
H.R. 7943—^Mr. Johnson (Wis- H.R. 7968—^Mr. Diggs

consin) H.R. 7969—^Mr. Zablocki
H.R. 7944—^Mr. Clem Miller H.R. 7970—^Mrs. Kelly 
H.R. 7945—Mr. Friedel H.R. 7971—Mr. Hays
H.R. 7946—^Mr. Ashley H.R. 7972—^Mr. McDowell
H.R. 7947—Mr. Celler H.R. 7973—Mr. Murphy
H.R. 7948—^Mr. Blatnik H.R. 7974—^Mr. Gallagher
H.R. 7949—^Mr. Rivers (Alaska) H.R. 7975—Mr. Monagan
H.R. 7950—^Mr. Donohue H.R. 7976—Mr. Merrow
H.R. 7951—^Mr. Rhodes (Penn- H.R. 7977—Mr. Holifield

sylvania) H.R. 7978—^Mr. Moorhead (Penn-
H.R. 7952—Mr. Lane sylvania)
H.R. 7953—^Mr. Moulder H.R. 7979—^Mr. Reuss
H.R. 7954—^Mr. Shipley H.R. 7980—^Mr. Anfuso
H.R. 7955—Mr. Pike H.R. 7981—Mr. Cohelan
H.R. 7956—^Mr. Olsen H.R. 7982—^Mr. Inouye
H.R. 7957—^Mr. Rodino H.R. 7983—Dr. Judd
H.R. 7958—Mr. Nix H.R. 7984—Mr. Vanik
H.R. 7959—^Mr. Ryan H.R. 7996—^Mrs. Green (Oregon)
H.R. 7960—^Mr. Karth H.R. 8366—-Mr. Flood (by re-
H.R. 7961—^Mr. O’Hara quest)
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H.R. 8372—Mr. Fallon 
H.R. 8613—^Mr. Frelinghuysen 
H.R. 8710—Mr. Boland 
H.E. 8718—Mr. Stafford 
H.E. 8733—Mr. Doyle 
H.R. 8734—^Mr. King (Utah)
H.R. 8744—^Mr. Santangelo 
H.R. 8756—^Mr. Buckley 
H.R. 8761—^Mr. St. Germain 
H.R. 8766—^Mr. Holtzman 
H.R. 8790—Mr. Cook

Extracts from the testimony of witnesses appear below, as well as 
excerpts from a commmiication of President Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
a statement of Gen. Lucius D. Clay, and a letter to the chairman of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee from Hon. Adlai E. Stevenson, U.S. 
Ambassador to the United Nations.

It lias become almost trite to state that now a thermonuclear war can 
end civilization as we know it, but such a disaster could happen. It could 
happen if the world does not disarm and it could happen if we proceed to 
disarm unwisely, without careful preparation and necessary inspection and 
controls. We may suffer such a disaster despite our best preventive efforts. 
But no nation can proceed intelligently under such conditions without making 
a wholehearted and dedicated effort to discover means for stabilizing the 
peace, reducing the risk of war, and consistent with our best judgment as 
to the security of the country, reducing or eliminating these terrible weapons 
of modern times. Certainly our Nation cannot fail to make this effort to 
deal with this problem.— Ĥon. John J. MoCloy (hearings, p. 2).

♦  ♦  ♦  I think this in many respects could be called a security bill, because 
as these weapons become more refined and get bigger and more of a devastat
ing character, the law of diminishing return sets in and our security is less 
rather than greater. ♦  ♦  ♦.— Ĥon. John J. McClot (hearings, p. 6).

While any progress toward real disarmament can be achieved only where 
the opposing sides genuinely pursue the ideal of peace, yet it is futile to 
si)eculate as to whether progress toward peace or disarmament should take 
priority in such effort. It is clear that they must progress in step-by-step 
coordination, as otherwise nothing will be accomplished. * ♦  *.—President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower (hearings, pp. 31-32).

♦  ♦  * It is my strong feeling that the most serious chaUenge which this 
country and indeed mankind faces is the necessity of controUing, if not elimi
nating, the use of nuclear or thermonuclear weapons of mass destruction by 
the nations of the world. If we do not do so we and our children are, at best, 
faced with a life of constant fear and danger, destructive of not only our 
morale but of our traditional institutions and way of life. To remove this 
debilitating and constant threat is one of the greal: demands on statesmanship 
today.—Gen, Lucius D. Olay (hearings, p. 32).

♦  ♦  ♦  We have aittempted for too long to achieve fruitful results in arms 
■control systems through hurried and ad hoc methods; it is time that we provide

H.R. 8799—^Mrs. May 
H.R. 8835—^Mr. Hansen 
H.R. 8841—Mr. Bennett (Flor

ida)
H.R. 8852—^Mr. Schweiker 
H.R. 8869—^Mr. Morse 
H.R. 8918—^Mr. Price 
H.R. 8943—Mr. Quie 
H.R. 9003—^Mr. Conte 
H.R. 9048—Mr. Finnegan
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for a serious and long-term effort. The proposed agency is intended to fulfill 
tlds long-standing need.— Ĥon. Leoland J. Hawoeth (hearings, p. 33).

Given the shai>e and nature of the world today, wise policy requires that 
we maintain a military force sufficient to deter or meet aggression where- 
ever it may occur. Yet the present situation and, indeed, our own basic policies 
require that we make strong, patient, and sincere efforts to do everything 
possible to create conditions under which nations can safely reduce their arma
ments and thereby alleviate the dangers inherent in an uncontrolled arms 
race.

It is essential that both of these policies be pursued. To pursue one of 
them to the exclusion of the other is to court disaster. But, taken together, 
they provide the most promising way by which we can insure our survival.— 
Hon. Dean Rusk (hearings, p. 42).

* * * even if no progress is made on disarmament, it is still essential for 
the United States to appear before the world as a country which can evolve 
constructive ideas in this crucial field. This is a matter that has great impor
tance for psychological reasons, for world opinion. ♦  ♦  ♦  It must also always 
be clear that if no progress is made toward disarmament, that it is not the 
fault of the United States.—Hon. Heney Cabot Lodge (hearings, p. 60).

* * * Some in our Government must be striving to find ways to negotiate 
and to achieve reductions in arms and, if possible, full disarmament; some 
must be seeking arms control measures which will relieve tensions, which 
stand a chance of influencing the Soviet way of thinking, and which will at 
least minimize the risks of war by accident or miscalculation. There should 
be an arm of Government to exhaust the possibilities of such measures and 
to explore their implications with respect to our military capabilities, our 
economy, and our collective defense alliances. Hence the need for a separate 
agency to focus solely on disarmament and arms control, an agency which will 
have no other responsibilities to divert it from these vital concerns.— Ĥon. 
Roswell L. Gilpateic (hearings, p. 70).

Although our efforts in seeking realistic disarmament have been disappoint
ing thus far, I agree that we must continue to seek out ways and means of 
accomplishing realistic arms control. With the vast destructiveness of mod
ern weapons, and with the prospect of using space for other than peaceful 
purposes, it is only commonsense that we continue to make a determined 
effort, and that the organization required for such an effort be established.

Our natural desires to make progress toward this goal must, however, be 
tempered with the understanding of the hard practicalities of the situation in 
which we find ourselves. We can hope for progress only if we maintain such 
clear military strength that others will also be made to hope for progress. We 
cannot afford to let our guard down at any time, and we must—at all steps 
along the way— b̂e sure beyond doubt that we do not jeopardize our security.— 
Cren. Lyman L. Lemnitzee (hearings, p. 78).

Today, the great military strength of the United States is essential and the 
only guarantee of peace. It cannot be reduced or compromised. We can take 
comfort and have confidence in this strength. As one who shared in its crea
tion, I know its power. I have often said and always believed it must remain 
second to none.

It is because of this and backed by such strength and determination we can 
and must remain true to the purposes which founded our country and plan 
ahead for a more durable peace.
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Therefore, in my judgment the timing for the creation of this Agency by 
law is good— n̂ot a goose chase for illusions or a sign of confused weakness 
as some claim. Rather, it is a demonstration from strength of our hopes, an 
expression of conviction that we believe man wants freedom from fear and 
freedom itself. It is proof that the United States can plan and organize 
for these high purposes and its own security even at a time when the practical 
hope for fruitful results seem at their lowest ebb. Even at a time when this 
Nation must seriously contemplate war.

There is never a good time to deal with present U.S.S.R. attitudes and the 
short term look ahead is far from auspicious. Nevertheless, we can apply 
our political and scientific skills toward a blue print for a future wherein a 
world community can live unafraid. * * *

“Disarmament’" is a broad word— în total probably an impractical dream. 
We are really talking about control of arms or arms reduction or limitation. 
The subject covers many small steps of study, negotiation, unilateral and inter
national actions, and tests to establish techniques and facts. People of many 
skills are required, lawyers, scientists, diplomats, politicians, and the military. 
Also hardheaded businessmen because good administration and money are 
needed. Funds separately identified and subject to congressional review. 
This is not contemplated as a huge new effort. It is clear that this planning 
cuts across many Government agencies and many sensitive areas of our lives. 
It requires consistent work and thought by knowledgeable persons who are 
now charged with other serious primary responsibilities. The present system 
is still fragmented. To bring the remaining pieces together with a simple 
agency is wise and in our best interests.—Hon. Thomas S. Gates, Je. 
(hearings, pp. 90-91).

The progress of this proposal is of interest to all the world’s free peoples. 
It is an unmistakable earnest of the importance we attach to the search for 
practical and equitable disarmament measures. All the world agrees that 
the /arms race is anarchic, wasteful and, with the advent of the nuclear 
weapon, a deadly danger for humanity. No longer can nations confidently 
hope to remain unscathed should there be a nuclear conflagration. I can 
testify from my vantage point as the U.S. representative to the United Nations 
that each of its member nation^ feels as deeply concerned with this problem 
as the few who today wield atomic power.—Hon. Adlai E. Stevenson 
(hearings, p. 99).

On September 7, 8, 11, and 12, the committee met in executive 
session to consider the bill, and on September 12 ordered a clean bill,
H.R. 9118, reported to the House of Eepresentatives.

T it l e  I — S h o r t  T i t l e , P u r p o s e , a n d  D e f i n i t i o n s

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE

This section provides that the act may be cited as the ‘̂ Arms 
Control Act.’̂

SECTION 2. PURPOSE

Section 2 states the purpose of the bill. I t  begins with a statement 
of an ultimate goal of the United States: a world which is free from 
the scourge of war and the dangers and burdens of armaments; a 
world in which the use of force has been subordinated to the rule of law 
and in which international adjustments to a changing world are
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achieved peacefully. The purpose of the bill is to provide impetus 
toward this goal by creating a new agency to deal with the problems 
of the reduction and control of armaments looking toward this ultimate 
goal of the United States. Section 2 indicates that such an agency 
should be created, and given primary responsibility in this field, by 
statute; that such an agency should have a position at an authoritative 
level in the Government so that it is able to bring its recommendations 
promptly to the highest levels of government; and that such an agency 
should have the broad competence necessary to obtain and provide 
the information necessary for a realistic formulation of policy in this 
field.

Section 2 provides that in order to fulfill these purposes the Agency 
must be able to develop, support, and coordinate broad programs of 
research and study in the field; to use the results of these programs in 
preparing and directing U.S. participation in international disarma
ment negotiations; and to see that in this country and throughout the 
world the public is fully informed of U.S. policy and actions. Section 
2 also states that the Agency must be able to prepare for the operation 
of the control systems necessary under any international agreement 
dealing with the reduction or control of arms and looking toward 
ultimate world disarmament. All these functions set forth in section 2 
are to be carried out under the organizational arrangements and pro
cedures for coordination which are set up in the other sections of the 
bill.

SECTION 3. DEFINITIONS

The definition of disarmament contained in the bill includes both 
limited measures, frequently referred to as arms control measures, and 
more comprehensive arms reductions. In  either case, the action would 
be taken under an international agreement.

The committee modified the definition submitted by the executive 
branch to place emphasis on the creation of eiffective systems of control 
in connection with disarmament. The committee believes that arms 
reduction agreements must provide for adequate verification so that 
each party may know that all other parties are living up to the agree
ment. This amendment is consistent with the statement of f imctions 
contained in section 2, which refers to these control systems but makes 
it clear that there is no authority to commit the United States to any 
such control system unless the action is taken pursuant to an inter
national agreement which was ratified by the Senate or otherwise 
authorized or approved by the Congress, although as is now the case, 
preparations for carrying out such an agreement could be made before 
it was ratified, authorized, or approved.

The committee also wishes to point out that a disarmed world 
would not necessarily be a secure world unless better methods than
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wars were found for the settlement of disputes between nations. The 
definition of disarmament therefore includes the necessary steps taken 
under an international arms reduction agreement to strengthen in
ternational organizations for the maintenance of peace. In  this 
connection, the committee modified the definition submitted by the 
executive branch to make it clear that steps to strengthen international 
organizations would not come within the definition unless taken 
pursuant to an international disarmament agreement, which would 
have to be ratified by the Senate or otherwise authorized or approved 
by the Congress. The definition, as modified by the committee, 
would not permit steps to strengthen international organizations for 
the maintenance of peace pursuant to agreement without authoriza
tion or approval of that agreement in some manner by the Congress.

T it l e  I I—O r g a n iz a t io n

The various sections under this title provide for the establishment 
of the Agency and the required offices, bureaus, and divisions, the 
appointment of the top executives of the Agency and the appointment 
of a general advisory committee.

SECTION 21. ESTABLISHMENT OF AGENCT

This section establishes the U.S. Arms Control Agency.

SECTION 22. DIRECTOR

This section states that the Agency will be headed by a Director 
to be appointed by the President with the advice and consent of the 
Senate and provides that the Director’s annual salary will be $22,500.

The section further provides that the Director shall serve as the 
principal adviser to the President on disarmament matters and that, 
under the direction of the President and the Secretary of State, he 
shall have primary responsibility within the Government for U.S. 
disarmament activities.

Because the President negotiates international agreements through 
the Secretary of State and because disarmament policies are closely 
related to the foreign policy of the United States, the head of the 
Agency should be subject to the direction of the Secretary of State. 
However, the formulation of the disarmament policy which is to be 
carried out in an international negotiation involves many considera
tions which are outside the competence of the Department of State. 
Moreover, coordination of that policy must take into account the 
views of officials such as the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman 
of the AEC who have direct access to the President. Since the Presi
dent must be the final arbiter in this type of coordination, the Director 
can perform his role in the coordination function effectively only if he 
has a similar right of access. For that reason, this section establishing
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the position of the Director also makes him the principal adviser to 
the President on disarmament matters and provides that he shall act 
under “the direction of the President” as well as the Secretary of State.

The President, in his letter dated June 29, 1961, transmitting the 
draft legislation, dealt specifically with the relationship of the Di
rector to the Secretary of State and the President:

The proposed legislation provides that the Director of the new Agency 
function under the direction of the President and the Secretary of State. This 
arrangement will i)ermit coordination of disarmament matters within the 
purview of the various agencies; it will give special recognition to the need 
for intermeshing disarmament policies and programs with the broad conduct 
of foreign affairs; and it will provide a focal point at the highest level of 
Government for the consideration of disarmament matters.

In the light of these Tinique relationships the Director, as the princii>al 
adviser to the President in the disarmament field, will have direct access to 
him but will, of course, notify the Secretary of State as to the occasion and 
substance of the advice he offers. In addition, the Director vrill report to 
the Secretary of State, without going through intermediate authority, and 
he will act as the agent of the Secretary of State with authority, under his 
direction, to act in his name. Also, I intend that he participate in all meet
ings of the National Security Council having to do with disarmament.'

SECTION 23. DEPUTY DIRECTOR

This section provides for the appointment of a Deputy Director by 
the President, by and with the consent of the Senate. The section 
further provides that the Deputy Director shall receive an annual 
salary of $21,500 and states that he shall perform such duties and exer
cise such powers as prescribed by the Director. In  the absence or 
disability of the Director or during a vacancy in that office, the Deputy 
Director will act for and exercise the powers of the Director.

SECTION 24. ASSISTANT DIRECTORS

This section authorizes the appointment by the President, by and 
with the consent of the Senate, of not to exceed four Assistant Direc
tors at an annual salary of $20,000. The creation of these high-level 
positions will assist the Agency in attracting top-ranking personnel 
who are so essential to the Agency’s successful operation. For ex
ample, one of these positions might be filled by a chief scientist.

SECTION 25. BUREAUS, OFFICES, AND DIVISIONS

This section authorizes the Director to establish within the Agency 
such bureaus, offices, and divisions as he determines necessary to carry 
out his responsibilities under the act. These organizational units will 
be created as necessary to perform operating and staff functions and 
will include an Office of Public Affairs and an Office of the General 
Counsel.

' Ante, pp. 215-216.
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SECTION 26. GENERA.L ADVISORY COMMITTEE

This section authorizes the President to appoint, by and with the 
consent of the Senate, a General Advisory Committee consisting of 
not more than 15 members to advise the Director of the Agency on 
disarmament policy and activities.

I t  is expected that this committee will be composed of outstanding 
citizens such as those who have been active in public service, in dis
armament negotiations, who have seen long service in one of the mili
tary services, who have particular scientific or technological qualifica
tions, and who have other backgrounds which peculiarly suit them 
to provide experienced counsel to the Director. The members of 
the Advisory Committee are authorized to receive $100 per diem and 
travel expenses, and will be subject to the security requirements of 
the act.

T it l e  I I I—F u n c t i o n s

The functions authorized to be performed by the Agency include 
the following:

1. Eesearch with regard to such matters as nuclear disarmament 
proposals, regional disarmament plans, the appropriate structure of 
international control organizations, measures for the control of con
ventional forces and arms, techniques for monitoring missiles and 
other weapons delivery systems, avoidance of war by accident or 
miscalculation, and methods of preventing surprise attack and many 
other problems.

2. Negotiation for treaties relating to arms control and disarma
ment, supplying personnel for delegations engaged in negotiations, 
communicating instructions to delegations during negotiations, and 
drafting treaty language.

3. Supplying information concerning U.S. disarmament proposals 
and guiding the U.S. Information Agency’s disarmament informa
tion programs.

4. Preparation for or, as may be authorized by law, operation, 
direction, or otherwise assuming responsibility for U.S. participation 
in inspection and control systems which may result from U.S. dis
armament activity.

SECTION 31. research

This section authorizes and directs the Director to insure the con
duct of research in the arms control and disarmament field in order 
that theoretical and practical knowledge can be acquired and to co
ordinate the research conducted in arms control and disarmament 
by or for other Government agencies, as well as permitting him to 
enter into arrangements with other Government agencies, with uni
versities, and with research companies for research in various areas
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related to disarmament. The Director of the Agency is directed, to 
the maximum extent feasible, to make full use of available facilities, 
both Government and private. This general authority is modeled 
after research provisions contained in the Atomic Energy Act (42 
U.S.C. 2051a (1958 ed.)). The authority of the Director with respect 
to research, development, and other studies is limited to participation 
in the following insofar as they relate to disarmament:

Subsection 31 {a) covers that research be done in the control, reduc
tion, and elimination of armed forces and armaments of all kinds.

Subsection 31 {b) is concerned with research on the detection and 
identification of tests of nuclear, thermonuclear, and other weapons. 
Research for the detection and identification of nuclear explosions 
such as that which has been conducted in the VELA program (a pro
gram to determine the ability to detect nuclear detonation and means 
of improving this ability) by the Defense Department, the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and other agencies could be sponsored by the 
new Agency under this subsection.

Subsection 31{c) is concerned with the analysis of national budgets 
and economic indicators to determine the amounts spent by various 
countries for armaments.

Subsection 31 {d) relates to research on the control, reduction, and 
elimination of armed forces and armaments in space, in areas on and 
beneath the earth’s surface and in underwater regions.

Subsection 81 {e) provides authorization for study of the structure 
and operation of international control and other organizations useful 
for disarmament. As the President’s letter of transmittal dated June 
29, 1961, points out, peace cannot be brought about by concentrating 
solely on measures to control or eliminate weapons. The Agency 
must also study measures to sustain and strengthen international 
organizations for keeping the peace.

Subsection 31 (/) is concerned with the training of scientists and 
other personnel for manning the control systems which may be created 
by international disarmament agreements. Since the duties of such 
personnel may well encompass tasks for which no regular training pro
gram is now available in educational institutions, some study of the 
training requirements is necessary.

Subsection 31 {g) relates to research concerning the elimination of 
the danger of war resulting from accident, miscalculation or surprise 
attack. This has been a central goal of U.S. arms control efforts for 
some time.

Subsection 31 (K) provides for research concerning the economic and 
political consequences of disarmament.

Subsection 31{i) directs the study of the disarmament implications 
of foreign and national security policies of the United States. As the
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President’s letter of transmittal dated June 29, 1961, points out, any 
disarmament effort musfc be related both to our foreign and to our 
national security policies.

Subsection 31 {j) provides for studies of the national security and 
foreign policy implications of disarmament proposals. This subsec
tion complements subsection 31 (i). As indicated in the President’s 
transmittal letter, our disarmament plans must take into account 
both our national security and foreign policies.

Subsection 81 {Jc) is concerned with research into methods for the 
maintenance of peace and security during different stages of disarma
ment. This subsection is related to subsection (e) and is necessary 
for similar reasons.

Subsection SI {I) authorizes research into the scientific, economic, 
political, social, psychological, military, and technological factors 
related to the prevention of war.

Subsection 31 {m) covers such related problems as may need research 
in order to carry out the provisions of the bill.

I t  is anticipated that all information available to any agency of 
Government which bears on the field of disarmament will be made 
available to the Disarmament Agency, and the Agency will keep the 
Department of Defense and other interested agencies informed of its 
research activities.

SECTION' 32. PATENTS

Section 32 is intended to prevent the commercial exploitation of 
inventions resulting from research financed by the American tax
payers in a manner contrary to the public interest, while at the same 
time protecting a contractor’s rights to background information, 
processes and similar data obtained by the expenditure of the con
tractor’s own funds.

This provision is based on the patent provision of the National 
Science Foundation Act.

SECTION 33. POLICY FORMULATION

Section 33 authorizes the Director to perform the policy planning 
function by preparing recommendations concerning U.S. disarmament 
policy for the President, the Secretary of State, and the heads of other 
Government agencies designated by the President.

SECTION 34. NEGOTIATIONS AND RELATED FUNCTIONS

Subsection 3ĵ  (a) authorizes the Director to perform the negotiation 
function. Under the direction of the Secretary of State, the Director 
would negotiate, or direct negotiations, with representatives of other 
nations and of international organizations for the purpose of conclud
ing disarmament agreements or to carry out any other provision of

629270— 62-------28
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the act. In  this connection, the Director could send cables and other 
instructions in the name of the Secretary to our negotiators, or to 
other diplomatic representatives, as the Disarmament Administration 
now does.

I t  is contemplated that policies formulated by the Agency will be 
translated into negotiation by a delegation to Foreign Service officers 
and others expert in international negotiation, the core of which would 
be supplied by the Agency. The Agency staff is expected to carry 
the responsibility of backstopping negotiations and to work intimately 
with appropriate political desks of the Department of State. The 
Agency will, however, have the action responsibility on all disarma
ment matters.

Negotiations are not expected to be limited to formal conferences 
for which special staff arrangements are made; often they could be 
carried out more effectively through informal communications through 
regular diplomatic missions. The Agency is expected to supply 
trained people who will be able to perform this function in U.S. 
missions in certain key capitals.

Suhsection 3Jt.{l)) gives the Director specific authorization to guide 
U.S. Information Agency’s information programs abroad which con
cern U.S. disarmament activities. I t  is essential that throughout 
the world the public be kept informed of U.S. disarmament policy 
and the. course of negotiations. For this reason, a public information 
staff is required. This staff, working intimately with the U.S. Infor
mation Agency, will perform the role of guiding the USIA’s exposition 
of our disarmament policy abroad.

Section 2(c) of Eeorganization Plan 8 of 1953, which is referred 
to in subsection 34(b), requires the Secretary of State to—

(1) “direct the policy and control the content of a program, 
for use abroad, on official U.S. positions, including interpretations 
of current events, identified as official positions by an exclusive 
descriptive label,” and

(2) “provide to the Director [of USIA] on a current basis full 
guidance concerning the foreign policy of the United States.”

Under section 34, the Director would exercise these functions of the 
Secretary of State in the disarmament field, under the Secretary's 
direction, as do officers of the Department of State at the present time.

Subsection Slpic) authorizes the Director to “formulate plans and 
make preparations” for the participation by the United States in inter
national control systems which may result from U.S. disarmament 
activities. In the event such a control system is agreed upon by 
a treaty or international agreement authorized by or approved by the 
Congress, subsection 34(c) would also authorize the Director to put
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it into effect, direct its establishment or operation, or otherwise 
assume U.S. responsibility for it, as appropriate.

Any government participating in a disarmament treaty must assume 
responsibility for inspection and control. The task of inspection will 
be specialized and will require training of a type not always available 
at present. The new Agenty is expected to plan for the fulfillment 
of the U.S. role under an arms control treaty by providing for the 
initiation of training programs for personnel.

SECTION 3 5. COORDINATION

Section 35 authorizes the President to establish procedures for 
cooperation, consultation, and a continuing exchange of information 
between the Disarmament Agency and the Department of Defense, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, and other affected Government agencies. This au
thority would permit the continued use of the Committee of Principals 
(the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Director of 
the Disarmament Agency, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Special Assistant to the President for National Se
curity Affairs, the Special Assistant to the President for Science and 
Technology, and the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency) and 
the National Security Council for consultations as well as any other 
procedures the President may direct. The President is also directed 
to establish procedures to resolve differences of opinion between the 
Agency and other agencies when this cannot be done through con
sultation.

T it l e  IV—G e n e r a l  P ro visio ns

SECTION 41. g en e r a l  AUTHORITY

Subsection {a) authorizes the Director to utilize or employ the serv
ices, personnel, equipment, or facilities of the Department of State or 
any other Government agency only with the consent of the head of 
the agency concerned. Such utilization or employment may be with 
or without reimbursement. Similar authority is found in the Atomic 
Energy Act and the National Aeronautics and Space Act. The 
language also provides that the Director shall rely upon the Depart
ment of State for general administrative services at home and abroad 
“to the extent agreed upon between the Secretary of State and the 
Director.” This will permit the Director to avail himself of numerous 
housekeeping services on a reimbursable basis without the necessity 
of setting up independent administrative services. This subsection 
also authorizes the transfer to or receipt from another Government 
agency, without reimbursement, of supplies and equipment other than 
administrative in nature. Thus, if the Agency desired a piece of 
equipment that the Bureau of Standards no longer needed, it could be
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transferred to the Agency. The Agency is also eligible to acquire 
excess property in accordance with the provisions of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended.

Subsection (&) authorizes the Director to appoint officers and em
ployees and fix their compensation in accordance with the Civil Service 
laws and the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. I t also permits 
the Director to appoint, compensate, and remove, without regard to 
the provisions of any other law, 45 scientific, technical, administrative 
and professional personnel. Of these, 20 may receive up to $500, 
and 2 may receive up to $1,500, in excess of a GS-18 ($18,500).

Analysis of the complex and changing technical, military, political, 
and economic issues which are involved in developing and reviewing 
disarmament policy can be accomplished only by highly trained 
experts in such fields as seismology, electronics, physics, geophysics, 
chemical engineering, nuclear physics, military weapons systems, 
economics, statistics, foreign relations, and international law. Flexi
bility in recruiting the scarce skills required to handle the Agency’s 
diverse responsibilities is obviously essential, and authority for these 
excepted positions is necessary to meet the labor market rates for 
qualified persons.

Subsection (c) authorizes the Director to enter into agreements 
with other agencies to provide for the detail of personnel from such 
agencies to the Disarmament Agency without prejudice to the status 
or advancement of such personnel within their own agencies. Similar 
authority limited to officers of the military services is found in the 
National Aeronautics and Space Act. This authority will permit the 
Disarmament Agency to draw upon the personnel resources of the 
Government to meet some of its critical needs for skilled manpower.

Subsection {d) authorizes the employment of experts and consult
ants or organizations thereof. Individuals so employed may receive 
up to $100 per day plus travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub
sistence while away from home. Similar authority is contained in the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, except that the maximum daily rate of 
compensation is $75. The higher rate is authorized for consultants or 
advisory board members by certain recently enacted legislation such 
as the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 and the National Aeronautics 
and Space Act of 1958. The committee has included language which 
limits the services of a consultant or expert to 100 days in any fiscal 
year unless the President certifies that the employment of the indi
vidual in excess of that period is necessary in the national interest. 
Contracts with organizations may be renewed annually.

Subsection {e) authorizes the employment without compensation 
of persons of outstanding ability in accordance with section 710(b) 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended, and regulations 
issued thereunder.
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Subsection (/) authorizes the Director to establish advisory boards 
to consult with him. These boards would be formed for the purpose 
of advising on specific disarmament questions which may arise from 
time to time. Their functions would be more limited in scope than 
that of the General Advisory Committee authorized by section 26. 
In the past, very substantial reliance has been placed upon similar 
panels of experts. At least 10 such panels have been advising with 
respect to current disarmament negotiating problems since early this 
year. While the creation of the Agency would reduce the need for 
reliance on such advisory boards, it is believed that the need would 
still exist. There will continue to be specific problems in disarmament 
which will require the attention of diversified and exceptionally able 
groups of experts who could not be retained by the Agency on a full
time basis.

Subsection {g) authorizes the Director to delegate, as appropriate, 
to the Deputy Director and other officers of the Agency any authority 
conferred upon him by this bill. Such delegation is necessary for the 
efficient operation of the Agency.

Subsection {h) authorizes the Director to issue, rescind, or amend 
any rules and regulations necessary to carry out the provisions of the 
bill.

SECTION 42. FOREIGN SERVICE RESERVE AND STAFF OFFICERS

Section 42 provides that the Secretary of State may authorize the 
Director to exercise, with respect to Foreign Service Reserve and 
Staff officers and employees appointed or employed for the Agency, 
the authority available to the Secretary and to the Board of Foreign 
Service under the Foreign Service Act of 1946 and other applicable 
laws. This is intended to permit the Director to appoint, promote, 
or discharge Foreign Service Reserve and Staff officers and employees 
for the Agency.

SECTION 43. CONTRACTS OR EXPENDITURES

Section 43 provides that the President may exempt actions of the 
Director from provisions of law relating to contracts or expenditures 
of Government funds whenever he determines that such action is 
essential in the interest of U.S. disarmament and security policy. 
This authority could be utilized for those exceptional cases in which 
greater flexibility than is permitted by existing law may be needed, 
particularly to permit negotiated contracts and advance payments in 
connection with research contracts. The Atomic Energy Act grants 
the President such authority in the case of laws relating to Government 
contracts (42 U.S.C. 2202 (1958 ed.)).

SECTION 44. CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND DUAL COMPENSATION LAWS

Section 44 provides an exemption from certain provisions of the 
conflict-of-interest and dual-compensation laws in the case of con
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sultants, members of the General Advisory Committee and of advisory 
boards, and persons of outstanding ability employed without com
pensation. The language is derived from the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, title 42, United States Code, section 2203 (1958 
ed. Supp. I) , from the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, title 
22, United States Code, section 1792 (1958 ed.); and from the new AID 
(sec. 626(b)). An exemption of this kind is indispensable if the 
Director is to secure the services of men of outstanding ability from 
industry and from the universities for his advisory committee and for 
the other purposes listed in this section.

SECTION’ 4 5. SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

Subsection Ji6{a), Investigation of personnel.—^This subsection 
specifies the security procedures to be followed by the Agency. The 
Director will establish such security and loyalty requirements, restric
tions, and safeguards as he deems necessary in the interest of national 
security and to carry out the provisions of this bill. The Director is 
required to arrange with the Federal Bureau of Investigation for the 
conduct of full field background security and loyalty investigations of 
all Agency officers, employees, consultants, persons detailed from other 
Government agencies, members of its General Advisory Committee, 
other advisory boards, contractors and subcontractors, and their 
officers and employees, actual or prospective. I f  the investigation 
discloses information that the individual may be or may become a 
security risk or that he may be of doubtful loyalty, the FB I report 
shall so state. All reports of investigations shall be turned over 
to the Director. No person shall be permitted to enter on his duties 
or be permitted to perform any services under a contract or have 
access to classified information until he has been investigated and the 
Director, in the light of the investigation, has determined that such 
a person is not a security risk or of doubtful loyalty. The subsection 
provides that the security clearance standards to be applied to any 
category of persons shall not be less ^ringent and the investigations 
not less intensive or complete than those of the Government agency 
or agencies having the highest security restrictions with respect to 
that category. In this connection, the committee draws attention to 
section 47 which provides for the transfer, among other things, of the 
personnel of the present Disarmament Administration to the new 
Agency, including its consultants and advisers. I t is not the intent 
of the committee that such transfers shall be delayed until the re
quirements of section 45(a) are met. The committee does expect 
arrangements for full field background security and loyulty inv-esti- 
gations by the Federal Bureau of Investigaition for personnel trans
ferred pursuant to section 47 will be made without delay.
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Subsection 45(b). Relation to AtomiG Energy Commission,—^With 
respect to access to the restricted data of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, the committee provided in subsection 45(b) that such access 
be granted to Agency personnel (officers, employees, consultants, per
sons detailed from other Government agencies, members of advisory 
bodies that may be set up pursuant to sec. 41(f), contractors or 
subcontractors, or their officers or employees) only if—

(1) the Atomic Energy Commission has determined, in accord
ance with the established personnel security procedures and stand
ards of the Commission, that permitting such individual to have 
access to such restricted data will not endanger the common defense 
and security, and (2) the Atomic Energy Commission finds that 
the established personnel and other security procedures and stand
ards of the Agency are adequate and in reasonable conformity to the 
standards established by the Atomic Energy Commission.

The committee is satisfied thalt the ^andards and procedures set 
forth in section 45 are among the most thorough that appear in any 
Federal legislation.

SECTION 46. COMPTROLLER GEISTERAL AUDIT

Section 46 contains the usual type of provision for GAO audit of 
contracts such as research agreements which are negotiated without 
advertising. The langu'age is deriveid from the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, title 42, United States Code, section 2206 (1958 ed.).

SEOTtON 47. TRANSFER OF ACTIVITIES TO AGENCY

Section 47 transfers to the Agency the present Disarmament 
Administration, together with its records, property, personnel, and 
funds. The purpose of the last sentence in subsection (a) is to exempt 
the funds so transferred from the requirements of the Anti-Deficiency 
Act which requires them to be spent at the rate of one twelfth per 
month of the amount available for the entire fiscal year. This will 
enable the Agency to begin expanding its activities, in spite of the fact 
that the lateness of the session probably precludes the enactment of 
an appropriation bill this year.

Subsection (&) relates to the transfer to the Director of other than 
Department of State activities or facilities that relate primarily to 
disarmament. Such transfers may be made by the President by 
Executive order, and may include transfers of records, property, civil
ian personnel, and funds. No such transfers, however, shall be made 
under this subsection until (1) a full and complete report concerning 
the nature and effect of such proposed transfer has been transmitted 
by the President to the Congress, and (2) the first period of sixty 
calendar days of regular session of the Congress following the date 
of receipt of such report by the Congress has expired without adop



424 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

tion by either House of the Congress of a resolution stating that such 
House does not favor such transfer. The procedures prescribed in 
title I I  of the Eeorganization Act of 1949 shall apply to any such 
resolution. The committee regards the language stated above as 
providing adequate congressional control on the transfer authority. 
This language enables the Congress to disapprove any transfer that 
it deems unwise.

SECTION 48. USE OF FUNDS

Section 48 authorizes the use of funds for purposes which ordinarily 
require express statutory authorization, including:

The use of funds for the payment of expenses, including without 
limitation, the expenses of printing and binding without regard 
to the provisions of law which require generally that printing 
and binding for the Government be done by GPO. (See 44 
U.S.C. I l l  (1958 ed.).) There are unusual cases in which 
disarmament publications must be printed abroad, in a very 
short period of time, or under other circumstances which preclude 
utilization of GPO’s services. In  these unusual cases, the Director 
could contract for services elsewhere.

The purchase or hire of one motor vehicle for the official use 
of the Director. Section 78(a) of title 5 of the United States 
Code prohibits the purchase or hire of motor vehicles, unless 
specifically authorized by law, for the use of anyone other than 
the President, the secretaries to the President, or the heads of the 
executive departments. Section 78(c) of title 5, as modified by 
section 78a-l, limits the price which can be paid for such a vehicle 
to $1,500 unless authority to pay a higher price is granted by 
other statute. These and other restrictions applicable to auto
mobiles owned or rented by the Government are waived in the 
case of one vehicle for the use of the Director. Other vehicles 
needed by the Agency would be obtained from existing GSA or 
State Department motor pools.

Authorization of an annual appropriation in the amount speci- 
fi,ed in the appropriation bill for entertainment and official courte
sies. This is necessary, in view of Comptroller General decisions, 
for the payment of hotel bills and other expenses classified as 
entertainment incurred for foreign participants in disarmament 
negotiations and for related expenditures.

Expenditures necessary to make grants for, and to pay expenses 
incident to, training and study. This provision is necessary to 
carry out the Director’s authority under section 34(c) of the 
draft bill to “make preparations for” the establishment and 
operation of the control ^stems which may become a part of 
U.S. disarmament activities. Specialized training will be neces
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sary for certain of the personnel needed to man inspection teams 
and control posts. These men will probably not be Government 
employees at the time that they take their training and the Govern
ment Employees Training Act therefore will be inapplicable. This 
subsection is intended to give the Director authority to make grants 
and pay the expenses of that training where necessary. Similar 
authority appears in the U.S. Information and Educational Ex
change Act of 1948, title 22, United States Code, section 1472(4) 
(1958 ed.).

Certain expenditures which may be necessary in connection 
with the lengthy international conferences which have usually been 
necessary for negotiations in this field. The language of the sub
section is derived from basic legislation applicable to the State 
Department (5 U.S.C. 170j (b) (1958 ed.)).

The payment of travel expenses abroad for personnel and 
dependents.

Permission to the Director to pay those expenses authorized 
by the Foreign Service Act of 1946 not otherwise provided for in 
the bill. Section 42 of the bill authorizes the appointment or 
employment of Foreign Service Reserve and Staff officers and 
employees under the Foreign Service Act of 1946. This provi
sion makes available the same authority to pay the expenses of 
such employees as is contained in the Foreign Service Act.

SECTION 49. APPROPRIATION

Subsection (̂ t) authorizes an appropriation not to exceed $10 million 
to remain available until expended to carry out the purposes of the 
act. The authority making funds available “until expended” is 
desirable because of the Agency’s research and development activities 
which are difficult to relate to a fiscal year basis. Similar authority 
is provided for other agencies such as NASA, the Army, Air Force, 
and Navy, who do work in the field of research and development.

Subsection (&) provides the authority whereby funds appropriated 
may be allocated or transferred to other agencies for the purpose of 
carrying out functions under the act. These fimctions might include 
the carrying out of research and development activities, furnishiag 
administrative support services, supplying specialists and technicians, 
or the performance of other services which might be necessary to the 
efficient conduct of the Agency’s affairs.

The second sentence states that funds so allocated or transferred 
may be obligated or expended in accordance with the authority of 
this act or the authority governing the activities of the agencies to 
which such funds are transferred. Thus if funds are transferred to 
the Atomic Energy Commission for Research, the Conunission could
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obligate and expend those funds under its basic authority or the 
authority contained in this act.

SEGTION 50. REPORT TO CONGRESS

This section requires the Director to submit to the Congress, not 
later than January 31 of each year, an annual report on the activities 
of the Agency.

Letter From President Kennedy to President Soekarno of 
Indonesia and President Keita of Mali, September 13, 
1961 "

D ear  M r. P r e sid e n t  : I  have studied with care the message from the 
Conference of Nonaligned Nations which you were good enough to 
present in person.^ The United States Government is aware that the 
nonaligned powers assembled at Belgrade represent an important 
segment of world opinion, and, especially, that their peoples share 
with ours a vital stake in the maintenance of the peace. In  our con
tinuing deliberations within the United States Government and with 
our Allies, we will give the message from the conference most careful 
consideration.

As regards the proposal that I  enter into direct negotiations with 
Premier Khrushchev, we are prepared to use existing and appropriate 
•channels to establish the possibility of surmounting the present im
passe. I t  has been and continues to be our policy to seek to settle 
our problems with others by peaceful means. We have not attempted 
to create crises, and we believe it is incumbent upon all responsible 
governments to explore all possible avenues, including negotiations 
at the highest levels, for mutually acceptable solutions of current 
international problems. However, unless such negotiations are care
fully prepared beforehand they risk failure and may lead to deteriora
tion of the situation. We therefore feel that at a time of great 
tension it is particularly necessary that negotiations of the kind pro
posed by the Belgrade Conference not only have careful preparation 
but also a reasonable chance of success.

The Foreign Ministers of the Western powers are meeting in Wash
ington tomorrow. Next week the Secretary of State will head the 
United States delegation to the General Assembly of the United 
Nations. We understand that Foreign Minister Gromyko will also

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Oct. 2,1961, pp. 541-543. 
pp.38a-384.
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be present. This will provide an opportunity for serious talks about 
Germany and other problems if the Soviet side proves willing. The 
channels of diplomacy are open for the exploration of constructive 
steps toward a reduction of tension. Other means are available when 
they can serve a useful purpose. Meanwhile, it is clearly of the 
utmost importance that there be no unilateral acts which will make 
peaceful progress impossible.

Given a realistic approach and a sincere desire on the other side 
as well as ours to reach a mutually acceptable solution, we see no 
reason why eventual negotiations should not be successful in coping 
with the present crisis. However, we do not intend to enter into 
negotiations under ultimata or threats. I t  is also clear that we do 
not propose to discuss either abdication of our responsibility or renun
ciation of the modalities for carrying out those responsibilities.

Nevertheless, we believe it possible to find a solution which can 
accommodate vital interests on both sides of the crisis.

The United States has carefully noted the statements in the Bel
grade Declaration recognizing that the Berlin and German situations 
are of vital importance to future developments in international rela
tions. I t  has consistently been, and will continue to be, our policy 
to settle differences with realism and responsibility. We would note 
that this crisis has been initiated by Soviet not by American action. 
We endorse the Declaration’s reference to the rights of all nations 
to unity, self-determination, and independence, and its condemnation 
of intimidation, intervention, and interference in the exercise of the 
right of self-determination. We presume that these principles apply 
equally to the people of Germany and Berlin.^

Our policies in this area have sought to respect these principles. 
We have absolutely no intention of resorting to force or threats of 
force to solve the Berlin and German problems, but we are deter
mined to honor our commitments and are prepared to meet force with 
force if it is used against us. While the United States and its Allies 
are all agreed there must be negotiations on the problem, the Soviet 
Union must give indication of a readiness to engage in discussion 
based on mutual respect. The only conditions it has yet exhibited 
any willingness to consider are conditions which involve the surrender 
of Western rights.

The United States continues to believe that conclusion of an ade
quately controlled test ban agreement is a matter of greatest urgency. 
We wish to reaffirm, however, our belief that test ban negotiations 
should be resumed separately from negotiations on general and 
complete disarmament. The Soviet resumption of atmospheric test
ing has increased the urgency which attaches to the signature of a 
complete treaty test ban. Complex negotiation on general disarma

 ̂See antef pp. 374-383.
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ment should not be permitted to delay the achievement of this sig
nificant step forward.

I  would emphasize again my regret that the Soviet Union has re
jected the offer of the United Kingdom and the United States Govern
ment to halt atmospheric tests creating fallout.

Only after a searching review of vital U.S. security interests and 
after the utmost provocation did we announce our intent to resume 
underground tests. The non-aligned nations may be assured of our 
continued willingness to negotiate an effective treaty; but, meanwhile, 
the national security interests of our country and of our Allies in 
the Free World must be protected. The United States looks forward 
to full consideration of the test ban issue in the forthcoming United 
Nations General Assembly which we hope will move the Soviet Union 
to abandon its opposition to effective controls and toward acceptance 
of a test ban agreement.

The United States is pleased to note that the participants in the 
recent conference in Belgrade mentioned the importance of an effec
tive system of inspection and control. This is the crux of the matter. 
I t  is clear from United States proposals in the nuclear test negotiations 
that the United States contemplates inspection and control procedures 
in the disarmament field in which the non-aligned countries, as well 
as others, would participate.

For some months the United States has been conducting an in
tensive study of the problem of general disarmament which resulted 
in a request to Congress to create a disarmament agency.^ The study 
has also resulted in the development of a comprehensive plan for 
general and complete disarmament which is in the final stage of 
preparations for public presentation. This plan provides for a pro
gram which will insure that the disarmament is general and complete; 
that war is no longer an instrument for setting international disputes; 
and that disarmament is accompanied by the creation of reliable pro
cedures for peaceful settlement of disputes and maintenance of peace 
in accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter.^

The American commitment to these objectives goes deep. Our 
colleagues in the world community will not find us faint-hearted 
in this cause.

Talks between the United States and the Soviet Union resumed 
September 6 in New York in a further effort to bring the two sides 
closer together and to work out a satisfactory disarmament forum. 
The proposals put forth by the United States by these talks provide 
for participation of non-aligned countries in future broad disarma
ment negotiations. They also provide for negotiations under the 
auspices of the United Nations if the Soviet Union will agree. The

 ̂See ante, pp. 214 ff.
 ̂The plan was introduced Sept. 25,1961 {post, pp. 475-482).
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United States believes the General Assembly will have an oppor
tunity to go into the matter since a Committee of the Whole exists 
in the form of the Disarmament Conmiission, which can be convened 
a t any time.

In  conclusion, let me say, Mr. President, that we found elements 
in the message and in the Declaration which reflected a genuine desire 
to bring about a relaxation of tensions and which, if applied in a 
truly neutral and objective manner, could be of positive benefit in 
easing world tensions.

We respect, as always, the desire of other nations to remain non- 
aligned. We imderstand with sympathy and share their passion 
for peace. We are, as always, prepared to cooperate with all initia
tives to bring about an improvement in the world situation. We look 
forward to continued friendly relations with the governments and 
peoples participating in the Belgrade meeting.

Sincerely,

J o hn  F. K ennedy

His Excellency His Excellency
D r. S oekarno, Modibo K eita,
President of the President of the
Republic of Indonesia Republic of Mali

United States Note to Japan on Nuclear Tests, 
September 13, 1961 ^

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to His Excellency 
the Ambassador of Japan and has the honor to acknowledge the receipt 
of his note of September 6,1961,  ̂with regard to the statement made 
by the President of the United States of America on September 5, 
1961,̂  concerning the resumption of nuclear weapon tests in the labora
tory and underground.

The United States Government desires, as a matter of the greatest 
urgency, to conclude an effectively controlled treaty banning nuclear 
weapon tests, and is therefore entirely sympathetic with the relevant 
considerations set forth in the note of the Japanese Government. The 
United States Government particularly shares the earnest wish of 
the Japanese Government, expressed in the final paragraph of its note:

. . . that agreement on the suspension of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, 
as proposed jointly by the United States and the United Kingdom Governments

1 Department of State Bulletin^ Oct. 2,1961, pp. 544-545. 
’ Ante, pp. 362-363.
* Ante, p. 355.
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to the Soviet Government on September 3, will be realized; and that further
more, an international agreement to suspend all nuclear tests which will be 
accompanied by effective inspection and control measures will be established 
without delay.

The United States Government and the United Kingdom Govern
ment, beginning on March 21, 1961, when negotiations were resumed 
at the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests 
at Geneva, presented the Soviet Government with a series of new com
promise proposals designed to reach agreement on all major outstand
ing issues in these negotiations.^ The Soviet reply to these proposals 
offered by the Western Governments was to refuse to negotiate, to 
make radical retrograde proposals on several important issues already 
agreed upon at the conference table, and finally to demand that either 
all Soviet proposals be accepted or that the question of the nuclear 
test ban be merged with the future complex negotiations over general 
and complete disarmament. Nevertheless, the United States and the 
United Kingdom persisted in their attempts to reach early agreement. 
As recently as August 29,1961, the United States and the United King
dom introduced new proposals designed to meet, as far as possible, 
Soviet positions on vital issues of the conf erence.^

The developments in these negotiations are well known to the 
Japanese Government which has kept itself currently informed on 
their progress through consultations with the United States Govern
ment and which, in addition, has made substantial and valuable con
tributions to the discussions of this subject during past meetings of 
the General Assembly of the United Nations.

The Soviet resumption of nuclear weapon tests and refusal to 
negotiate an agreement was greeted with shock and regret by the 
United States Government  ̂ and by the whole world. With the hope 
of sparing mankind from the potential dangers of nuclear fallout, the 
President of the United States and the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom urged the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
U.S.S.E. to record promptly agreement on their proposal not to con
duct nuclear tests which take place in the atmosphere and which pro
duce radioactive fallout.^ Their aim was to protect mankind from 
the hazards of atmosphere pollution engendered by such testing and to 
contribute to the reduction of international tensions. Kegrettably 
the Soviet Union has now rejected this further initiative of the United 
States and the United Kingdom to halt nuclear testing.®

' Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162.
* Ante, pp. 325,327.
® Ante, pp. 348-350.
" Ante, p. 351.
® Ante, pp. 384-391.
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The Soviet Union’s program of testing is progressing rapidly, 
suggesting that extensive secret preparations for test resumption were 
undertaken during a major portion of this year’s session of the Geneva 
conference. In addition, the Soviet Union has announced its testing 
program is designed to develop a super terror weapon—a 100 megaton 
bomb. I t  was in the face of these threats, and only after a rigorous 
and thorough review of vital security interests, that the President 
of the United States announced the intention of this government to 
begin a program of underground nuclear testing which would cause 
no fallout.

The United States Government shares the regret of the Japanese 
people and the Japanese Government that the Soviet Union has 
refused to conclude a nuclear test ban agreement and that it has also 
rejected the proposal that nuclear tests not be conducted in the atmos
phere. I t  sees in this action a disdain for the security and well-being 
of all mankind. Unfortunately, these actions of the Soviet Union 
have inevitably forced the United States to undertake the necessary 
measures for the protection of the security interests of the United 
States and of the free world.

The United States Government, like the Japanese Government^ 
reaffirms its earnest desire that an international agreement to suspend 
nuclear tests under effective international inspection and control will 
be concluded without delay. To this end, the United States has asked 
for full and complete consideration of the urgent need for an effec
tively controlled treaty banning nuclear weapon tests at the forth
coming Sixteenth General Assembly of the United Nations.^

The United States Government expresses the hope that the Govern
ment of Japan will lend its support to this objective as it has in the 
past.

United States Memorandum Submitted to the Soviet Union 
During the Bilateral Talks: Principles That Should 
Govern Negotiations for General and Complete Dis
armament in a Peaceful World, September 14, 1961 ^

The Government and the people of the United States have tradition
ally worked for the achievement of a peaceful world in which nations 
will no longer resort to war as an instrument for settling international 
problems. They remain dedicated to this goal.

' Ante, pp. 242-246. 
“A/4880, Sept. 20, 1961.
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In  taking the initiative last March and suggesting a bilateral ex
change of views with the Soviet Government on disarmament, the 
United States acted in the belief that a frank and informal discussion 
of issues of principle could make an important contribution to the 
appreciation by each side of the views and positions of the other 
and to effective progress along the road to a lasting peace. I t  also 
sought to meet repeated Soviet insistence that no multilateral nego
tiations could take place without an agreed framework for them. The 
United States hoped that this exchange of views would lead to a joint 
understanding of the guidelines for resumed multilateral negotia
tions—^negotiations which the Soviet Union arbitrarily abandoned in 
1960. Last March there appeared to be a common understanding 
with the Soviet Government that once these guidelines and an appro
priate and representative forum were agreed upon and accepted by the 
other participants, multilateral negotiations would reopen on 31 July. 
Unfortunately, the Soviet Government took the view that such an 
understanding regarding both the nature of the bilateral talks and 
the resumption of multilateral negotiations on 31 July did not exist.

The Soviet Government stated that the bilateral talks should turn 
instead directly to a consideration of specific plans and that without 
a large measure of agreement on such specific plans there could be no 
multilateral negotiations. The United States believes on the other 
hand that negotiation of detailed disarmament plans is the concern 
of many States. Therefore, the United States cannot accept a pro
cedure whereby these interested States would be excluded from 
participation in working out an agreement.

Consequently, the United States sought to achieve a meeting of 
minds on a set of principles to be submitted for approval to the other 
participants in multilateral negotiations. This, the United States be
lieved, would prepare the ground for detailed and fruitful negotiations 
of specific measures and programmes. Such a procedure, if followed 
from the outset, as was the understanding reached by Ambassador 
Stevenson and Foreign Minister Gromyko last March,^ would have 
provided for the presentation and discussion of a specific programme 
of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world in the ap
propriate multilateral forum at any time after 31 July. The United 
States regretfully saw 31 July pass without such negotiations having 
been commenced.

To facilitate accomplishment of the task of the bilateral exchange 
of views the United States representative at the bilateral talks gave 
the Soviet representative on 19 June a draft statement of principles 
setting forth the purpose of multilateral negotiations and the 
principles that should guide them.^ This statement closely conformed

 ̂See ante, pp. 79-81.
 ̂Ante, p. 196.
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to the type of statements that had previously been the subject of an 
exchange of views between Ambassador Stevenson and Foreign Min
ister Gromyko. The United States several times made revisions of 
its draft statement of principles in order to meet points that had 
been raised in the course of the bilateral talks.

The United States representative did not, however, confine himself 
to the presentation of these documents. In accordance with our un
derstanding of the purpose of the bilateral exchange of views, he 
sought to engage the Soviet representative in a productive discussion 
of the principles and considerations underlying the written documents..

As is clear from the United States documents submitted during 
the bilateral discussions, the United States objective is to implement 
a programme which ensures total disarmament with States retaining 
at their disposal only those minimal forces and non-nuclear arma
ments required for the maintenance of internal order and the protec
tion of the personal security of citizens. Apart from these internal 
security forces, only an international peace force would exist. All 
other military force would be eliminated. The progranmie desired 
by the United States would include the establishment of reliable pro
cedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and effective arrange
ments for the maintenance of peace, including the International Peace 
Force, in accordance with the principles of the TJnited Nations 
Charter.

The United States also set forth its views on several important 
specific aspects of the search for agreement on general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world.

First, the United States stresses the importance of working out a 
total over-all programme providing for complete disarmament. The 
United States is prepared to work out the whole programme. At 
the same time, the United States cannot accept a situation where noth
ing concrete can be done until the very last word has been agreed for 
the total programme. Consequently, it urges acceptance of the propo
sition that without prejudice to eventual development of the total 
programme an attempt must be made to find the widest possible area 
of agreement—including any individual measures or groups of meas
ures—and to implement such measures just as soon as they are agreed. 
The United States believes that while the complete programme with 
its admittedly complex provisions is being worked out, no opportunity 
should be missed to make a start. Any beginning, even the most 
limited, will represent progress. Moreover, it would facilitate the 
work on, and indeed form part of, the total progranmie which is the 
stated goal. The United States hopes that the Soviet Union will 
accept this practical approach. In disarmament, as elsewhere, the 
way to begin is to begin. This is why the United States particularly 
deplores the retreat of the Soviet Government from an effective agree-

629270—62----- 29
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ment to ban nuclear weapons tests, which would have been a significant 
first step on the road to general and complete disarmament in a 
peaceful world.

Secondly, the United States stresses the inseparable relationship 
between the drastic scaling down of national armaments and the 
building up of international peace-keeping machinery and institu
tions. Any progranmie, even if it carries the title “General and Com
plete Disarmament”, which does not embody this relationship is a 
programme for disorder and the perpetuation of disputes among 
nations. Nations which are expected to give up their means of self- 
protection must have available other effective means of safeguarding 
their legitimate interests. They must be protected against possible 
violators of a disarmament agreement by effective international en
forcement measures. They must have available judicial and non
judicial procedures for the equitable settlement of disputes and for 
harmonizing conflicting interests and aspirations as they arise. They 
must be assured that change in the world will be orderly and pro
gressive. And if necessary they must be assured of the protection 
of an international force capable of operating effectively for the 
common benefit of all nations and not in the special interest of any 
one nation or group of nations.

The procedures and institutions envisaged by the United States 
would be within the framework of the United Nations as part of the 
programme for general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world. These procedures and institutions would not permit nations 
to invoke doctrines of sacred or just wars in behalf of unilateral mili
tary action since they would ensure that no one really seeking justice 
or the fulfillment of legitimate aspirations will need to have recourse 
to their own force. They would not permit arbitrary revisions of 
established international agreements and infringements of other na
tion’s rights. The United States believes firmly that nations must be 
prepared to moderate gradually the exercise of unrestricted sover
eignty and to abide by the decisions and judgements of tribunals and 
other bodies, even if such decisions at times may not meet with a 
particular nation’s approval.

The Soviet Government, judging from the statements of its repre
sentative during the bilateral talks, does not appear as yet to recognize 
the essential requirement of the progressive development of effective 
peace-keeping machinery parallel to the implementation of measures 
leading to total disarmament.

Thirdly, the United States insists upon effective verification of all 
disarmament measures from beginning to end. The fundamental 
precept guiding the United States is that the implementation of every 
obligation entered into must be subject to effective verification in order



U.S. MEMORANDUM, SEPTEMBER 14 435

to provide each participating State with confidence that every other 
State is fulfilling its commitments.

Verification only of the process of reducing or destroying particular 
elements of military strength, as proposed by the Soviet Union, does 
not meet the criterion of effective verification of all obligations entered 
into. What must be certain is not only that nations are removing 
certain numbers of forces and armaments from their military estab
lishments, but also that they are not maintaining forces and arma- 
ments or engaging in activities in excess of those permitted at a given 
step or stage in the disarmament programme.

Any disarmament programme which professes to meet the criterion 
of effective verification must provide unambiguously for means of 
detecting clandestine or other activities not authorized in the agree
ment. The absence of such provision would make any disarmament 
plan a sham.

I t  follows, further, that the verification system must be fully capable 
of exercising the functions necessary to ensure compliance with the 
agreement throughout the entire disarmament process and not just at 
the end of it. The phrase frequently used in Soviet statements that 
‘̂imder conditions of general and complete disarmament the most 

thorough control must be implemented” is ambiguous and does not 
adequately reflect the necessity for effective verification at every step 
and stage of the disarmament process. Indeed, it must be pointed 
out that if, as the Soviet Union suggests, control can be “most 
thorough” only ‘̂ under conditions” of general and complete disarma- 
ment, but not during the process of implementing the measures lead
ing to general and complete disarmament, it may never be possible 
to determine whether the “conditions” of general and complete dis
armament have in fact arrived or to protect a complying party against 
the consequences of violation or evasion of a disarmament agreement 
by others.

The United States believes that effective verification requires smooth 
day-to-day functioning of the inspection machinery. The rights and 
functions of the verification system would be spelled out in detail 
in any agreement and in its annexes. There would of course be a 
political body composed as agreed by the parties, which would exercise 
policy supervision over the administrative arm of the control organ. 
But this administrative arm itself must be able to work as fast and 
■efficiently as possible and without hindrance if it is to have the confi
dence of all parties. Sound administrative practice the world over 
and the requirement of effective verification demand efficient adminis
tration of the disarmament verification machinery. For this reason 
the United States rejects firmly the concept of some sort of multi
headed administrative machinery. The United States, moreover, does
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not agree with the effort of the Soviet Government to divide the world 
into three or any other nnmber of blocs or “camps”. As the United 
States representative indicated during the bilateral discussions, the 
agreement on general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world 
should include a mechanism providing States with recourse in the event 
they believe that personnel of the administrative machinery are not 
properly discharging their functions.

The United States believes that the nature and extent of controls 
should depend strictly on the objective requirements for verification 
of each disarmament measure. The agreement and its annexes, based 
as they must be on adequate scientific and technical findings, should set 
forth in detail the verification requirements for each measure. No 
other consideration than assurance that each measure will be fully 
and punctually implemented should enter into the specification of 
verification requirements. This will ensure that no legitimate security 
interests of any State will be adversely affected by the application of 
disarmament controls.

The United States believes that the elaboration of the means of 
verification is the joint responsibility of all States interested in the 
achievement of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world. The Soviet Union has for the past year suggested that, on 
the contrary, the West must carry the burden of elaborating a veri
fication system. The United States urges the Soviet Government 
to join the United States in multilateral negotiations and in the con
scientious and businesslike development of a verification system which 
would enable all parties to repose trust in a disarmament agreement.

The United States representative also dealt with nimierous other 
aspects of principle in order to amplify the written documents tabled 
by the United States. He said the United States believes that time
limits must be worked out for the completion of all disarmament meas
ures as well as for the completion of each stage. However, the problem 
of establishing these time-limits is complicated by the numerous tech
nical problems involved in working out effective and reliable means 
of implementing disarmament measures. Moreover, an over-all time
limit would, of course, have to take into account the procedure for 
transition between stages. The United States will devote every effort 
toward solving these problems and hopes the Soviet Union is pre
pared to do likewise. Once the time-limits for the measures in each 
stage and for the stages themselves have been worked out, it will 
be possible to estimate the time-limit for the implementation of the 
total programme. The United States believes, however, that it would 
be unrealistic and dangerously misleading to pretend that a specific 
over-all. time-limit can be established in advance.

With regard to transition from one stage to the next, the United 
States believes that the underlying principle must be that States will
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at each, stage be assured that all parties have fulfilled their obliga
tions and that the next steps in the disarmament programme can then 
safely be taken. Without such assurance, there would be cause for 
suspicion and dispute, which might disrupt the entire disarmament 
process. Accordingly, the United States believes that transition from 
stage to stage should take place upon a review of the implementation 
of measures included in the preceding stage and upon a decision that 
all such measures have in fact been implemented as provided in the 
agreement. As soon as this decision has been taken, implementation 
of the next stage would commence forthwith. The Soviet position 
on this question remains obscure despite repeated United States 
attempts to obtain clarification.

The United States also attempted to resolve the issue of the com
position of a multilateral negotiating forum. Ambassador Stevenson 
and Foreign Minister Gromyko had agreed previously that this would 
be one of the purposes of the bilateral discussions. Accordingly, the 
United States presented the Soviet Union with several alternative 
possibilities for a forum including: (1) the reconvening of the Ten- 
^fation Committee, which the USSR abandoned in 1960; (2) the 
addition to that Committee of three officers selected from other coun
tries; (3) an expansion of the Committee by ten members selected 
on an equitable geographical basis, and (4) the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission. Unfortunately, neither the oral state
ments of the Soviet representative nor a Soviet azde-memoire tabled 
on 28 July  ̂ indicated a constructive Soviet response to these United 
States suggestions. Disarmament negotiations cannot, of course, take 
place without the Soviet Government. Since that Government still 
appears unwilling to accept a forum of workable size and equitable 
composition, the United States proposes that negotiations be resumed 
in the first instance in the United Nations Disarmament Commission. 
However, if the Soviet Government agrees, the United States remains 
willing to resume negotiations in a Committee composed of the orig
inal members of the Ten-Nation Committee, with the addition of the 
following countries: from Asia—Pakistan, India and Japan; from 
Latin America—^Mexico, Brazil and Argentina; from Africa and the 
Middle East—the United Arab Republic, Nigeria and Tunisia; and 
from Europe—Sweden. Such a committee would ensure equitable 
and fair representation to all geographical regions of the world. The 
Soviet Government is already in possession of the United States 
memorandum of 29 July 1961 in which the United States position 
on the forum issue was set forth in detail.^

 ̂Ante, p. 2f>9.
* Ante, pp. 271-273.
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The views and considerations presented in this memorandum, in 
conjunction with the draft Statements of Principles which have been 
given to the Soviet Government, provide a clear statement of the 
position of the United States on the principles which should govern 
the working out of an agreement on general annd complete disarma
ment in a peaceful world. The United States Government has 
studied the Statement of the Soviet Government of 27 Jime 1961/ 
the Soviet Government’s aide-memoire of 19 July and 21 July,^ and 
the draft statement of principles which the Soviet representative 
submitted on 27 July.^ I t  has carefully taken into account the posi
tions of the Soviet Government expressed in these documents as well 
as in the statements of the Soviet representative during the bilateral 
talks. The successive drafts of statements of principles submitted 
by the United States testify to its consistent effort to meet any con
structive suggestion put forward by the Soviet Union. The United 
States hopes that the Soviet Union will similarly make a sincere effort 
to work out a mutually acceptable statement of principles which will 
permit the early resumption of multilateral negotiations.

White House Statement on First American Nuclear Test in 
New Series, September 15, 1961 *

President John F. Kennedy announced that the United States 
conducted an underground nuclear weapons development test of low 
yield at the Nevada Test Site at 1 p.m. The detonation has produced 
no fallout. This is in marked contrast to Soviet nuclear tests in the 
atmosphere.

The United States was forced reluctantly to make the decision to 
resume testing after years of attempting to reach a nuclear test ban 
with the Soviet Union when the Soviet Union without warning but 
after a great deal of preparation resumed testing in the atmosphere. 
We have announced ten such Soviet tests—three of them in the 
megaton range.

Today’s test was the first in the joint Atomic Energy Commission- 
Department of Defense program to strengthen the defense of the free 
world. The resumption of extensive Soviet testing has made this 
action necessary to fulfill the responsibilities of the United States

 ̂Ante, pp. 199-213.
“ Antey pp. 248-258.
 ̂Ante, pp. 267-269.

* White House press release, Sept. 15,1961.
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Government to its own citizens and to the security of other free 
nations.

In addition, as the program progresses, tests will be utilized to 
provide information in support of the U.S. programs to improve 
means of detecting and identifying nuclear explosions for possible 
use in an international nuclear test control system (Vela), and 
to study the use of nuclear detonations for peaceful purposes 
(Plowshare).

The United States once again affirms its readiness to negotiate a 
controlled test ban agreement of the widest possible scope.

Report of the United States and the Soviet Union to the 
Sixteenth General Assembly on the Results of the Bi
lateral Talks: Agreed Statement of Principles, Sep
tember 20, 1961 ^

In  accordance with their statements of 30 March 1961 at the fifteenth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly,^ the Governments of 
the United States and the USSR wish to inform the Members of the 
General Assembly of their exchange of views on questions relating to 
disarmament and to the resumption of negotiations in an appropriate 
body, whose composition is to be agreed upon.

1. The exchange of views took place in Washington, D.C. from 
19 June to 30 June; in Moscow from 17 July to 29 July; and in New 
York from 6 September to 19 September 1961.

2. As a result of the exchange of views, the two Governments 
submit a joint statement of agreed principles which they recommend as 
guidance for disarmament negotiations when such negotiations are 
resumed. The text of these agreed principles is attached hereto in 
the form of a joint statement of the two Governments.

3. The two Governments were not able to reach agreement on the 
composition of a negotiating body prior to the sixteenth General 
Assembly.

Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations

Having conducted an extensive exchange of views on disarmament 
pursuant to their agreement announced in the General Assembly on 
30 March 1961,

* A/4879, Sept. 20, 1961.
 ̂See ante, pp. 79-81.
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Noting with concern that the continuing arms race is a heavy burden 
for humanity and is fraught with dangers for the cause of world 
peace,

Eeaffirming their adherence to all the provisions of the General 
Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959/

Affirming that to facilitate the attainment of general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world it is important that all States abide 
by existing international agreements, refrain from any actions which 
might aggravate international tensions, and that they seek settlement 
of all disputes by peaceful means.

The United States and the USSR have agreed to recommend the 
following principles as the basis for future multilateral negotiations 
on disarmament and to call upon other States to co-operate in reaching 
early agreement on general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world in accordance with these principles.

1. The goal of negotiations is to achieve agreement on a pro
gramme which will ensure that (a) disarmament is general and 
complete and war is no longer an instrument for settling international 
problems, and (b) such disarmament is accompanied by the establish
ment of reliable procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes 
and effective arrangements for the maintenance of peace in accordance 
with the principles of the United Nations Charter.

2. The programme for general and complete disarmament shall 
ensure that States will have at their disposal only those non-nuclear 
armaments, forces, facilities, and establishments as are agreed to be 
necessary to maintain internal order and protect the personal security 
of citizens; and that States shall support and provide agreed man
power for a United Nations peace force.

3. To this end, the programme for general and complete disarma
ment shall contain the necessary provisions, with respect to the 
military establishment of every nation, fo r:

(a) Disbanding of armed forces, dismantling of military estab
lishments, including bases, cessation of the production of arma
ments as well as their liquidation or conversion to peaceful uses;

(b) Elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, bac
teriological, and other weapons of mass destruction and cessation 
of the production of such weapons;

(c) Elimination of all means of delivery of weapons of mass 
destruction;

(d) Abolishment of the organization and institutions designed 
to organize the military effort of States, cessation of military train
ing, and closing of all military training institutions;

(e) Discontinuance of military expenditures.

^Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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4. The disarmament programme should be implemented in an 
agreed sequence, by stages mitil it is completed, with each measure 
and stage carried out within specified time-limits. Transition to a 
subsequent stage in the process of disarmament should take place 
upon a review of the implementation of measures included in the 
preceding stage and upon a decision that all such measures have b?en 
implemented and verified and that any additional verification arrange
ments required for measures in the next stage are, when appropriate, 
ready to operate.

5. All measures of general and complete disarmament should be 
balanced so that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could 
any State or group of States gain military advantage and that security 
is ensured equally for all.

6. All disarmament measures should be implemented from begin
ning to end under such strict and effective international control as 
would provide firm assurance that all parties are honouring their 
obligations. During and after the implementation of general and 
complete disarmament, the most thorough control should be exercised, 
the nature and extent of such control depending on the requirements 
for verification of the disarmament measures being carried out in each 
stage. To implement control over and inspection of disarmament, 
an International Disarmament Organization including all parties to 
the agreement should be created within the framework of the United 
Nations. This International Disarmament Organization and its in
spectors should be assured unrestricted access without veto to all 
places as necessary for the purpose of effective verification.

7. Progress in disarmament should be accompanied by measures 
to strengthen institutions for maintaining peace and the settlement 
of international disputes by peaceful means. During and after the 
implementation of the programme of general and complete disarma
ment, there should be taken, in accordance with the principles of 
the United Nations Charter, the necessary measures to maintain inter
national peace and security, including the obligation of States to place 
at the disposal of the United Nations agreed manpower necessary for 
an international peace force to be equipped with agreed types of arma
ments. Arrangements for the use of this force should ensure that 
the United Nations can effectively deter or suppress any threat or 
use of arms in violation of the purposes and principles of the United 
Nations.

8. States participating in the negotiations should seek to achieve 
and implement the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible 
date. Efforts should continue without interruption until agreement 
upon the total programme has been achieved, and efforts to ensure 
early agreement on and implementation of measures of disarmament 
should be undertaken without prejudicing progress on agreement on
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the total programme and in such a way that these measures would 
facilitate and form part of that programme.

Letter From Presidential Adviser McCloy to Deputy 
Foreign Minister Zorin: Verification of Retained 
Forces and Armaments, September 20, 1961 ^

D ear Mr. Zorin :
A t the 18 September 1961 session of our bilateral discussions on 

disarmament you indicated that the draft of a joint statement of 
agreed principles which I  submitted to you on behalf of the United 
States Government on 14 September 1961 would be acceptable to the 
Government of the Soviet Union provided the following clause were 
omitted from paragraph 6:

“Such verification should ensure that not only agreed limitations or 
reductions take place but also that retained armed forces and 
armaments do not exceed agreed levels at any stage.”

This sentence expresses a key element in the United States position 
which we believe is implicit in the entire joint statement of agreed 
principles that whenever an agreement stipulates that at a certain 
point certain levels of forces and armaments may be retained, the verifi
cation machinery must have all the rights and powers necessary to 
ensure that those levels are not exceeded.

I t  appears from your statements that the Soviet Union will be un
willing to agree to a joint statement of agreed principles unless the 
above-mentioned clause is omitted therefrom. My Government has 
authorized me to inform you that, in the interest of progress toward 
resuming disarmament negotiations, it is willing to remove the above- 
mentioned sentence from paragraph 6 of the joint statement of agreed 
principles since it is an item to which the Soviet Union has not agreed.

This is done upon the express understanding that the substantive 
position of the United States Government as outlined in the above
quoted sentence and in our memorandum of 14 September 1961 re
mains unchanged, and is in no sense prejudiced by the exclusion of 
this sentence from the joint statement of agreed principles.

The United States continues to adhere to and will continue to ad
vance the principle contained in the omitted sentence as a necessary 
element in any comprehensive disarmament negotiations or agreement.

Very truly yours,
J o h n  J . M cCloy

A/4880, Sept. 20, 1961. The agreed statement of principles is printed supra, 
Mr. Zorin repUed on the same date {infra) .
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Letter From Deputy Foreign Minister Zorin to Presidential 
Adviser McCloy, September 20, 1961 ^

D ear Mr. M cCloy,

I  have received your letter of 20 September 1961, in which you 
express a reservation with regard to the position which the United 
States of America intends to adopt in subsequent negotiations on 
disarmament.

According to the agreement which we reached in the course of a 
bilateral exchange of views, the United States agreed not to include, 
in the joint statement by the Governments of the USSR and the 
United States on the principles for disarmament negotiations,^ the 
proposal with which you are conversant and the adoption of which 
would imply acceptance of the concept of the establishment of control 
over armaments instead of control over disarmament. In your letter 
you say that this proposal “expresses a key element in the United 
States position”.

In this connexion I  must state that, as you know, the position of the 
USSR on the question of control over general and complete disarma
ment has been thoroughly and clearly explained in the statements 
of the Soviet Government and its leader N. S. Khrushchev. The 
Soviet Union favours the most thorough and strict international con
trol over the measures of general and complete disarmament. While 
strongly advocating effective control over disarmament and wishing 
to facilitate as much as possible the achievement of agreement on this 
control, the Soviet Union is at the same time resolutely opposed to the 
establishment of control over armaments.

I t appears from your letter that the United States is trying to estab
lish control over the armed forces and armaments retained by States 
at any given stage of disarmament. However, such control, which 
in fact means control over armaments, would turn into an international 
system of legalized espionage, which would naturally be unacceptable 
to any State concerned for its security and the interests of preserving 
peace throughout the world. The position of the United States on 
this question, if it insists on the proposal described above, will in
evitably complicate agreement on a programme of general and com
plete disarmament, on the general principles of which we have agreed.

"A/4887, Sept. 25, 1961.
* See ante, pp. 439-442.
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The Soviet Union will continue to make every effort towards the 
earliest preparation of a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
under effective international cont;*ol.

I  have the honour to be, etc.

V. Z orin
Permanent Representative of the USSR  

to the United Nations

Statement by the Soviet Government on the 
Bilateral Talks, September 22, 1961 ^

In  fulfillment of [the] General Assembly resolution of 21 April 
1961,2 USSE Government deems it its duty to inform the Members 
of the United Nations of the course and results of the exchange of 
views between the USSR and the United States on disarmament 
questions held at Washington, Moscow and New York in June, July 
and September 1961. The great interest in this exchange of views 
shown by the Members of the United Nations is quite understandable.

In our times there is no problem that is more acute or pressing than 
the strengthening and maintenance of peace. Towards this noble goal 
the thoughts and strivings of all the nations are directed. Their 
fondest hopes and aspirations concerning a happy life, undisturbed 
labour and the well-being of their children are predicated on peace. 
They rightly regard general and complete disarmament, which will 
eliminate the material means of waging war and will thus make war 
impossible, as the sure and direct road to that goal.

I t  is therefore not surprising that the question of general and com
plete disarmament, brought up, for the first time, at the fourteenth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly on the USSR Gov
ernment’s initiative,^ immediately received wide support from all 
States Members of the United Nations, which unanimously acknowl
edged that it was the most important problem of our day and de
manded that Governments should make the utmost efforts with a view 
to its early solution.^ Perturbed by the failure of the Ten-Nation 
Committee at Geneva which, through the fault of the Western Powers, 
proved unable to perform the task entrusted to it—that of elaborating 
an agreement on general and complete disarmament—^many States

^A/4887, Sept 25, 1961. The statement was transmitted to the President of 
the General Assembly by Foreign Minister Gromyko on Sept. 22.

* AntSf p. 126.
* Documents on Biaarmamentj 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.

p. 1545.
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Members of the United Nations deemed it essential that steps should 
be taken to prevent further delays in finding a solution to this most 
important international problem. They expressed themselves in 
favour of the General Assembly laying down specific directives for 
the elaboration of a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

In  an endeavour to contribute to the solution of the disarmament 
problem, the Soviet Union submitted proposals concerning such 
directives for subsequent negotiations.^ A large group of neutralist 
States, including India, Indonesia and Ghana, also submitted a draft 
resolution concerning the basic principles of general and complete 
disarmament.^ The USSR Government at once indicated its posi
tive attitude to this draft.

As is known, the General Assembly, at its fifteenth session, never
theless proved unable to agree on directives because of the position of 
the former United States Administration, which openly opposed the 
adoption of any decisions concerning general and complete disarm
ament. The new United States Administration, for its part, stated 
that it was not yet ready to consider the substance of disarmament 
questions and asked for time in which to study the problem of 
disarmament.

Acceding to the wishes of the new United States Administration, 
the General Assembly agreed not to examine the substance of the 
question of disarmament at the resumed fifteenth session. In  that 
connexion, account was also taken of the important circumstance 
that agreement had been reached between the Soviet Union and the 
United States to hold a bilateral exchange of views on disarmament 
questions. I t  will be remembered that the General Assembly, in a 
special resolution, approved the holding of such an exchange of views 
in the expectation that the talks would contribute to the solution of 
the problem of disarmament and to the attainment of the necessary 
agreement.

The USSR Government herewith submits to the General Assembly 
a Statement on the bilateral USSR-United States disarmament 
negotiations.

I. General and Complete D isarmament Is S urest R oad T owards 
D elivering M a n k in d  F rom th e  T hreat of W ar

The Soviet Government attached great importance to direct negoti
ations between the USSR and the United States, in the expectation 
that during the negotiations both parties would make a sincere effort 
to bring their positions as close together as possible. I t  is conmion 
knowledge that the solution of the disarmament problem depends

I960, pp. 297-299.
pp. 345-347.
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to a large extent on agreement between these two Powers. I t  is im
possible to disregard the fact that the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America now possess the largest armed forces and the most 
powerful modern armaments, including missiles and nuclear weapons. 
Agreement between the USSR and the United States on basic ques
tions of disarmament would, beyond doubt, give a powerful impetus 
to the solution of the whole problem of disarmament and would pave 
the way for agreement on the dismantling of the entire military set
up of States.

The Soviet Government made careful preparations for the bilateral 
-exchange of views. I t  was of the opinion that the new form of ne
gotiations gave the parties an opportimity not only of understanding 
each other better and determining where their positions coincided 
and where they were at variance, but also of mapping out jointly a 
practical approach to the solution of the disarmament problem. I t  
was the Soviet Government’s sincere desire that, from the very outset, 
the talks should be business-like, and that positive results should be 
obtained. That was why the Soviet Government proposed to the 
United States Government that they should begin by exchanging 
views on the substance of the problem of general and complete dis
armament and by considering practical proposals to that effect, es
pecially as the need to solve the problem of disarmament on the basis 
of the general and complete disarmament of States had already been 
recognized by the United Nations General Assembly.

With a view to enabling the United States Government to make a 
thorough study of the Soviet Union’s position, the USSR delegation, 
on 27 June 1961, transmitted to the United States a Statement by the 
Soviet Government on general and complete disarmament.^ Later in 
the course of the talks, the USSR delegation transmitted to the United 
States delegation a memorandum dated 19 July 1961 on the need for 
general and complete disarmament  ̂ and a memorandum dated 21 
July 1961 dealing specifically with control over general and complete 
disarmament.^ These documents set out in detail the programme of 
general and complete disarmament under strict international control 
put forward by Mr. Khrushchev, the Head of the USSR Government, 
on 23 September 1960 for consideration by the General Assembly/

What are the motives which impel the USSR Government to insist 
on the immediate carrying out of general and complete disarmament ?

In the history of man, the need for taking the most resolute steps 
to deliver mankind from the threat of a war of’ extermination has

 ̂Ante, pp. 190-213.
’ pp. 248-253.
* AntOj pp. 253-258.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, pp. 241-248.
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never been as acute and pressing as it is now. The swift progress of 
science and of military technology has led to the development of mon
strous nuclear bombs, each one of which is capable of obliterating a 
large industrial and cultural centre. Intercontinei;ital ballistic mis
siles have been produced which can deliver such bombs to any point on 
the globe in a matter of minutes and which cannot be recalled. The 
formation by the Western Powers of a number of military bloas— 
NATO, SEATO and CENTO—^which are directed against peace- 
loving States, the creation of a dense network of United States mili
tary bases on foreign territory, the fanning of the “cold war” which 
has envenomed the relations among States and the continuous speed
ing up of the arms race have already prepared the fuel for a war of in
estimable danger.

Particularly dangerous are the latest events, when, in reply to the 
Soviet Union’s proposal concerning the conclusion of a peace treaty 
with Germany and the consequent normalization of the situation in 
West Berlin,^ the Western Powers have been rattling their sabres and 
threatening to precipitate a military conflict.

The surest way to deliver manldnd for all times from the danger 
hanging over it is general and complete disarmament. We must elim
inate all the means of waging war, dismantle the war machinery of 
States and prevent its re-establishment in any form whatever.

As long as States possess armies and weapons, the danger of war 
cannot be regarded as past. As long as armaments and armed forces, 
even reduced, restricted or cut down, remain in existence, the possi
bility of the outbreak of a military conflict and of the use of armed 
force by one State or group of States against another will still be 
there.

The Soviet Government regards general and complete disarmament 
as a feasible task. What are the grounds for this conclusion ? First 
of all, the fact that the carrying out of such disarmament would pre
clude all possibility of any 'State or States enjoying a military advan
tage and guarantee equal conditions for all countries. When all 
States disarm, no State will possess the machinery of war, and no 
threat to the security of any State can then arise.

General and complete disarmament would make it possible to do 
away with many of the obstacles which arose whenever there was talk 
of partial disarmament measures and when some States feared that 
the implementation of such measures might upset the balance of 
power at a particular stage and prove detrimental to their security. 
Whereas in the past many States regarded various disarmament 
plans with suspicion, perceiving in them the other side’s intention to

^Documents on Germany, 1944-1961 (S. Com. print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 
642-645.
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acquire some special advantage, such fears are removed by general 
and complete disarmament, since everyone will gain and no one will 
lose by it.

I t  go^ without saying that the willingness of States to embark on 
such disarmament would in itself have an immediate favourable ef
fect on the entire world situation. Such willingness would show 
that these States have no intention of attacking anybody and are 
determined to strengthen international confidence and to base mutual 
relations on the principles of peaceful coexistence, that is, to live in 
peace and friendship.

I t should also be borne in mind that the conclusion of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament would make it much easier 
to carry out international control over disarmament measures. When 
the threat to their security has been removed because of general and 
complete disarmament, States will have no reasons to conceal any
thing, and will open wide the door to international inspection of 
their compliance with accepted obligations. In these circumstances 
the control will not impede, but rather will cement, mutual confi
dence between States, enabling each State to make certain that the 
other parties to the agreement are also discharging their obligations 
conscientiously.

I t is hardly necessary to state that the destruction of the means of 
waging war would fundamentally alter the entire world situation: 
instead of the arms race and the cold war, which keep the nations in 
constant fear of what the next day may bring, there would be stable 
peaceful coexistence and a joining of efforts to master the still unex
plored forces of nature, nuclear energy, all the natural riches of our 
planet, and outer space, into which man has already made a bold 
entry. Men’s thoughts would then turn not to preparations for a 
destructive war but to the creation of material and cultural values 
and to a united campaign against disease and natural disaster, which 
still wreak havoc among them.

In elaborating a plan for general and complete disarmament in 
three consecutive stages, the Soviet Government was guided by a desire 
to have the very first steps in this direction yield a maximum positive 
result and permit if not the total elimination then at least the greatest 
possible reduction of the threat of nuclear war— t̂he worst danger 
facing mankind. The Soviet Union therefore proposes that the dis
armament process should begin not merely with a substantial cur
tailment of the armed forces and conventional armaments of States 
but also with the destruction of all means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons, the dismantling of military bases in the territories of other 
States and the withdrawal of all foreign troops from such territories.

It will readily be seen that the complete destruction of the means 
of delivering nuclear weapons would virtually remove all threat of
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attack by one country on another with atomic and hydrogen weapons. 
This in turn would prepare favourable conditions for the speedy 
solution, at the next stage, of the problem of complete prohibition 
of nuclear weapons, including the cessation of their manufacture, 
their elimination from the arsenals of States, and the destruction of 
all stockpiles of such weapons.

In renouncing the weapons which constitute its main defence against 
aggression, the Soviet Union is entitled to demand that its security 
interests should also be given due regard and that concurrently with 
the destruction of means of delivery the military bases established in 
the territories of other States should be dismantled. One need merely 
glance at a map of the net oi military bases which the United States 
of America and other members of Western military blocs have drawn 
around the borders of socialist States to realize that if missiles are 
destroyed and foreign military bases left untouched, the United States 
and its allies in military blocs will be placed at an advantage.

The simultaneous elimination of the means of delivery and of mili
tary bases is a pre-condition for ensuring in practice the equal posi
tion of States during disarmament. The Soviet Union does not de
mand advantages for itself, but neither can it jeopardize its security 
and agree to have unjust advantages given to others. For this very 
reason, both in the context of the entire programme of general and 
complete disarmament and at each stage of its implementation, the 
disarmament measures are so co-ordinated that their execution would 
give no advantage to any country or group of countries.

During the bilateral exchange of views, the USSR delegation 
stressed the great importance of reaching an linderstanding on the 
elaboration and conclusion of a single treaty covering all stages of 
the programme of general and complete disarmament and prescribing 
specific time-limits for the implementation both of the separate stages 
and of the programme as a whole. Only if there is an agreement set
ting out a definite time-table for the execution of disarmament meas
ures under effective control can it be said that States will assume 
specific obligations. Only then will' it be certain that the opponents 
of disarmament will be unable to delay, or even discontinue, the execu
tion of disarmament measures on the pretext that the obligations under 
the treaty are ill- defined.

Bearing in mind the urgent need to solve the disarmament problem, 
the Soviet Government, during the bilateral negotiations with the 
United States, expressed its conviction that States should make a 
maximum effort to implement the disarmament programme within a 
relatively short time. The Soviet Union proposes that general and 
complete disarmament should be effected in four or five years. This 
is a realistic figure which makes due allowance for the ability of States 
to dismantle their war machinery and convert their economy and their

629270— 62-------30
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entire national life to a peace-time basis. The Soviet Union is pre
pared to consider any other proposals on time-limits for implementing 
the programme of general and complete disarmament. In  its view, 
however, the agreed time should in any case be clearly defined and as 
short as possible.

I I . G eneral and  C omplete D isarmament Must B e Carried Out  
U nder S trict I nternational Control

During the negotiations, the USSR gave a detailed exposition of 
its position on the question of international control of disarmament.

The Soviet Government holds that an agreement on general and 
complete disarmament must provide firm assurances that none of the 
parties will violate its obligations. The Soviet Union therefore advo
cates the establishment of strict international control of disarmament 
and it will never agree to any disarmament measures that are not ac
companied by effective control.

As the Soviet Government emphasized before, the Soviet State has 
good reason to hold this position, if only because past experience has 
taught it that it cannot rely on the integrity of certain Western 
partners in the agreemmt.

As is known, the Government of the USSR, and the Head of the 
Government, Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, have time and again stated that 
if the Western Powers were to accept the proposal on general and 
complete disarmament, the Soviet Union would v/rhconditionally acceft 
any proposals of these Powers on disarmament control. These un
ambiguous statements make it obvious to all that the solution of the 
control problem is being impeded not by the USSR position but by 
the attempts of the Governments of the Western Powers to make use 
of this problem to set up artificial barriers to disarmament, by the 
intrinsic falseness of their position on questions of disarmament and 
control, and by their unwillingness to agree either to disarmament or to 
control over disarmament.

While it advocates effective control over disarmament, the Soviet 
Union is emphatically opposed to control over armaments. Such 
control would not only fail utterly to contain the arms race, but would 
instead set the stage for its unimpeded continuation and consequently 
for further stockpiling of all types of weapons, including nuclear 
weapons and missiles. Any control unrelated to disarmament meas
ures would evolve into an international system of legalized spying, 
providing a means for gathering the information sought by the war 
departments of certain States. Instead of serving the cause of dis
armament, such control would promote preparations for another war.

The control system provided for in the USSR programme of gen
eral and complete disarmament is efficacious and reliable. The Soviet 
Union holds that both the disarmament process in general and each
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disarmament measure in particular should from beginning to end be 
subject to effective control. I t  follows that the tasks, functions and 
powers of the control system must expand continuously as the dis
armament process evolves, encompassing additional fields. Only 
bad faith and unwillingness to seek agreement can explain the wide
spread Western contention that the Soviet Union proposes that dis
armament should be started first and control established later.

What does the Soviet Union propose in the matter of control ? An 
international control organization, which would embark on its duties 
simultaneously with the entry into force of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament. This control organization would comprise all 
States parties to the treaty, whose representatives would meet periodi
cally at a conference to consider matters arising out of the implemen
tation of effective control over disarmament. The conference would 
elect a control council which would have its own organs in all countries 
participating in the treaty, these organs being composed of staff 
recruited on an international basis.

The Soviet Government considers that the Control Council, which 
will be responsible for the practical administration of the entire con
trol system, should consist of representatives of socialist countries, 
representatives of States belonging to Western military and political 
alliances, and representatives of neutral States. The Soviet Union 
makes this proposal in consideration of the realities of the present 
world situation and with a view to ensuring that the control organ
ization, instead of becoming a weapon in the hands of any group of 
States, should be a reliable and truly impartial control body.

It was precisely these considerations that guided the Soviet Govern
ment in drafting the control provisions contained in its programme 
for general and complete disarmament, and in seeking to ensure that 
the international control body should possess suitable ways and means 
of carrying out the duties assigned to it.

Accordingly, provision is made in the programme for the establish
ment, during the first stage, of on-site international control 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. Control is to be established over the elimi
nation of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of military per
sonnel and troops to their own national territories, and over the 
disbanding of troops and the destruction of armaments. The control 
measures for the second and third stages of the Soviet disarmament 
programme were similarly worked out on the basis of close co
ordination with measures of disarmament.

The Soviet Government considers that even after general and com
plete disarmament has been achieved, the control organization should 
continue to operate, and should exercise constant supervision to ensure
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that no State secretly resumes military production and begins once 
again to create armed forces.

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

The Soviet proposals meet every requirement of an international 
system of strict control over disarmament. If, however, the United 
States and other Western Powers do not for some reason find them 
acceptable and submit their own proposals for strengthening control^ 
the Soviet Government will be prepared to consider such proposals.

The Soviet Union is re^rdy, as in the past, to sign at once an agree- 
ment on general and complete disarmament providing for the strictest 
international control in any form, up to and including control of the 
broadest tod most all-inclusive kind, under conditions of general and 
complete disarmament.

III . T h e  U nited S tates P osition in  the W ashington and  Moscow 
P hases of the N egotiations

During the first two phases of the bilateral negotiations, in Wash
ington and Moscow, the United States delegation flatly refused to 
consider a programme for general and complete disarmament, insist
ing that agreement should be reached only on general principles. In 
deed, the actual “Statement of principles” which the United States 
delegation submitted on 19 June 1961  ̂did not even refer to the need 
to solve the problem of general and complete disarmament, although 
a resolution unanimously adopted by the General Assembly on 20 
November 1959,  ̂ for which the United States, too, cast its vote, de
clared that problem to be the most important one facing the world 
today and called upon Governments to make every effort to achieve 
a constructive solution of it. Instead of general and complete dis
armament, the United States put forward the idea of “total, universal 
disarmament”, no provision being made in this for the abolition of 
armaments and armed forces, the prohibition of nuclear and other 
types of weapons of mass destruction, or the elimination of military 
bases in the territory of foreign countries.

At the same time, the United States delegation sought during th^ 
first two phases of the negotiations to substitute for general and 
complete disarmament such measures as cessation of the production of

* Ante, p. 196.
* Documents on Disarmamentf 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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fissionable materials for military purposes, controL over the launching 
of devices into outer space, aijid so forth, although these measures 
actually have nothing to do with disarmament.

In  point of fact, unless nuclear weapons were banned and the-stock
piles of such weapons destroyed, halting the production of fissionable 
materials for military purposes would have no real significance; it  
would amount to establishing control over atomic industry—and 
indeed over other types of industry as well—which would enable the 
Western Powers to obtain desired information about Soviet nuclear 
weapons. The proposal to establish control over the launching of 
devices into outer space in isolation from disarmament can be regarded 
only as an attempt to gain access to information about Soviet rockets.

The United States delegation placed primary emphasis on the need 
to create international armed forces, advancing proposals in this 
connexion which were aimed at bringing about the establishment of 
such forces in evasion of the Security Council. I t  was also proposed 
that the strength of these forces should be increased as national 
armed forces were curtailed, and that provision should be made for 
the possibility of equipping the international armed forces with 
nuclear weapons. At the same time, the United States Government 
demanded that the imanimity rule provided for in the United Nations 
Charter  ̂should be abolished so far as concerned decisions regarding 
the employment of the international forces, thus seeking to shatter the 
main principle underlying the United Nations Charter, a principle 
vrhich the States chiefly responsible for the creation of the United 
Nations had regarded as the cornerstone of that organization’s 
activities. I t  is obvious that the creation of international armed 
forces on this ba^s could provide no guarantee that such forces would 
be used in the interests of peace and would not prove a weapon in 
the expansionist policy of some State or group of States. The use 
made of the United Nations armed forces which were sent to the Congo 
serves as an eloquent warning in that regard.

While proposing the creation of international armed forces, the 
United States delegation completely disregarded the question of how 
such forces were to be administered and of the need to prevent their 
imlawful use. Furthermore, the demand for the abolition of the 
unanimity rule provided for in the United Nations Charter, so far 
as concerned decisions on putting the international armed forces into 
action, provided broad scope for the arbitrary use of those forces 
in the interests of the Western military bloc, against the vital inter
ests of the peace-loving States, for the purpose of suppressing the 
national-liberation movement in colonial and dependent countries 
and of maintaining or setting up hated reactionary regimes.

 ̂See art. 27 of the Charter.
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Needless to say, this position of the United States Government made 
any agreement on a programme of general and complete disarmament 
impossible during the first two phases of the negotiations.

Desiring, nevertheless, to move the negotiations out of this stand
still, the Soviet Government declared, at the end of the Moscow 
phase of the negotiations, that it was willing to come to an agreement 
even on nothing more than the basic principles of general and com
plete disarmament. With that end in view, the Soviet delegation on 
27 July 1961 submitted a draft “Joint Soviet-United States statement 
on the basic principles of a treaty on general and complete disarma
ment”.̂  This document contained recommendations for directives 
to be transmitted to a future body with a view to negotiations on the 
basis of which it would have been possible to begin the work of draft
ing a disarmament treaty. However, the United States representa
tives did not accept the draft joint document submitted by the Soviet 
Union.

This being the United States Government’s position, it proved im
possible to reach agreement even on the basic principles of general 
and complete disarmament during the bilateral Soviet-United States 
negotiations in Washington and Moscow.

IV. T h e  C o n c l u d in g  P h a s e  o f  t h e  N e g o t ia t io n s  a n d  t h e  A g r e e 

m e n t  OF B a s ic  P r in c ip l e s

In  the last phase of the bilateral negotiations, in New York, the 
United States Government modified its position on general and com
plete disarmament in certain respects, and on 6 September 1961 
presented a new document, a “Statement of principles”,̂  which was 
then further revised by the United States delegation and presented in 
final form on 14 September 1961.̂  In this “Statement of principles”, 
the United States Government recognized the need to reach agreement 
on a programme ensuring general and complete disarmament and pro
viding for: the disbanding of armed forces; the dismantling of 
military bases; the cessation of the production of armaments; the 
elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological and 
other weapons of mass destruction and of all means of delivery of 
such weapons, and cessation of the production of weapons of those 
types; the abolition of organizations and institutions designed to 
organize the military efforts of States; the cessation of military 
training and the closing of all military training institutions, and the 
discontinuance of military expenditures. The United States docu
ment also stated that general and complete disarmament should be 
carried out by stages, within specified time-limits, and that no State

 ̂Ante, pp. 207-269.
* Ante, pp. 360-361.
® Ante, pp. 431-438.
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or group of States should gain military advantage at any of the 
various stages.

The United States acceptance of these principles, which the Soviet 
Union had urged throughout the course of the negotiations, repre
sented an advance over the United States Government’s previous 
position. In  consideration of that fact, and because i t  was desirous of 
facilitating a solution of the problem of general and complete dis
armament in every way possible, the Soviet Government decided that 
the “Statement of principles” could be submitted to the United Na
tions General Assembly in the form of a joint proposal by the USSR 
and the United States of America as a set of draft directives for the 
working group which would be called upon to prepare the agreement 
on general and complete disarmament. The Soviet Government 
agreed to this even though the United States draft “Statement of 
principles” contained not a few formulations which lacked adequate 
clarity, formulations which, as the United States representative’s 
verbal explanations during the bilateral negotiations showed, could be 
given various interpretations, some of which had nothing in common 
with the tasks of disarmament. The Soviet delegation declared that 
one major proposition in the United States draft was entirely un
acceptable and might set up an insurmountable obstacle to the achieve
ment of agreement on a programme of general and complete disarma
ment. This proposition provided that control should be established 
not only over the execution of disarmament measures but also over 
the armed forces and armaments retained by States at the various 
stages of disarmament. In practice, this would mean the establish
ment of control not over disarmament but over armaments—which 
could benefit only a potential aggressor and could not, of course, be 
accepted by States having no aggressive intentions.

At the insistence of the Soviet side, the United States Government 
agreed on 19 September 1961 to delete this proposal for the establish
ment of control over armaments from the “Statement of principles”. 
As a result, it became possible to place a joint USSR-United States 
statement on basic principles before the General Assembly for its 
consideration.

The USSR-United States “Joint Statement of Agreed Principles 
for Disarmament Negotiations” was submitted to the General As
sembly for its consideration by the Soviet Union and United States 
delegations on 20 September 1961.̂

I t  must be said, however, that serious difficulties may arise in the 
forthcoming negotiations for the preparation of an agreement on 
general and complete disarmament if the United States of America 
and its allies do not renounce their position aimed at the establish

 ̂AntCj pp. 439-442.
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ment of control over armaments. Although the United States of 
America has deleted the proposal on that point from the statement 
of principles, it has still not relinquished its policy of substituting con
trol over armaments for disarmament. That may be seen, for example, 
from the letter of 20 September 1961 addressed by the United States 
representative in the bilateral negotiations to the USSE representa
tive, in which it is flatly stated that control of retained armed forces 
and armaments at each stage of disarmament is “a key element in the 
United States position”.̂

The Soviet Government wishes to stress that the question whether 
disarmament under control should be effected or whether control will 
be established over armaments is a fundamental matter of principle.

V . Q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  CoMPOSiTioisr o f  t h e  D i s a r m a m e n t  C o m m it t e e

In  their bilateral negotiations the USSE and the United States of 
America also sought to reach agreement on the composition of the 
working organ in which negotiations for the preparation of an agree
ment on general and complete disarmament will be continued.

In  the course of the talks the Soviet Government reaffirmed its 
opinion that the continuance of negotiations on general and complete 
disarmament in the Ten-Nation Committee which sat at Geneva in 
the spring and summer of 1960 was useless. In that body, it will be 
remembered, five socialist countries and five Western Powers were 
represented. That composition proved unsatisfactory, and the Com
mittee’s futility was due in no small degree to the fact that one of the 
three main groups of States existing in the world today, the neutralist 
coimtries, took no part in its work.

Yet the direct participation in the disarmament negotiations of 
representatives of countries practising a policy of neutralism is not 
only desirable but essential, even though the neutralist States them
selves do not possess large armed forces. The peace-loving policy 
of these States, which represent approximately 1,000 million people, 
is an important support in the maintenance of peace, and one which 
must be put to use in dealing with the problem of eliminating the 
danger of war. For that reason the Soviet Union had already pro
posed at the fifteenth session of the Unit&d Nations General Assembly 
that representatives of the group of neutralist countries should be 
admitted to take part with equal rights in the Disarmament Com
mittee side by side with the Committee’s existing ten members.^ How 
many neutralist States should be represented in the Committee and 
which States they should be are questions which should be agreed 
on. During the bilateral negotiations with the United States of

 ̂Ante, p. 442.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 250-251.
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America, the Soviet Government stressed that the working disarma
ment organ would be effective and capable of carrying out its tasks 
only if all three groups of States—the socialist countries, the States 
members of the Western military blocs, and the neutralist coun
tries—were represented in it with equal rights.

The proposals on the composition of the working organ put forward 
by the United States Government during the Soviet-United States 
exchange of views, do not satisfy these basic principles.^ The Gov
ernment of the United States of America proposed that the Ten- 
Nation Committee should resume its work. The Soviet Union could 
not accept this proposal, since it meant that the neutralist States- 
would as in the past be excluded from participation in disarmament 
negotiations.

The United States Government proposed in addition that three 
citizens of neutralist countries should be added to the Ten-Nationi 
Committee as chairmen and vice-chairmen without equal rights to 
take part in the discussion and decision of disarmament questions. 
Obviously, this proposal too was unacceptable, since it would in 
fact have barred the neutralist countries from participation in the 
work of the Disarmament Committee.

Finally, the United States Government proposed that the mem
bership of the Ten-Nation Committee should be expanded to include 
ten additional States the majority of which were avowed advocates 
of the policy of the Western Powers, or even their military allies. 
Only if the USSR consented to the proposal for the inclusion of 
those countries would the United States Government agree to the 
inclusion of the few neutralist States named in its proposal. I t  
goes without saying that this proposal too could provide no basis 
for agreement.

Thus, it proved impossible, during the Soviet-United States nego
tiations, to reach agreement on the composition of the working organ 
for the preparation of an agreement oil general and complete dis
armament. The Soviet Government considers it essential that the 
General Assembly should take a decision on this matter such as will 
ensure the participation in disarmament negotiations, with equal 
rights, of all States which have a lawful right to take part and 
without whose participation productive negotiations on disarmament 
will not be possible.

In  informing States Me/mhers of the United Nations of the course 
and results of the bilateral negotiations^ the Soviet Government would 
like to stress that the situation with regard to the solution of the 
problem of disarmament calls for the most serious attention. The 
General Assembly must make every possible effort to achieve success

 ̂For the U.S. proposals, see ante, pp. 271-273.
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in solving this problem— t̂he most important mankind has ever faced. 
The Soviet Government, for its part, will do everything in its power 
to further an early and practical solution of the problem of general 
and complete disarmament, in the interests of peace throughout the 
world.

The following documents submitted by the Soviet Government 
during the USSE-United States bilateral negotiations are annexed 
to this report:

1. Statement by the Soviet Government on the question of general 
and complete disarmament, dated 27 June 1961.̂

2. Aide-memoire concerning the need for general and complete 
•disarmament, dated 19 July 1961.̂

3. Aide-mAmmre concerning control over general and complete 
disarmament, dated 21 July 1961.®

4. Draft joint Soviet-United States statement on the basic prin- 
•ciples of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, dated 
27 July 1961.̂

5. Aide-memoire concerning the composition of the Disarmament 
Committee, dated 28 July 1961.*̂

6. Letter dated 20 September 1961 addressed by the representa
tive of the USSR in the USSR-United States bilateral negotiations 
on disarmament to the representative of the United States in the 
negotiations.®

Report by the Congressional Conference Committee on 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, September 
23, 1 9 6 r

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9118) to 
establish a United States Arms Control Agency, having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recom
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

 ̂Ante  ̂pp. 19^213.
* Ante  ̂pp. 248-253.
 ̂Ante, pp. 253-258.
* Ante, pp. 267-269.
® Ante, p. 269.
* Ante, pp. 443-444.
 ̂H. Rept. 1263, 87th Cong., 1st sess.
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That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate to the text of the bill and agree to the same with an amend
ment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend
ment insert the following:

[The bill reported by the Conference Committee was identical with the act 
approved September 26,1961; see post, pp. 482-495.]

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amend the title to read as follows: “An Act to establish a United 

States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency”.

T homas E. M obqan,
C lemeistt J . Zablocki,
W a tn e  L. H a y s,
F rances P. B olton,
W alter H . J udd,

Managers on the Part of the Home.

J . W . F ulbright,
J o hn  S parkm an,
H ubert H . H um ph rey ,
S tuart S ym ington,
B ourke B . H ickenlooper, 
A lexander W iley,

Manxigers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT OF THE MANAGERS ON THE PART OF THE HOUSE

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senatei 
to the bill (H.R. 9118) to establish a United States Arms Control 
Agency submit the following statement in explanation of the effect 
of the action agreed upon by the conferees and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report:

The Senate struck out all of the House bill after the enacting clause 
and inserted a substitute amendment. The Senate also amended the 
title of the bill. The committee of conference has agreed to a sub
stitute for both the House bill and the Senate amendment. Except 
for clarifying, clerical, and necessary conforming changes, the dif
ferences are noted below:

SHORT title (SEC. 1)

The House bill carried the short title ‘‘Arms Control Act.” The 
Senate amendment contained the short title “Arms Control and Dis
armament Act for World Peace and Security.”
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The committee of conference accepted the House language with 
an amendment so that the short title reads “Arms Control and Dis
armament Act”, and made a conforming change in the long title of 
the bill. The sequence of the words in the title indicates that arms 
control is the first step toward the ultimate objective of disarmament.

PURPOSE (SEC. 2)

The statements of purpose contained in the House bill and Senate 
amendment were similar in most respects.

The Senate amendment, however, contained the sentence “Arms 
control and disarmament policy, being an important aspect of foreign 
policy, must be consistent with national security policy as a whole.”"

The House did not contain such a statement.
The managers on the part of the House accepted the inclusion of 

this sentence in the statement of purpose as amplifying and clarifying 
the purpose of the House bill.

DEFINITIONS (SEC. S)

Subsection 3(a) of the House bill defined the term ‘‘disarmament.’̂
Subsection 3(a) of the Senate amendment provided a definition of 

the phrase ‘‘arms control and disarmament.”
The managers on the part of the House broadened the definition 

contained in the House bill to include the term “arms control” as 
well as “disarmament.” In  all other respects the definition contained 
in the House bill was retained.

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AGENCY (SEC. 21)

The House bill (sec. 21) provided for the establishment of the 
“United States Arms Control Agency.”

The Senate amendment provided for the establishment within the 
Department of State of an agency to be known as the “United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for World Peace and 
Security.”

The committee of conference accepted the House language with an 
amendment designating the Agency as the “United States Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency” to conform to the title of the act as 
agreed to by the committee of conference.

DIRECTOR (SEC. 22)

The House bill provided for the establishment of a United States 
Arms Control Agency under a Director with independent status in 
important respects but having a special and close relationship to the 
Secretary of State.

The Senate amendment authorized the establishment of a United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for World Peace and



CONGRESSIONAL CONFERENCE REPORT, SEPTEMBER 23 461

Security to be under the direction of an Under Secretary of State 
under the supervision and direction of the Secretary of State.

The committee of conference agreed to a compromise, revising the 
first two sentences of section 22 defining the status of the Director as 
follows:

The Agency shall be headed by a Director, who shall serve as the 
principal adviser to the Secretary of State and the President on 
arms control and disarmament matters. In  carrying out his duties 
under this Act the Director shall, under the direction of the Secre
tary of State, have primary responsibility within the Government 
for arms control and disarmament matters as defined in this Act.

In  accepting this language, the managers on the part of the House 
believe that they have retained the essential aspects of the House bill 
that the Director of the Agency be assured of direct access to the 
President when necessary and that he have sufficient authority and 
independence to deal directly with other agencies, such as the Depart
ment of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission, on matters not 
falling within the competence of the Department of State.

BUREAUS, OFFICES, AND DIVISIONS (SEC. 25)

The House bill authorized the Director to establish within the 
Agency such bureaus, offices, and divisions as he determined to be 
necessary, including, but not limited to, an Office of the General 
Counsel.

The Senate amendment (sec. 25) gave comparable authority to the 
Director with the requirement that it be exercised under the super
vision and direction of the Secretary of State and that only ‘‘program 
and staff’’ bureaus, offices, and divisions could be established. The 
Senate provision also made reference to an Office of Public Affairs 
in addition to the Office of the General Counsel.

The committee of conference agreed to the House language with an 
amendment requiring that the authority of the Director under this 
section be exercised “under the direction of the Secretary of State.”

PATENTS (SEC. 32)

Both the House bill and the Senate amendment included provisions 
(sec. 32) intended to prevent the commercial exploitation of inven
tions resulting from research financed by the American taxpayer. The 
provision in the House bill was based on the patent provision in the 
National Science Foundation Act and the provision in the Senate 
amendment was similar to the patent pro vision, of the Saline Water 
Conversion Program Act.

The managers on the part of the House accepted a compromise 
following more precisely the language of the Saline Water Conversion
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Program Act, except that the words “as to” were inserted to make 
clear that information as to uses, products, processes, patents, and 
other developments was required to be made available to the general 
public rather than that the uses, products, processes, patents, and 
other developments would themselves be made available to the general 
public.

The language agreed to by the committee of conference should, 
protect the public interest in patents resulting from research financed 
under this program while protecting a contractor’s rights to back
ground information, processes, and similar data obtained by the 
expenditure of the contractor’s own funds.

POLICY FORMULATION (SEC. 33)

The House bill (sec. 33) authorized and directed the Director of 
the Agency to prepare for the President, the Secretary of State, and 
the heads of other Government agencies recommendations concerning* 
U.S. disarmament policy. I t  also contained a proviso stating:

Provided^ however^ That no action shall be taken under this or 
any other law that will obligate the United States to disarm o r 
to reduce or to limit the armed forces or armaments of the United. 
States, except pursuant to the treaty making power of the President 
under the Constitution or unless authorized by further affirmative^ 
legislation by the Congress of the United States.

The Senate amendment assigned to the Director similar respon
sibility with the requirement that the Director exercise such responsi
bility under the supervision and direction of the Secretary of State* 
I t  did not include language similar to the proviso contained in the- 
House bill.

The committee of conference accepted the provisions of the Houser 
bill. The managers on the part of the Senate accepted the proviso- 
with the understanding that its language does not interfere in any 
way with the President’s authority to control the size of U.S. Armed! 
Forces under existing law.

The managers on the part of the House concurred in this interpre
tation of the proviso.

NEGOTIATIONS AND RELATED FUNCTIONS (SEC. 34>

Section 34 of the House bill provided that negotiations and related 
functions would be under the direction of the President and the 
Secretary of State. The Senate amendment referred only to the' 
Secretary of State. The first two functions listed in section 34 of the 
House bill are traditionally under the Secretary of State who acts 
under the direction of the President. The managers on the part of 
the House therefore accepted the language of the Senate amendment..
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COORDINATION (SEC. 35)

The House bill and the Senate amendment contained provisions 
relating to procedures for coordinating the Agency with other gov
ernmental departments and agencies which were identical, except 
that the House bill made reference to “differences of opinion between 
the Director” and other agencies while the Senate amendment re
ferred to “differences of opinion between the Department of State’̂  
and other agencies.

In view of the compromise agreed to with respect to the relation
ship of the Director of the Agency to the Secretary of State and to the 
President (sec. 22) the committee of conference accepted the refer
ence to the Director contained in the House bill and added a third 
clause to section 35, authorized the President to establish procedures 
by which the Director of the Agency may go direct to the President 
when differences on important policy matters arise among agencies.

I t was the imderstanding of the committee of conference that these 
procedures would provide that whenever the Director of the Agency 
might have occasion to go direct to the President, the heads of other 
departments and agencies concerned would have knowledge of the 
occasion and an opportunity to present their views on the issue 
involved.

SECURITY REQUIREMENTS (SEC. 45)

Section 45 of the House bill and section 44 of the Senate amendment 
provided for security procedures applicable to all employees of the 
Agency. In the House bill the Director was given responsibility to 
establish the necessary security and loyalty requirements. The Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation was made responsible for the conduct of 
full field background security and loyalty investigations of all the 
Agency’s officers, employees, consultants, persons detailed from other 
Government agencies, members of its General Advisory Committee,, 
advisory boards, contractors and subcontractors and their officers and 
employees, actual or prospective. I t further provided that the FB I 
report would indicate if any investigation disclosed “that the person 
investigated may be or may become a security risk, or may be of 
doubtful loyalty.”

The Senate amendment conferred responsibility upon the Agency 
for security requirements. Any derogatory information developed 
would be turned over to the Office of Security of the Department of 
State for final determination.

The managers on the part of the House accepted the Senate amend
ment with amendments which substituted “Director” for “Agency” 
and made the initial conduct of the full field investigation the respon
sibility of the Civil Service Commission. Should this investigation 
disclose information which indicates that the person may be or may
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become a security risk or may be of doubtful loyalty, the report of the 
Civil Service Commission will then be turned over to the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation for a final full field investigation.

The committee of conference agreed that the initial investigation 
should be performed by the Civil Service Commission and that the 
facilities of the Federal Bureau of Investigation would be used only 
when information was disclosed indicating that the person investi
gated may be or may become a security risk, or may be of doubtful 
loyalty. Further, the committee of conference recognized that the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation should not be required to evaluate 
the facts disclosed by its investigation. This determination is the 
responsibility of the Director. The amended language establishes 
procedures similar to those provided in the Atomic Energy Act for the 
investigation of employees and other persons connected with the 
Agency.

The requirement in the House that all reports shall be turned over 
to the Director for final determination was deleted since the same 
section already required that no person shall be permitted to perform 
services or have access to classified information until he shall have 
been investigated, the report turned over to the Director, and the 
Director “shall have determined that such person is not a security risk 
or of doubtful loyalty.”

The committee of conference also agreed to delete the phrase “to 
perform any services under the contract or” which appeared in the sen
tence beginning “No person * * The committee of conference 
recognized the rigidity of the requirement and agreed to its deletion. 
This phrase would have required a full field investigation of contractor 
officers or employees even on a contract which involved no classified 
information whatever. These investigations frequently cost as much 
as $800 per individual and take from 2 to 9 months to complete. 
Thus, an unclassified $5,000 contract involving the incidental services 
of perhaps a dozen people over a 2-month period might cost an addi
tional $2,400 and be delayed for perhaps 9 months.

TRANSFER OF ACTIVITIES AND FACILITIES TO AGENCY (SEC. 47(b))

The Senate amendment contained authorization for the President 
by Executive order to transfer any “activities” or “facilities” of any 
Government agency which relates primarily to disarmament.

The House bill contained similar authority respecting the transfer 
of “activities” but did not specify “facilities.”

The managers on the part of the House accepted the Senate language 
in recognition that the President may wish to transfer “facilities” to 
the new Agency at some future date.

The committee of conference believes that adequate protection 
against abuse is contained elsewhere in the section since the facility
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would have to relate primarily “to arms control or disarmament” and 
also either House of Congress could prevent the transfer by resolution.

The title was amended to include the word “facility” in order to 
conform to provisions of the section.

T homas E. M organ, 
Clem ent J . Zablooki, 
W ayne L . H ays,
F rances P. B olton,
W alter H . J udd,

Managers on the Part of the House,

Address by President Kennedy to the 
General Assembly, September 25, 1961 "

We meet in an hour of grief and challenge. Dag Hammarskjold is 
dead.^ But the United Nations lives. His tragedy is deep in our 
hearts, but the task for which he died is at the top of our agenda. A 
noble servant of peace is gone. But the quest for peace lies before us.

The problem is not the death of one man; the problem is the life of 
this Organization. I t  will either grow to meet the challenge of our 
age, or it will be gone with the wind, without influence, without force, 
without respect. Were we to let it die, to enfeeble its vigor, to cripple 
its powers, we would condemn the future.

For in the development of this Organization rests the only true 
alternative to war, and war appeals no longer as a rational alternative. 
Unconditional war can no longer lead to unconditional victory. I t  can 
no longer serve to settle disputes. I t  can no longer concern the great 
powers alone. For a nuclear disaster, spread by winds and waters 
and fear, could well engulf the great and the small, the rich and the 
poor, the committed and the uncommitted alike. Mankind must put 
an end to war, or war will put an end to mankind.

So let us here resolve that Dag Hammarskjold did not live—or 
die— în vain. Let us call a truce to terror. Let us invoke the blessings 
of peace. And, as we build an international capacity to keep peace, 
let us join in dismantling the national capacity to wage war.

D edication to U.N. Charter and W orld L aw

This will require new strength and new roles for the United Na
tions. For disarmament without checks is but a shadow, and a com

* Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 16,1961, pp. 619-625.
* Secretary-General Hammarskjold was killed in a plane crash near Ndola, 

Northern Rhodesia, on Sept. 18.
629270— 62 -̂------31
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munity without law is but a shell. Already the United Nations has 
become both the measure and the vehicle of man’s most generous im
pulses. Already it has provided—in the Middle East, in Asia, in 
Africa this year in the Congo—a means of holding violence within 
bounds.

But the great question which confronted this body in 1945 is still 
before us: whether man’s cherished hopes for progress and peace are 
to be destroyed by terror and disruption, whether the “foul winds 
of war” can be tamed in time to free the cooling winds of reason, and 
whether the pledges of our charter are to be fulfilled or defied— 
pledges to secure peace, progress, human rights, and world law.

In  this hall there are not three forces, but two. One is composed 
of those who are trying to build the kind of world described in articles 
1 and 2 of the charter. The other, seeking a far different world, 
would undermine this Organization in the process.

Today of all days our dedication to the charter must be maintained. 
I t  must be strengthened, first of all, by the selection of an outstanding 
civil servant to carry forward the responsibilities of the Secretary- 
General—a man endowed with both the wisdom and the power to 
make meaningful the moral force of the world community. The late 
Secretary-General nurtured and sharpened the United Nations’ obli
gation to act. But he did not invent it. I t  was there m the charter. 
I t  is still there in the charter.

However difficult it may be to fill Mr. Hammarskj old’s place, it can 
better be filled by one man rather than by three. Even the three 
horses of the troika did not have three drivers, all going in different 
directions. They had only one, and so must the United Nations 
executive. To install a triumvirate, or any rotating authority, in the 
United Nations administrative offices would replace order with 
anarchy, action with paralysis, and confidence with confusion.

The Secretary-General, in a very real sense, is the servant of the 
General Assembly. Diminish his authority and you diminish the 
authority of the only body where all nations, regardless of power, are 
equal and sovereign. Until all the powerful are just, the weak will 
be secure only in the strength of this Assembly.

Effective and independent executive action is not the same question 
as balanced representation. In view of the enormous change in 
membership in this body since its founding, the American delegation 
will join in any effort for the prompt review and revision of the 
composition of United Nations bodies.

But to give this Organization three drivers, to permit each great 
power to decide its own case, would entrench the cold war in the 
headquarters of peace. Wliatever advantages such a plan may hold 
out to my own country, as one of the great powers, we reject it. For
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we far prefer world law, in the age of self-determination, to world 
war, in the age of mass extermination.

P lan  for Gen:eral and  CompIiEte D isarmament

Today, every inhabitant of this planet must contemplate the day 
when this planet may no longer be habitable. Every man, woman  ̂
and child lives under a nuclear sword of Damocles, hanging by the 
slenderest of threads, capable of being cut at any moment by accident 
or miscalculation or by madness. The weapons of war must be abol
ished before they abolish us.

Men no longer debate whether armaments are a symptom or a cause 
of tension. The mere existence of modern weapons— t̂en million times 
more powerful than anything the world has ever seen and only min
utes away from any target on earth— îs a source of horror and 
discord and distrust. Men no longer maintain that disarmament 
must await the settlement of all disputes, for disarmament must be 
a part of any permanent settlement. And men may no longer pretend 
that the quest for disarmament is a sign of weakness, for in a spiraling 
arms race a nation’s security may well be shrinking even as its arms 
increase.

For 15 years this Organization has sought the reduction and destruc
tion of arms. Now that goal is no longer a dream; it is a practical mat
ter of life or death. The risks inherent in disarmament pala in com-, 
parison to the risks inherent in an unlimited arms race.

I t is in this spirit that the recent Belgrade conference, recognizing 
that this is no longer a Soviet problem or an American p ro b l^  
but a human problem, endorsed a program of “general, complete 
and strictly and internationally controlled disarmament.”  ̂ I t  is in 
this same spirit that we in the United States have labored this year, 
with a new urgency and with a new, now-statutory agency fully 
endorsed by the Congress,^ to find an approach to disarmament 
which would be so far-reaching yet realistic, so mutually balanced 
and beneficial that it could be accepted by every nation. And it 
is in this spirit that we have presented, with the agreement of the 
Soviet Union, under the label both nations now accept of “general 
and complete disarmament,” a new statement of newly agreed princi
ples for negotiations.^

But we are well aware that all issues of principle are not settled and 
that principles alone are not enough. I t  is therefore our intention 
to challenge the Soviet Union, not to an arms race but to a peace 
race— t̂o advance together step by step, stage by stage, until general

 ̂Antey p. 380.
* See T̂ ost, pp. 482--i95.
* Ante, pp. 439-442.



468 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

and complete disarmament has been achieved. We invite them now 
to go beyond agreement in principle to reach agreement on actual 
plans.

The program to be presented to this Assembly for general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control^ moves 
to bridge the gap between those who insist on a gradual approach 
and those who talk only of the final and total achievement. I t  would 
create machinery to keep the peace as it destroys the machines of 
war. I t  would proceed through balanced and safeguarded stages 
designed to give no state a military advantage over another. It 
Would plade the final responsibility for verification and control where 
it belongs—not with the big powers alone, not with one’s adversary 
or bne’s ^If, but in an international organization within the frame
work of the United Nations. I t  would assure that indispensable 
condition of disarmament—true inspection—and apply it in stages 
jproportionate to the stage of disarmament. I t  would cover delivery 
systems as well as weapons. I t  would ultimately halt their production 
as well as their testing, their transfer as well as their possession. I t 
would achieve, under the eye of an international disarmament organi
zation, a steady reduction in forces, both nuclear and conventional, 
until it has abolished all armies and all weapons except those needed 
for internal order and a new United Nations Peace Force. And it 
starts that process now, today, even as the talks begin.

In short, general and complete disarmament must no longer be a 
slogan, used to resist the first steps. I t is no longer to be a 
goal without means of achieving it, without means of verifying its 
progress, without means of keeping the peace. I t  is now a realistic 
plan and a test—a test of those only willing to talk and a test of those 
willing to act.

Such a plan would not bring a world free from conflict or greed, 
but it would bring a world free from the terrors of mass destruction. 
I t would not usher in the era of the super state, but it would usher 
in an era in which no state could annihilate or be annihilated by 
another.

In 1946, this nation proposed the Baruch plan to internationalize 
the atom before other nations even possessed the bomb or demili
tarized their troops.^ We proposed with our allies the disarmament 
plan of 1951 ® while still at war in Korea. And we make our pro
posals today, while building up our defenses over Berlin, not because 
we are inconsistent or insincere or intimidated but because we know 
the rights of free men will prevail—^because, while we are compelled

 ̂Infra, p. 475.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959  ̂vol. I, pp. 7-16. 

pp. 274-275.
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against our will to rearm, we look confidently beyond Berlin to the 
kind of disarmed world we all prefer.

I  therefore propose, on the basis of this plan, that disarmament 
negotiations resmne promptly and continue without interruption 
until an entire program for general and complete disarmament has 
not only been agreed but has been actually achieved.

P ropoĵ als T o H alt T esting and N uclear A rms E ace

The logical place to begin is a treaty assuring the end of nuclear 
tests of all kinds, in every environment, under workable controls. The 
United States and the United Kingdom have proposed such a treaty 
that is both reasonable, effective, and ready for signature.^ We are 
still prepared to sign that treaty today.

We also proposed a mutual ban on atmospheric testing,^ without 
inspection or controls, in order to save the human race from the poison 
of radioactive fallout. We regret that that offer was not accepted.

For 15 years we have sought to make the atom an instrument of 
peaceful growth rather than of war. But for 15 years our conces  ̂
sions have been matched by obstruction, our patience by intransigence. 
And the pleas of mankind for peace have met with disregard.

Finally, as the explosions of others beclouded the skies, my country 
was left with no alternative but to act in the interests of its own and 
the free world’s security. We cannot endanger that security by re
fraining from testing while others improve their arsenals. Nor can 
we endanger it by another long, uninspected ban on testing. For 3 
years we accepted those risks in our open society while seeking agree
ment on inspection. But this year, while we were negotiating in 
good faith in Geneva, others were secretly preparing new experiments 
in destruction.

Our tests are not polluting the atmosphere. Our deterrent weapons 
are guarded against accidental explosion or use. Our doctors and 
scientists stand ready to help any nation measure and meet the hazards 
to health which inevitably result from the tests in the atmosphere.

But to halt the spread of these terrible weapons, to halt the con
tamination of the air, to halt the spiraling nuclear arms race, we 
remain ready to seek new avenues of agreement. Our new disarma
ment program thus includes the following proposals:

First, signing the test ban treaty by all nations. This can be done 
now. Test ban negotiations need not and should not await general 
disarmament.

Second, stopping the production of fissionable materials for use 
in weapons and preventing their transfer to any nation now lacking 
in nuclear weapojis.

' Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325, 327.
* Ante, p. 351.
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Third, prohibiting the transfer of control over nuclear weapons 
to states that do not own them.

Fourth, keeping nuclear weapons from seeding new battlegrounds 
in outer space.

Fifth, gradually destroying existing nuclear weapons and con
verting their materials to peaceful uses; and

Finally, halting the unlimited testing and production of strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles and gradually destroying them as well.

W orldwide L aw  and L aw  E nforcement

To destroy arms, however, is not enough. We must create even as 
we destroy—creating worldwide law and law enforcement as we out
law worldwide war and weapons. In the world we seek, the United 
Nations emergency forces which have been hastily assembled, un
certainly supplied, and inadequately financed will never be enough.

Therefore, the United States recommends that all member nations 
earmark special peacekeeping units in their armed forces, to be on 
call of the United Nations, to be specially trained and quickly avail
able, and with advance provision for financial and logistic support.

In addition, the American delegation will suggest a series of steps 
to improve the United Nations’ machinery for the peaceful settlement 
of disputes, for on-the-spot factfinding, mediation, and adjudication, 
for extending the rule of international law. For peace is not solely 
a matter of military or technical problems; it is primarily a problem 
of politics and people. And unless man can match his strides in 
weaponry and technology with equal strides in social and political 
development, our great strength, like that of the dinosaur, will become 
incapable of proper control and, like the dinosaur, vanish from the 
earth.

E xtending the  E ule op L aw  to Outer S pace

As we extend the rule of law on earth, so must we also extend it 
to man’s new domain—outer space.

All of us salute the brave cosmonauts of the Soviet Union. The 
new horizons of outer space must not be riven by the old bitter 
concepts of imperialism and sovereign claims. The cold reaches of the 
universe must not become the new arena of an even colder war.

To this end we shall urge proposals extending the United Nations 
Charter to the limits of man’s exploration in the universe, reserving 
outer space for peaceful use, prohibiting weapons of mass destruction 
in space or on celestial bodies, and opening the mysteries and benefits 
of space to every nation. We shall further propose cooperative efforts 
between all nations in weather prediction and eventually in weather 
control. We shall propose, finally, a global system of communications 
satellites linking the whole world in telegraph and telephone and
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radio and television. The day need not be far away when such a 
system will televise the proceedings of this body to every corner 
of the world for the benefit of peace.

U nited  N ations D ecade of D evelopment

But the mysteries of outer space must not divert our eyes or our 
energies from the harsh realities that face our fellow men. Political 
sovereignty is but a mockery without the means of meeting poverty 
and illiteracy and disease. Self-determination is but a slogan if the 
future holds no hope.

That is why my nation, which has freely shared its capital and its 
technology to help others help themselves, now proposes officially 
designating this decade of the 1960’s as the United Nations Decade 
of Development. Under the framework of that resolution, the United 
Nations’ existing efforts in promoting economic growth can be ex
panded and coordinated. Eegional surveys and training institutes 
can now pool the talents of many. New research, technical assistance, 
and pilot projects can unlock the wealth of less developed lands and 
imtapped waters. And development can become a cooperative and 
not a competitive enterprise, to enable all nations, however diverse 
in their systems and beliefs, to become in fact as well as in law free 
and equal nations.

C olonialism and  the  P rinciple of F ree Choice

My country favors a world of free and equal states. We agree 
with those who say that colonialism is a key issue in this Assembly. 
But let the full facts of that issue be discussed in full.

On the one hand is the fact that, since the close of World War II , 
a worldwide declaration of independence has transformed nearly 1 
billion people and 9 million square miles into 42 free and independent 
states. Less than 2 percent of the world’s population now lives in 
‘̂dependent” territories.

I  do not ignore the remaining problems of traditional colonialism 
which still confront this body. Those problems will be solved, with 
patience, good will, and determination. Within the limits of our 
responsibility in such matters, my country intends to be a partic
ipant and not merely an observer in the peaceful, expeditious move
ment of nations from the status of colonies to the partnership of 
equals. That continuing tide of self-determination, which runs so 
strong, has our sympathy and our support.

But colonialism in its harshest forms is not only the exploitation of 
new nations by old, of dark skins by light—or the subjugation of the 
poor by the rich. My nation was once a colony, and we know what 
colonialism means; the exploitation and subjugation of the weak by 
the powerful, of the many by the few, of the governed who have
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given no consent to be governed, whatever their continent, their class, 
or their color.

And that is why there is no ignoring the fact that the tide of self- 
determination has not reached the Communist empire, where a popu
lation far larger than that officially termed “dependent” lives under 
governments installed by foreign troops instead of free institutions, 
under a system which knows only one party and one belief, which 
suppresses free debate and free elections and free newspapers and free 
books and free trade unions, and which builds a wall to keep truth 
a stranger and its own citizens prisoners. Let us debate colonialism 
in full and apply the principle of free choice and the practice of free 
plebiscites in every corner of the globe.

Two T h r e a ts  to  t h e  P ea ce

Finally, as President of the United States, I  consider it my duty 
to report to this Assembly on two threats to the peace which are not 
on your crowded agenda but which cause us, and most of you, the 
deepest concern.

The first threat on which I  wish to report is widely misunderstood: 
the smoldering coals of war in southeast Asia. South Viet-Nam is 
already under attack—sometimes by a single assassin, sometimes by 
a band of guerrillas, recently by full battalions. The peaceful borders 
of Burma, Cambodia, and India have been repeatedly violated. And 
the peaceful people of Laos are in danger of losing the independence 
they gained not so long ago.

No one can call these “wars of liberation.” For these are free 
countries living under their own governments. Nor are these ag
gressions any less real because men are knifed in their homes and 
not shot in the fields of battle.

The very simple question confronting the world community is 
whether measures can be devised to protect the small and weak from 
such tactics. For if they are successful in Laos and south Viet-Nam, 
the gates will be opened wide.

The United States seeks for itself no base, no territory, no special 
position in this area of any kind. We support a truly neutral and 
independent Laos, its people free from outside interference, living at 
peace with themselves and with their neighbors, assured that their 
territory will not be used for attacks on others, and under a government 
comparable (as Mr. Khrushchev and I  agreed at Vienna^) to Cam
bodia and Burma.

But now the negotiations over Laos are reaching a crucial stage. 
The cease-fire is at best precarious. The rainy season is coming to

* See Kennedr-Khrnshchev communique {ante, p. 169, n.).
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an end. Laotian territory is being used to infiltrate south Viet-Nam. 
The world community must recognize—all those who are involved— 
that this potent threat to Laotian peace and freedom is indivisible from 
all other threats to their own.

Secondly, I  wish to report to you on the crisis over Germany and 
Berlin. This is not the time or the place for inmioderate tones, but 
the world community is entitled to know the very simple issues as 
we see them. I f  there is a crisis it is because an existing peace is 
under threat, because an existing island of free people is under pres
sure, because solemn agreements are being treated with indifference. 
Established international rights are being threatened with unilateral 
usurpation. Peaceful circulation has been interrupted by barbed 
wire and concrete blocks.

One recalls the order of the Czar in Pushkin’s Boris Godunov: 
“Take steps at this very hour that our frontiers be fenced in by 
barriers. . . . That not a single soul pass o'er the border, that not a 
hare be able to run or a crow to fly.”

I t is absurd to allege that we are threatening a war merely to 
prevent the Soviet Union and East Germany from signing a so-called 
‘‘treaty of peace.” The Western Allies are not concerned with any 
paper arrangement the Soviets may wish to make with a regime of 
their own creation, on territory occupied by their own troops and 
governed by their own agents. No such action can affect either our 
rights or our responsibilities.

If  there is a dangerous crisis in Berlin—and there is—it is because 
of threats against the vital interests and the deep commitments of 
the Western Powers and the freedom of West Berlin. We cannot 
yield these interests. We cannot fail these commitments. We cannot 
surrender the freedom of these people for whom we are responsible. 
A ‘‘peace treaty” which carried with it the provisions which destroy 
the peace would be a fraud. A “free city” which was not genuinely 
free would suffocate freedom and would be an infamy.

For a city or a people to be truly free, they must have the secure 
right, without economic, political, or police pressure, to make their 
own choice and to live their own lives. And as I  have said before, 
if anyone doubts the extent to which our presence is desired by the 
people of West Berlin, we are ready to have that question sub
mitted to a free vote in all Berlin and, if possible, among all the 
German people.

The elementary fact about this crisis is that it is unnecessary. The 
elementary tools for a peaceful settlement are to be found in the 
charter. Under its law, agreements are to be kept, unless changed 
by all those who made them. Established rights are to be respected. 
The political disposition of peoples should rest upon their own wishes, 
freely expressed in plebiscites or free elections. I f  there are legal
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problems, they can be solved by legal means. I f  there is a threat of 
force, it must be rejected. I f  there is desire for change, it must be a 
subject for negotiation, and if there is negotiation, it must be rooted 
in mutual respect and concern for the rights of others.

The Western Powers have calmly resolved to defend, by whatever 
means are forced upon them, their obligations and their access to the 
free citizens of West Berlin and the self-determination of those 
citizens. This generation learned from bitter experience that either 
brandishing or yielding to threats can only lead to war. But firmness 
and reason can lead to the kind of peaceful solution in which my coun
try profoundly believes.

We are committed to no rigid formula. We see no perfect solution. 
We recognize that troops and tanks can, for a time, keep a nation 
divided against its will, however unwise that policy may seem to us. 
But we believe a peaceful agreement is possible which protects the 
freedom of West Berlin and Allied presence and access, while recog
nizing the historic and legitimate interests of others in assuring Euro
pean security.

The possibilities of negotiation are now being explored; it is too 
early to report what the prospects may be. For our part, we would be 
glad to report at the appropriate time that a solution has been found. 
For there is no need for a crisis over Berlin, threatening the peace, and 
if those who created this crisis desire peace, there will be peace and 
freedom in Berlin.

E esponsibilities of U .N . General A ssembly

The events and decisions of the next 10 months may well decide the 
fate of man for the next 10,000 years. Tliere will be no avoiding those 
events. There will be no appeal from these decisions. And we in this 
hall shall be remembered either as part of the generation that turned 
this planet into a flaming funeral pyre or the generation that met its 
vow “to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war.”

In the endeavor to meet that vow, I  pledge you every effort this na
tion possesses. I  pledge you that we shall neither commit nor provoke 
aggression, that we shall neither flee nor invoke the threat of force, 
that we shall never negotiate out of fear, we shall never fear to 
negotiate.

Terror is not a new weapon. Throughout history it has been used 
by those who could not prevail, either by persuasion or example. 
But inevitably they fail, either because men are not afraid to die for 
a life worth living or because the terrorists themselves come to realize 
that free men cannot be frightened by threats and that aggression 
would meet its own response. And it is in the light of that history 
that every nation today should know, be he friend or foe, that the
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United States has both the will and the weapons to join free men in 
standing up to their responsibilities.

But I  come here today to look across this world of threats to the 
world of peace. In  that search we cannot expect any final triumph, 
for new problems will always arise. We cannot expect that all nations 
will adopt like systems, for conformity is the jailer of freedom and 
the enemy of growth. Nor can we expect to reach our goal by contriv
ance, by fiat, or even by the wishes of all.

But however close we sometimes seem to that dark and final abyss, 
let no man of peace and freedom despair. For he does not stand alone. 
I f  we all can persevere—if we can in every land and office look beyond 
our own shores and ambitions— t̂hen surely the age will dawn in which 
the strong are just and the weak secure and the peace preserved.

Ladies and gentlemen of this Assembly, the decision is ours. Never 
have the nations of the world had so much to lose—or so much to gain. 
Together we shall save our planet, or together we shall perish in its 
flames. Save it we can—and save it we must—and then shall we earn 
the eternal thanks of mankind and, as peacemakers, the eternal blessing 
of God.

United States Declaration Submitted to the General As
sembly: A Program for General and Complete Disar
mament in a Peaceful World, September 25, 1961^

The Nations of the world,
Conscious of the crisis in human history produced by the revolu

tionary development of modem weapons within a world divided by 
€erious ideological differences;

Determined to save present and succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war and the dangers and burdens of the arms race and to 
create conditions in which all peoples can strive freely and peacefully 
to fulfil their basic aspirations;

Declare their goal to be: a free secure, and peaceful world of in
dependent States adhering to common standards of justice and inter
national conduct and subjecting the use of force to the rule of law; 
a world where adjustment to change takes place in accordance with 
the principles of the United Nations; a world where there shall be 
a permanent state of general and complete disarmament under effec
tive international control and where the resources of nations shall be 
devoted to man’s material, cultural and spiritual advance;

" A/4891, Sept. 25,1961.
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Set forth as the objectives of a programme of general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world:

(a) The disbanding of all national armed forces and the prohibi
tion of their re-establishment in any form whatsoever other than 
those required to preserve internal order and for contributions to 
a United Nations Peace Force;

(b) The elimination from national arsenals of all armaments, in
cluding all weapons of mass destruction and the means for their 
delivery, other than those required for a United Nations Peace Force 
and for maintaining internal order.

(c) The establishment and effective operation of an International 
Disarmament Organization within the framework of the United 
Nations to ensure compliance at all times with all disarmament 
obligations;

(d) The institution of effective means for the enforcement of 
international agreements, for the settlement of disputes, and for the 
maintenance of peace in accordance with the principles of the United 
Nations.

Gall on the negotiating States :

(a) To develop the outline programme set forth below into an 
agreed plan for general and complete disarmament and to continue 
their efforts without interruption until the whole programme has 
been achieved;

(b) To this end to seek to attain the widest possible area of agree
ment at the earliest possible date;

(c) Also to seek—without prejudice to progress on the disarma
ment programme—agreement on those immediate measures that 
would contribute to the common security of nations and that could 
facilitate and form a part of that programme;

Afftrm that disarmament negotiations should be guided by the fol
lowing principles:

(a) Disarmament shall take place as rapidly as possible until 
it is completed in stages containing balanced, phased and safe
guarded measures, with each measure and stage to be carried out 
in an agreed period of time.

(b) Compliance with all disarmament obligations shall be ef
fectively verified from their entry into force. Verification arrange
ments shall be instituted progressively and in such a manner as to 
verify not only that agreed limitations or reductions take place 
but also that retained armed forces and armaments do not exceed 
agreed levels at any stage.
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(c) Disarmament shall take place in a manner that will not affect 
adversely the security of any State, whether or not a party to an 
international agreement or treaty.

(d) As States relinquish their arms, the United Nations shall be 
progr^sively strengthened in order to improve its capacity to as
sure international security and the peaceful settlement of differences 
as well as to facilitate the development of international co-opera
tion in common tasks for the benefit of mankind.

(e) Transition from one stage of disarmament to the next shall 
take place as soon as all the measures in the preceding stage have 
been carried out and effective verification is continuing and as soon 
as the arrangements that have been agreed to be necessary for the 
next stage have been instituted.

Agree upon the following outline programme for achieving general 
and complete disarmament:

S ta g e  I

A. To Estahlish an International Disarmament Orgamzation:
(a) An International Disarmament Organization (IDO) shall 

be established within the framework of the United Nations uppn 
entry into force of the agreement. Its functions shall be expanded 
progressively as required for the effective verification of the dis
armament programme.

(b) The IDO shall Jl̂ ave: (;L) a General Conference of all the 
parties; (2) a Commission consisting of representatives of all the 
major Powers as permanent members and certain other Stp t̂es on 
a rotating basis; and (3) an Administrator who will administer 
the Organization subject to the direction of the Commission aixd who 
will have the authority, staff, and finances adequate to assure 
effective impartial implementation of the functions of the 
Organization.

(c) The IDO shall: (1) ensure compliance with the obligations 
imdertaken by verifying the execution of measures agreed upon; 
(2) assist the States in developing the details of agreed further 
verification and disarmament measures; (3) provide for the 
establishment of such bodies as may be necessary for working out 
the details of further measures provided for in the programme and 
for such other expert study groups as may be required to give con
tinuous study to the problems of disarmament; (4) receive reports 
on the progress of disarmament and verification arrangements and 
determine the transition from one stage to the next.

B. To Reduce Armed Forces and Armaments:
(a) Force levels shall be limited to 2.1 million each for the United 

States and USSE and to appropriate levels not exceeding 2.1 million
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each for all other militarily significant States. Keductions to the 
agreed levels will proceed by equitable, proportionate, and verified 
steps.

(b) Levels of armaments of prescribed types shall be reduced by 
equitable and balanced steps. The reductions shall be accomplished 
by transfers of armaments to depots supervised by the IDO. When, 
at specified periods during the Stage I  reduction process, the States 
party to the agreement have agreed that the armaments and armed 
forces are at prescribed levels, the armaments in depots shall be 
destroyed or converted to peaceful uses.

(c) The production of agreed types of armaments shall be 
limited.

(d) A Chemical, Biological, Radiological (CBR) Experts Com
mission shall be established within the IDO for the purpose of 
examining and reporting on the feasibility and means for accom
plishing the verifiable reduction and eventual elimination of CBR 
weapons stockpiles and the halting of their production.

C. To Contain and Reduce the Nuclear Threat:
(a) States that have not acceded to a treaty effectively prohibit

ing the testing of nuclear weapons shall do so.
(b) The production of fissionable materials for use in weapons 

shall be stopped.
(c) Upon the cessation of production of fissionable materials 

for use in weapons, agreed initial quantities of fissionable materials 
from past production shall be transferred to non-weapons purposes.

(d) Any fissionable materials transferred between countries for 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy shall be subject to appropriate 
safeguards to be developed in agreement with the IAEA.

(e) States owning nuclear weapons shall not relinquish control 
of such weapons to any nation not owning them and shall not trans
mit to any such nation the information or material necessary for 
their manufacture. States not owning nuclear weapons shall not 
manufacture such weapons, attempt to obtain control of such weap
ons belonging to other States, or seek or receive information or 
materials necessary for their manufacture.

(f) A Nuclear Experts Commission consisting of representatives 
of the nuclear States shall be established within the IDO for the 
purpose of examining and reporting on the feasibility and means for 
accomplishing the verified reduction and eventual elimination of 
nuclear weapons stockpiles.

D. To Reduce Strategic Nuclear TFeapons Delivery Vehicles:
(a) Strategic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles in specified cate

gories and agreed types of weapons designed to counter such vehi
cles shall be reduced to agreed levels by equitable and balanced steps.
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The reduction shall be accomplished in each step by transfers to 
depots supervised by the IDO of vehicles that are in excess of levels 
agreed upon for each step. At specified periods during the Stage I  
reduction process, the vehicles that have been placed under super
vision of the IDO shall be destroyed or converted to peaceful uses.

(b) Production of agreed categories of strategic nuclear weapons 
delivery vehicles and agreed types of weapons designed to counter 
such vehicles shall be discontinued or limited.

(c) Testing of agreed categories of strategic nuclear weapons 
delivery vehicles and agreed types of weapons designed to counter 
such vehicles shall be limited or halted.

E. To Promote the Peaceful Use of Outer Space:
(a) The placing into orbit or stationing in outer space of weapons 

capable of producing mass destruction shall be prohibited.
(b) States shall give advance notification to participating States 

and to the IDO of laimchings of space vehicles and missiles, together 
with the track of the vehicle.

F. To Reduce the Risks of War ~by Accident^ Miscaldulation^ and Sur
prise Attach:

(a) States shall give advance notification to the participating 
States and to the IDO of major military movements and manoeu
vres, on a scale as inay be agreed, which might give rise to misin
terpretation or cause alarm and induce coimtermeasures. The 
notification shall include the geographic areas to be used and the 
nature, scale and time span of the event.

(b) There shall be established observation posts at such locations 
as major ports, railway centres, motor highways, and air bases to 
report on concentrations and movements of military forces.

(c) There shall also be established such additional inspection ar
rangements to reduce the danger of surprise attack as may be agreed.

(d) An international commission shall be established immedi
ately within the IDO to examine and make recommendations on the 
possibility of further measures to reduce the risks of nuclear war by 
accident, miscalculation, or failure of commmiication.

G. To Keep the Peace:
(a) States shall reaffirm their obligations under the United Na

tions Charter to refrain from the threat or use of any type of armed 
force—including nuclear, conventional, or CBR—contrary to the 
principles of the United Nations Charter.

(b) States shall agree to refrain from indirect aggression and 
subversion against any country.

(c) States shall use all appropriate processes for the peaceful set
tlement of disputes and shall seek within the United Nations further
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arrangements for the peaceful settlement of international disputes 
and for the codification and progressive development of interna
tional law.

(d) States shall develop arrangements in Stage I for the estab
lishment in Stage I I  of a United Nations peace force.

(e) A United Nations peace observation group shall be staffed 
with a standing cadre of observers who could be dispatched to in
vestigate any situation which might constitute a threat to or breach 
of the peace.

S ta g e  I I

A. International Disarmament Organization:
The powers and responsibilities of the IDO shall be progressively 

enlarged in order to give it the capabilities to verify the measures un
dertaken in Stage II.

B. To Further Reduce Armed Forces and Armaments:

(a) Levels of forces for the United States, USSR, and other 
militarily significant States shall be further reduced by substantial 
amounts to agreed levels in equitable and balance steps.

(b) Levels of armaments of prescribed types shall be further 
reduced by equitable and balanced steps. The reduction shall be 
accomplished by transfers of armaments to depots supervised by 
the IDO. When, at specified periods during the Stage I I  reduction 
process, the parties have agreed that the armaments and armed 
forces are at prescribed levels, the armaments in depots shall be 
destroyed or converted to peaceful uses.

(c) There shall be further agreed restrictions on the production 
of armaments.

(d) Agreed military bases and facilities wherever they are lo
cated shall be dismantled or converted to peaceful uses.

(e) Depending upon the findings of the Experts Commission on 
CBR weapons, the production of CBR weapons shall be halted, 
existing stocks progressively reduced, and the resulting excess quan
tities destroyed or converted to peaceful uses.

C. To Further Reduce the Nuclear Threat:

Stocks of nuclear weapons shall be progressively reduced to the 
minimum levels which can be agreed upon as a residt of the findings 
of the Nuclear Experts Commission; the resulting excess of fissionable 
material shall be transferred to peaceful purposes.

D. To Further Red/ace Strategic Nuclear Weapons Delivery Vehicles:

Further reductions in the stocks of strategic nuclear weapons deliv
ery vehicles and agreed types of weapons designed to counter such
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vehicles shall be carried out in accordance with the procedure outlined 
in Stage I.

E. To Kee'p the Peace:

During Stage II , States shall develop further the peace-keeping 
processes of the United Nations, to the end that the United Nations 
can effectively in Stage I I I  deter or suppress any threat or use of 
force in violation of the purposes and principles of the United Nations:

(a) States shall agree upon strengthening the structure, author
ity, and operation of the United Nations so as to assure that the 
United Nations will be able effectively to protect States against 
threats to or breaches of the peace.

(b) The United Nations peace force shall be established and pro
gressively strengthened.

(c) States shall also agree upon further improvements and de
velopments in rules of international conduct and in processes for 
peaceful settlement of disputes and differences.

S ta g e  I I I

By the time Stage I I  has been completed, the confidence produced 
through a verified disarmament programme, the acceptance of rules 
of peaceful international behaviour, and the development of strength
ened international peace-keeping processes within the framework of 
the United Nations should have reached a point where the States of 
the world can move forward to Stage III. In Stage II I , progressive 
controlled disarmament and continuously developing principles and 
procedures of international law would proceed to a point where no 
State would have the military power to challenge the progressively 
strengthened United Nations Peace Force and all international dis
putes would be settled according to the agreed principles of inter
national conduct.

The progressive steps to be taken during the final phase of the dis
armament programme would be directed toward the attainment of a 
world in which:

(a) States would retain only those forces, non-nuclear armaments, 
and establishments required for the purpose of maintaining internal 
order; they would also support and provide agreed manpower for 
a United Nations Peace Force.

(b) The United Nations Peace Force, equipped with agreed 
types and quanffeities of armaments, would be fully functioning.

(c) The manufacture of armaments would be prohibited except 
for those of agreed types and quantities to be used by the United 
Nations Peace Force and those required to maintain internal order.
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All other armaments would be destroyed or converted to peaceful 
purposes.

(d) The peace-keeping capabilities of the United Nations would 
be siifficiently strong and the obligations of all States under such 
arrangements sufficiently far-reaching as to assure peace and the 
just settlement of differences in a disarmed world.

Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
September 26, 1961 ^

AN ACT
To establish a United States Arms Control and Disarmament

Agency.

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representa
tives of the United States of America in Congress 
assembled^

TITLE I—SHORT TITLE, PURPOSE, AND 
DEFINITIONS

SHORT TITLE

Arms Control S ection  1. This Act may be cited as the ‘̂ Arms
and Disarma- Control and Disarmament Act”.
ment Act.

PURPOSE

Seo. 2. An ultimate goal of the United States is a 
world which is free from the scourge of war and the 
dangers and burdens of armaments; in which the use 
of force has been subordinated to the rule of law; and 
in which international adjustments to a changing world 
are achieved peacefully. I t  is the purpose of this Act 
to provide impetus toward this goal by creating a new 
agency of peace to deal with the problem of reduction 
and control of armaments looking toward ultimate 
world disarmament.

Arms control and disarmament policy, being an im
portant aspect of foreign policy, must be consistent 
with national security policy as a whole. The formu
lation and implementation of United States arms con
trol and disarmament policy in a manner which will

^Public Law 87-297; 75 Stat. 631. Gloss in originaL
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promote the national security can best be insured by a 
central organization charged by statute with primary 
responsibility for this field. This organization must 
have such a position within the Government that it can 
provide the President, the Secretary of State, other 
officials of the executive branch, and the Congress with 
recommendations concerning United States arms con
trol and disarmament policy, and can assess the effect 
of these recommendations upon our foreign policies, 
our national security policies, and our economy.

This organization must have the capacity to provide 
the essential scientific, economic, political, military, 
psychological, and technological information upon 
which realistic arms control and disarmament policy 
must be based. I t  must be able to carry out the follow
ing primary functions:

(a) The conduct, support, and coordination of re
search for arms control and disarmament policy 
formulation;

(b) The preparation for and management of 
United States participation in international nego
tiations in the arms control and disarmament field;

(c) The dissemination and coordination of public 
information concerning arms control and disarma
ment; and

(d) The preparation for, operation of, or as ap
propriate, direction of United States participation 
in such control systems as may become part of United 
States arms control and disarmament activities.

DEFINITIONS

S ec. 3. As used in this Act>—
(a) The terms “arms control” and “disarmament” 

mean the identification, verification, inspection, 
limitation, control, reduction, or elimination, of 
armed forces and armaments of all kinds under inter
national agreement including the necessary steps 
taken ujider such an agreement to establish an effec
tive system of international control, or to create and 
strengthen international organizations for the main
tenance of peace.

(b) The term “Government agency” means any 
executive department, commission, agency, inde
pendent establishment, corporation wholly, or partly
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Establishment 
of agency.

owned by the United States which is an instrumen
tality of the United States, or any board, bureau, 
division, service, office, officer, authority, administra
tion, or other establishment in the executive branch 
of Government.

(c) The term “Agency” means the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

TITLE I I—OEGANIZATION

UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

S ec. 21. There is hereby established an agency to 
be known as the “United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency”.

DIRECTOR

S ec. 22. The Agency shall be headed by a Director, 
who shall serve as the principal adviser to the Secre
tary of State and the President on arms control and 
disarmament matters. In carrying out his duties 
under this Act the Director shall, under the direction 
of the Secretary of State, have primary responsibility 
within the Government for arms control and disarma
ment matters, as defined in this Act. He shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. He shall receive com
pensation at the rate of $22,500 per anniun.

DEPUTY director

S ec. 23. A Deputy Director of the Agency shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. He shall receive com
pensation at the rate of $21,500 per annum. The 
Deputy Director shall perform such duties and exer
cise such powers as the Director may prescribe. He 
shall act for, and exercise the powers of, the Director 
during his absence or disability or during a vacancy 
in said office.

ASSISTANT directors

S ec. 24. Not to exceed four Assistant Directors may 
be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. They shall receive com
pensation at the rate of $20,000 per annum. They 
shall perform such duties and exercise such powers 
as the Director may prescribe.
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BUREAUS, OFFICES, AND DIVISIONS

S ec. 25. The Director, under the direction of the 
Secretary of State, may establish within the Agency 
such bureaus, offices, and divisions as he may determine 
to be necessary to discharge his responsibilities under 
this Act, including, but not limited to, an Office of the 
General Counsel.

GENERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

S ec. 26. The President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, may appoint a General Advisory 
Committee of not to exceed fifteen members to advise 
the Director on arms control and disarmament policy 
and activities. The President shall designate one of 
the members as Chairman. The members of the com
mittee may receive the compensation and reimburse
ment for expenses specified for consultants by section 
41(d) of this Act. The Committee shall meet at least 
twice each year. I t  shall from time to time advise 
the President, the Secretary of State, and the Disarma
ment Director respecting ma/tters affecting arms control, 
disarmament, and world peace.

TITLE I I I—FUNCTIONS 

research

S ec. 31. The Director is authorized and directed to 
exercise his powers in such manner as to insure the 
acquisition of a fund of theoretical and practical knowl
edge concerning disarmament. To this end, the Direc
tor is authorized and directed, under the direction of 
the President, (1) to insure the conduct of research, 
development, and other studies in the field of arms 
control and disarmament; (2) to make arrangements 
(including contracts, agreements, and grants) for the 
conduct of research, development, and other studies in 
the field of arms control and disarmament by private 
or public institutions or persons; and (3) to coordinate 
the research, development, and other studies conducted 
in the field of arms control and disarmament by or for 
other Government agencies in accordance with pro
cedures established under section 35 of this Act. In 
carrying out his responsibilities under this Act, the 
Director shall, to the maximum extent feasible, make
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full use of available facilities, Government and private. 
The authority of the Director with respect to research^ 
development, and other studies shall be limited to par
ticipation in the following insofar as they relate to 
arms control and disarmament:

(a) the detection, identification, inspection, moni
toring, limitation, reduction, control, and elimination 
of armed forces and armaments, including thermo
nuclear, nuclear, missile, conventional, bacteriologi
cal, chemical, and radiological weapons;

(b) the techniques and systems of detecting, identi
fying, inspecting, and monitoring of tests of nuclear, 
thermonuclear, and other weapons;

(c) the analysis of national budgets, levels of in
dustrial production, and economic indicators to de
termine the amounts spent by various countries for 
armaments;

(d) the control, reduction, and elimination of 
armed forces and armaments in space, in areas on and 
beneath the earth’s surface, and in underwater 
regions;

(e) the structure and operation of international 
control and other organizations useful for arms con
trol and disarmament;

(f) the training of scientists, technicians, and 
other personnel for manning the control systems 
which may be created by international arms control 
and disarmament agreements;

(g) the reduction and elimination of the danger 
of war resulting from accident, miscalculation, or 
possible surprise attack, including (but not limited 
to) improvements in the methods of communications 
between nations;

(h) the economic and political consequences of 
arms control and disarmament, including the prob
lems of readjustment arising in industry and the 
reallocation of national resources;

(i) the arms control and disarmament implications 
of foreign and national security policies of the United 
States with a view to a better understanding of the 
significance of such policies for the achievement of 
arms control and disarmament;
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(j) the national security and foreign policy im
plications of arms control and disarmament pro
posals with a view to a better understanding of the 
effect of such proposals upon national security and 
foreign policy;

(k) methods for the maintenance of peace and 
security during different stages of arms control and 
disarmament;

(1) the scientific, economic, political, legal, social, 
psychological, military, and technological factors re
lated to the prevention of war with a view to a better 
imderstanding of how the basic structure of a lasting 
peace may be established;

(m) such related problems as the Director may de
termine to be in need of research, development, or 
study in order to carry out the provisions of this Act.

PATENTS

S ec . 32. All research within the United States con
tracted for, sponsored, cosponsored, or authorized under 
authority of this Act, shall be provided for in such 
manner that all information as to uses, products, proc
esses, patents, and other developments resulting from 
such research developed by Government expenditure 
will (with such exceptions and limitations, if any, as 
the Director may find to be necessary in the public 
interest) be available to the general public. This sub
section shall not be so construed as to deprive the owner 
of any background patent relating thereto of such rights 
as he may have thereunder.

POLICY FORMULATION

S ec. 33. The Director is authorized and directed to 
prepare for the President, the Secretary of State, and 
the heads of such other Government agencies, as the 
President may determine, reconunendations concern
ing United States arms control and disarmament policy: 
Provided^ however^ That no action shall be taken under 
this or any other law that will obligate the United 
States to disarm or to reduce or to limit the Armed 
Forces or armaments of the United States, except pur
suant to the treaty making power of the President under 
the Constitution or unless authorized by further affirma
tive legislation by the Congress of the United States.

487

USO prec. title  
1.
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67 Stat. 642.
5 u s e  133Z-15 
note.

NEGOTIATIONS AND RELATED FUNCTIONS

S ec. 34. Under the direction of the Secretary of 
State—

(a) the Director, for the purpose of conducting 
negotiations concerning arms control and disarma
ment or for the purpose of exercising any other au
thority given him by this Act, may (1) consult and 
communicate with or direct the consultation and com
munication with representatives of other nations or 
of international organizations and (2) communicate 
in the name of the Secretary with diplomatic repre
sentatives of the United States in this country and 
abroad.

(b) the Director shall perform functions pursuant 
to section 2(c) of Eeorganization Plan 8 of 1953 with 
respect to providing to the United States Information 
Agency official United States positions and policy on 
arms control and disarmament matters for dissemi
nation abroad.

(c) the Director is authorized (1) to formulate 
plans and make preparations for the establishment, 
operation, and fimding of inspection and control 
systems which may become part of the United States 
arms control and disarmament activities, and (2) 
as authorized by law, to put into effect, direct, or 
otherwise assume United States responsibility for 
such systems.

COORDINATION

S ec. 35. The President is authorized to establish pro
cedures to (1) assure cooperation, consultation, and a 
continuing exchange of information between the Agency 
and the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration and other affected Government agencies, in 
all signiiBcant aspects of United States arms control and 
disarmament policy and related matters, including cur
rent and prospective policies, plans, and programs, (2) 
resolve differences of opinion between the Director and 
such other agencies which cannot be resolved through 
consultation, and (3) provide for presentation to the 
President of recommendations of the Director with 
respect to such differences, when such differences in
volve major matters of policy and cannot be resolved 
through consultation.
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TITLE IV—GENEKAL PEOVISIONS

GENERAL AUTHORITY

S ec. 41. In  the performance of his functions, the 
Director is authorized to—

(a) utilize or employ the services, personnel, 
equipment, or facilities of any other Government 
agency, with the consent of the agency concerned, to 
perform such functions on behalf of the Agency as 
may appear desirable. I t  is the intent of this section 
that the Director rely upon the Department of State 
for general administrative services in the United 
States and abroad to the extent agreed upon between 
the Secretary of State and the Director. Any Gov
ernment agency is authorized, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to transfer to or to receive 
from the Director, without reimbursement, supplies 
and equipment other than administrative supplies or 
equipment. Transfer or receipt of excess property 
shall be in accordance with the provisions of the Fed
eral Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended;

(b) appoint officers and employees, including at
torneys, for the Agency in accordance with the civil 
service laws and fix their compensation in accordance 
with the Classification Act of 1949, as amended;

(c) enter into agreements with other Government 
agencies, including the military departments through 
the Secretary of Defense, under which officers or em
ployees of such agencies may be detailed to the Agency 
for the performance of service pursuant to this Act 
without prejudice to the status or advancement of 
such officers or employees within their own agencies;

(d) procure services of experts and consultants or 
organizations thereof, including stenographic report
ing services, as authorized by section 15 of the Act 
of August 2,1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to ex
ceed $100 per diem for individuals, and to pay in 
connection therewith travel expenses of individuals, 
including transportation and per diem in lieu of 
subsistence while away from their homes or regular 
places of business, as authorized by section 5 of said 
Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 73b-2): Provided^ That 
no such individual shall be employed for more than 
one hundred days in any fiscal year unless the Presi-

63 Stat. 377. 
40 u s e  471 
note.

63 Stat. 954. 
5 u s e  1071 
note.

60 Stat. 810.

76 Stat. 339,
340.
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69 Stat. 582

60 Stat. 999. 
22 USO 801 

note.

dent certifies that employment of such individual in 
excess of such number of days is necessary in the na
tional interest: AnA provided further^ That such 
contracts may be renewed annually;

(e) employ individuals of outstanding ability with
out compensation in accordance with the provisions of 
section 710(b) of the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2160), and regulations 
issued thereunder;

(f) establish advisory boards to advise with and 
make recommendations to the Director on United 
States arms control and disarmament policy and 
activities. The members of such boards may receive 
the compensation and reimbursement for expenses 
specified for consultants by section 41 (d) of this Act;

(g) delegate, as appropriate, to the Deputy Direc
tor or other officers of the Agency, any authority 
conferred upon the Director by the provisions of 
this Act; and

(h) make, promulgate, issue, rescind, and amend 
such rules and regulations as may be necessary or 
desirable to the exercise of any authority conferred 
upon the Director by the provisions of this Act.

FOREIGN SERVICE RESERVE AND STAFF OFFICERS

S ec. 42. The Secretary of State may authorize the 
Director to exercise, with respect to Foreign Service 
Eeserve officers and Foreign Service Staff officers and 
employees appointed or employed for the Agency, the 
following authority: (1) The authority available to the 
Secretary of State under the Foreign Service Act of 
1946, as amended, (2) the authority available to the 
Secretary under any other provision of law pertaining 
specifically, or generally applicable, to such officers or 
employees, and (3) the authority of the Board of 
Foreign Service pursuant to the Foreign Service Act of 
1946, as amended.

CONTRACTS OR EXPENDITURES

S ec. 43. The President may, in advance, exempt ac
tions of the Director from the provisions of law relating 
to contracts or expenditures of Government funds 
whenever he determines that such action is essential in 
the interest of United States arms control and disarma
ment and security policy.
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CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND DUAL COMPENSATION LAWS

S ec. 44. The members of the General Advisory Com
mittee created by section 26 of this Act, and the members 
of the advisory boards, the consultants, and the in
dividuals of outstanding ability employed without com
pensation, all of which are provided in section 41 of this 
Act, may serve as such without regard to the provisions 
of section 281, 283,284, or 1914 of title 18 of the United 
States Code, or of section 190 of the Revised Statutes 
(5 U.S.C. 99), or of any other Federal law imposing 
restrictions, requirements, or penalties in relation to the 
employment of individuals, the performance of services, 
or the payment or receipt of compensation in connection 
with any claim, proceeding, or matter involving the 
United States Government, except insofar as such pro
visions of law may prohibit any such individual from 
receiving compensation from a source other than a non
profit educational institution in respect of any par
ticular matter in which the Agency is directly interested. 
Nor shall such service be considered as employment or 
holding of office or position bringing such individual 
within the provisions of section 13 of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act (5 U.S.C. 2263), section 212 of the Act 
of June 30, 1932, as amended (5 U.S.C. 59a), or any 
other Federal law limiting the reemployment of retired 
officers or employees or governing the simultaneous 
receipt of compensation and retired pay or annuities.

se c u r it y  r e q u ir e m e n t s

S ec. 45. (a) The Director shall establish such security 
and loyalty requirements, restrictions, and safeguards 
as he deems necessary in the interest of the national 
security and to carry out the provisions of this Act. The 
Director shall arrange with the Civil Service Commis
sion for the conduct of full-field background security 
and loyalty investigations of all the Agency’s officers, 
employees, consultants, persons detailed from other 
Government agencies, members of its General Advisory 
Committee, advisory boards, contractors and subcon
tractors, and their officers and employees, actual or pros
pective. In  the event the investigation discloses infor
mation indicating that the person investigated may be 
or may become a security risk, or may be of doubtful 
loyalty, the report of the investigation shall be turned 
over to the Federal Bureau of Investigation for a full-

62 Stat 697.

70Stat757. 
47 Stat. 406; 
69 Stat 498.
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jfield investigation. The final results of all such investi
gations shall be turned over to the Director for final 
determination. No person shall be permitted to enter 
on duty as such an officer, employee, consultant, or mem
ber of advisory committee or board, or pursuant to any 
such detail, and no contractor or subcontractor, or of
ficer or employee thereof shall be permitted to have 
access to any classified information, until he shall have 
been investigated in accordance with this subsection and 
the report of such investigations made to the Director, 
and the Director shall have determined that such person 
is not a security risk or of doubtful loyalty. Standards 
applicable with respect to the security clearance of per
sons within any category referred to in this subsection 
shall not be less stringent, and the investigation of such 
persons for such purposes shall not be less intensive or 
complete, than in the case of such clearance of persons 
in a corresponding category under the security proce
dures of the Government agency or agencies having the 
highest security restrictions with respect to persons in 
such category.

(b) The Atomic Energy Commision may authorize 
any of its employees, or employees of any contractor, 
prospective contractor, licensee, or prospective licensee 
of the Atomic Energy Commission or any other person 
authorized to have access to Restricted Data by the 

68 Stat. 942 Atomic Energy Commission under section 2165 of title 
42, to permit the Director or any officer, employee, con
sultant, person detailed from other Government agen
cies, member of the General Advisory Committee or of 
an advisory board established pursuant to section 41 ( f ) , 
contractor, subcontractor, prospective contractor, or 
prospective subcontractor, or officer or employee of such 
contractor, subcontractor, prospective contractor, or 
prospective subcontractor, to have access to Restricted 
Data which is required in the performance of his duties 
and so certified by the Director, but only if (1) the 
Atomic Energy Commission has determined, in accord
ance with the established personnel security procedures 
and standards of the Commission, that permitting such 
individual to have access to such Restricted Data will 
not endanger the common defense and security, and (2) 
the Atomic Energy Commission finds that the estab
lished personnel and other security procedures and 
standards of the Agency are adequate and in reasonable
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conformity to the standards established by the Atomic 
Energy Commission under section 2165 of title 42, in
cluding those for interim clearance in subsection (b) 
thereof. Any individual granted access to such Re
stricted Data pursuant to this subsection may exchange 
such data with any individual who (A) is an officer 
or employee of the Department of Defense, or any de
partment or agency thereof, or a member of the Armed 
Forces, or an officer or employee of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration, or a contractor or 
subcontractor of any such department, agency, or armed 
force, or an officer or employee of any such contractor 
or subcontractor, and (B) has been authorized to have 
access to Restricted Data under the provisions of 
sections 2163 or 2455 of title 42.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL AUDIT

S ec . 46. No moneys appropriated for the purpose of 
this Act shall be ava^ilable for payment under any 
contract with the Director, negotiated without advertis
ing, except contracts with any foreign government, in
ternational organization or any agency thereof, unless 
such contract includes a clause to the effect that the 
Comptroller General of the United States or any of 
his duly authorized representatives shall, until the ex
piration of three years after final payment, have access 
to and the right to examine any directly pertinent 
books, documents, papers, and records of the contractor 
or any of his subcontractors engaged in the performance 
of, and involving transactions related to such contracts 
or subcontracts: Provided^ however^ That no moneys so 
appropriated shall be available for payment under such 
contract which includes any provisions precluding an 
audit by the General Accounting Office of any trans
action under such contract: And 'provided further^ 
That nothing in this section shall preclude the earlier 
disposal of contractor and subcontractor records in ac
cordance with records disposal schedules agreed upon 
between the Director and the General Accounting Office.

TRANSFER OF ACTIVITIES AND FACILITIES TO AGENCY

S ec . 47. (a) The United States Disarmament Ad
ministration, together with its records, property, per
sonnel, and funds, is hereby transferred to the Agency. 
The appropriations and unexpended balances of ap
propriations transferred pursuant to this subsection

68 Stat 941; 
72 Stat. 433.
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64 Stat. 765.

Oongressional
approvaL

63 Stat. 207.
5 u s e  133Z-10- 
133Z-15.

60 Stat 810.

60 Stat. 999.
22 u s e  801
note.

shall be available for expenditure for any and all ob
jects of expenditure authorized by this Act, without 
regard to the requirements of apportionment under 
section 665 of title 31.

(b) The President, by Executive order, may iransfer 
to the Director any activities or facilities of any Gov
ernment agency which relate primarily to arms control 
and disarmament. In connection with any such trans
fer, the President may under this section or other ap
plicable authority, provide for appropriate transfers 
of records, property, civilian personnel, and funds. 
No transfer shall be made under this subsection until 
(1) a full and complete report concerning the nature 
and effect of such proposed transfer has been trans
mitted by the President to the Congress, and (2) the 
first period of sixty calendar days of regular session of 
the Congress following the date of receipt of such 
report by the Congress has expired without adoption by 
either House of the Congress of a resolution stating 
that such House does not favor such transfer. The 
procedures prescribed in title I I  of the Eeorganization 
Act of 1949 shall apply to any such resolution.

USB OP FUNDS

S ec. 48. Appropriations made to the Director for the 
purposes of this Act, and transfers of funds to him by 
other Government agencies for such purposes, shall be 
available to him to exercise any authority granted him 
by this Act, including, without limitation, expenses of 
printing and binding without regard to the provisions 
of section 11 of the Act of March 1, 1919 (44 U.S.C. 
I l l ) ; purchase or hire of one passenger motor vehicle 
for the official use of the Director without regard to the 
limitations contained in section 78(c) of title 5 of the 
United States Code; entertainment and official cour
tesies to the extent authorized by appropriation; ex
penditures for training and study; expenditures in 
connection with participation in international con
ferences for the purposes of this Act; and expenses in 
connection with travel of personnel outside the United 
States, including transportation expenses of dependents, 
household goods, and personal effects, and expenses au
thorized by the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as 
amended, not otherwise provided for.
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APPROPRIATION

S ec. 49. (a) There are hereby authorized to be ap
propriated not to exceed $10,000,000 to remain available 
until expended, to carry out the purposes of this Act.

(b) Funds appropriated pursuant to this section may 
be allocated or transferred to any agency for carrying 
out the purposes of this Act. Such funds shall be avail
able for obligation and expenditure in accordance with 
authority granted in this Act or under authority gov
erning the activities of the agencies to which such funds 
are allocated or transferred.

REPORT TO CONGRESS

S ec . 50. The Director shall submit to the President, 
for transmittal to the Congress, not later than January 
31 of each year, a report concerning activities of the 
Agency.

Approved September 26,1961,12:45 p.m.

Statement by President Kennedy on the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act, September 26, 1961 ^

With the signing of H.E. 9118 there is created the United States 
Arms Control and Disaimament Agency. This act symbolizes the 
importance the United States places on arms control and disarmament 
in its foreign policy.

The creation for the first time by act of Congress of a special or
ganization to deal with arms control and disarmament matters em
phasizes the high priority that attaches to our efforts in this direction. 
Our ultimate goal, as the act points out, is a world free from war 
and free from the dangers and burdens of armaments, in which the 
use of force is subordinated to the rule of law and in which interna
tional adjustments to a changing world are achieved peacefully.

I t  is a complex and difficult task to reconcile through negotiation the 
many security interests of all nations to achieve disarmament, but the 
establishment of this Agency will provide new and better tools for this 
effort.

I  am pleased and heartened by the bipartisan support this bill en
joyed in the Congress. The leaders of both political parties gave en-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 16, 1961, p. 646. The statement was 
made at New York. For the text of the act. see supra.
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couragement and assistance. The new Agency brings renewed hope 
for agreement and progress in the critical battle for the survival of 
mankind.

I want to express my thanks to the Members of the Congress—par
ticularly who are here—who were specially interested. I  am ex
tremely sorry that Senator Humphrey, who was a particularly vigor
ous proponent of this legislation for many years in the Senate, is 
obliged to remain in Washington. And I  want to add a special word 
of thanks to Mr. McCloy, the disarmament adviser, who has given this 
entire matter his most constant attention.

I  want to take this opportunity to announce that the Director of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency set up by this 
legislation will be Mr. William Foster. He has been a consultant to 
Mr. McCloy in preparing the American plan which has been sub
mitted to the United Nations General Assembly yesterday,^ and he 
and a group have been working for many months, full time, on this 
most important assi^ment.

I  think that Mr. Salinger can give this afternoon to any members of 
the press some of the biographical material. Mr. Foster has been a 
distinguished public servant for many years as a most active and lead
ing oiBSlcial in the Marshall plan. He is a Republican, and I  think his 
appointment indicates the bipartisan, national concern of both par
ties—and really, in a sense, all Americans—for this effort to disarm 
mankind with adequate safeguards.

So I  want to express our appreciation to you, Mr. Foster, for taking 
on this assignment, and Mr. Salinger perhaps can fill in some of the 
details. Mr. Foster, as Director of this, has the rank of an Under 
Secretary of State, and his work will be most closely coordinated with 
the Secretary of State, with me and the White House, and with our 
representatives in the General Assembly.

Soviet Memorandum Submitted to the General Assembly: 
Measures To Ease International Tension, Strengthen 
Confidence Among States, and Contribute to General 
and Complete Disarmament, September 26, 1961 *

In our day there is no task more vital or urgent than the task of 
maintaining peace. The efforts of all States, of all Members of the 
United Nations and of every person on earth should be bent towards

' Ante, pp. 475-482.
’ A/4892, Sept. 26, 1961.
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preventing the outbreak of war and eliminating it forever from the 
life of hmnan society. A true and sure road to this goal is through 
general and complete disarmament, which will utterly demolish the 
military organization machinery of States and ensure a world without 
weapons and without wars.

The Soviet Government persistently strives for the immediate con
clusion of an agreement on general and complete disarmament and 
has repeatedly made specific proposals on this question which took 
into account all the positive elements in the position of the Western 
Powers. The programme of general and complete disarmament put 
forward on 23 September 1960 by Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, the Head 
of the USSR Government/ for consideration by the General Assem
bly at its fifteenth session, provides a good foundation for such an 
agreement since it envisages the radical solution of the disarmament 
problem and the complete deliverance of mankind from the burden 
of armaments. The Soviet Union is ready immediately to sign a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament establishing any kind of 
international control, however strict.

While it regards general and complete disarmament as the prin
cipal means of securing a lasting peace, the Soviet Government at the 
same time does not exclude the possibility of reaching agreement on 
a number of measures that would contribute to the easing of inter
national tension and the strengthening of confidence among States and 
thereby facilitate the implementation of general and complete dis
armament. Needless to say, both in selecting these measures and in 
putting them into effect the guiding principle must be that no State 
or group of States should gain military advantages and that all States 
should enjoy an equal measure of security. The application of these 
measures should not divert attention and effort from the solution of 
the main problem— t̂hat of general and complete disarmament. On the 
contrary, each of these measures individually and all of them in com
bination should help to create a situation conducive to the conclusion 
and effective application of such a treaty. Along with the considera
tion of the disarmament problem as a whole and of several other 
important international problems, steps can and must be taken towards 
the adoption of a number of simple decisions, comprehensible to mil
lions of people, which would lessen the danger of the outbreak of 
war and on which States might reach agreement in the immediate 
future.

Acting in this spirit, the Soviet Government proposes that agree
ment should be reached on the following steps, or, at least, on some 
of them:

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ I960, pp. 241-248.
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1. Freezing of the rmlitary hudgets of States

The war preparations and the headlong arms race impose a heavy 
burden on the toiling people, aggravate international tension and in
crease the danger of the outbreak of war. In  its desire to eliminate 
this dangerous situation in the world, the Soviet Government proposes 
that, without awaiting the solution of the problem of general and 
complete disarmament, certain concerted measures should be taken 
with a view to establishing a ceiling for military expenditures in the 
budgets of States at a level not to exceed their military appropria
tions as at 1 January 1961. Quite obviously such measures will not 
be detrimental to the security of any State.

I t is, indeed, no secret that more than enough weapons, including 
nuclear weapons, have already been stockpiled to inflict colossal de
struction. At the same time, the continuing expansion of military 
expenditure not only impedes normal economic development but also 
greatly intensifies mistrust and suspicion in relations among States, 
thereby further complicating the solution of the problem of general 
and complete disarmament.

The freezing of military budgets would be an excellent contribution 
towards preventing the intensification of the arms race. As is well 
known, the Soviet Union has more than once already taken certain 
unilateral steps aimed at reducing its armed forces and armaments, 
with a corresponding reduction in military appropriations. The So
viet Government is ready to continue along this road provided that 
the United States and the other Western Powers, for their part, also 
take the appropriate steps in the same direction. There need be no 
doubt that this peaceful initiative will be supported by all States.

2. Renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons

Even before the conclusion of an agreement on general and com
plete disarmament which will put an end to the very existence of 
atomic and hydrogen bombs and of their means of delivery, the 
States which produce nuclear weapons might, by way of moral prepa
ration for such an agreement, announce their decision not to use nu
clear weapons, just as, in the past, a number of States proclaimed the 
inadmissibility of the use of poison gases and bacteriological weapons. 
I t is common knowledge that the agreement banning means of chemi
cal and bacteriological warfare has stood the test of time.^ There 
can be no doubt that the existence of this agreement largely con
tributed to the fact that even in the years of bitter fighting in World 
War II, millions of persons, including children, women and old peo
ple, escaped agonizing death from poison gases or artificially induced

^Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-55 (S. Com. 
print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), PP-169-170.
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epidemics, despite the fact that the warring States then had the neces
sary weapons at their disposal.

But since mankind has proved able to protect itself against one 
manifestation of barbarism, why not try to do the same with regard 
to another and even more dreadful manifestation, namely the use of 
modern nuclear weapons which would doom hundreds of millions of 
people to death indiscriminately, without differentiating between the 
front line and the rear, between servicemen and civilians ?

A suitable basis for solving the problem of the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons might, in the Soviet Government’s view, bo 
furnished by the draft resolution concerning the conclusion of an 
appropriate international convention which Ethiopia and other Afro- 
Asian countries submitted at the fifteenth session of the General 
Assembly.^ The Soviet Union still supports that proposal. However, 
if the Western Powers are not now ready to pledge themselves, to
gether with the Soviet Union, unconditionally to renounce the use 
of nuclear weapons, agreement might be reached, as a first step, on 
an undertaking not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.

3. Prohibition of war 'propaganda

All States could make an important contribution towards improv
ing the international atmosphere by jointly advocating the cessation 
of all types of propaganda for war or enmity and hatred among 
nations.

Although, as far back as 1947, the General Assembly of the United 
Nations adopted a resolution banning war propaganda, that resolu
tion is still not being observed in many countries.^ I t  is no secret 
that in the Press, on radio and television and in the public statements 
by prominent personalities in certain countries the idea of the in
evitability of war is being systematically propounded, the nuclear 
arms race is being justified, and feelings of hatred and enmity towards 
other nations are being kindled.

As we know, various attitudes are taken towards such propaganda. 
In  some countries it is regarded virtually as an expression of freedom 
of speech. We, on the other hand, call a spade a spade and regard 
incitement to war, even when it takes a disguised form, as one of the 
most heinous crimes, since it seriously undermines confidence in re
lations among States, contributes to the acceleration of military prepa
rations and increases the danger of war, which would bring death to 
millions upon millions of human beings.

 ̂Documents on Disarmamenty 1960, pp. 343-345.
 ̂The United States and the United Nations: Report ty  the President to the 

Congress for the Year IdJp (Department of State Publication 3024, 1948), pp. 
31-32.
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But whatever view one may take of war propaganda, one fact 
remains clear, namely, that such propaganda impedes the establish
ment of peaceful relations among States. I f  steps were taken every
where to put an end to such propaganda not just one country, but 
all countries and all peoples would benefit.

Various steps might be taken to prevent such propaganda. The 
Soviet Union and other socialist countries have enacted special legisla
tion prohibiting war propaganda. Similar action might be taken in 
other countries as well. The adoption of a joint declaration or state
ment calling for the cessation of war propaganda, which is inimical 
to the cause of peace and understanding among peoples, would be 
of great political importance.

4. Conclusion of a non^aggression pact between the NATO countries
and the Warsaw Treaty cowntries

Seeking possible ways of reaching mutual understanding on meas
ures which would offer some prospect of overcoming, even if only in the 
future, the division of the world into blocs, the Soviet Union has 
repeatedly proposed that a non-aggression pact should be concluded 
between the NATO countries and the States which are parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty.^ Such a pact might be based on an undertaking by 
the contracting parties not to use force or the threat of force and to 
settle any disputes which might arise between the parties solely by 
peaceful means. The parties to the pact would hold consultations on 
questions relating to its implementation. I f  this step were taken, it 
would undoubtedly improve the situation in Europe and strengthen 
the confidence of the peoples of the world in the possibility of living in 
conditions of real peace. Unless this question is settled, mutual sus
picion will persist, there will always be a possibility of complications 
and, furthermore, there will continue to be a chronic threat of mili
tary conflict.

The signing of a non-aggression pact would not alter the existing 
balance of power between the blocs by a single soldier or a single rifle. 
I t would not even, in itself, put the question of liquidating such blocs 
on a practical plane, although, in the opinion of the Soviet Govern
ment, that would be the best solution. At the same time, the proposed 
pact would be a demonstration of the fact that the States belonging 
to opposing blocs had no aggressive intentions and would help to create 
a healthier international atmosphere. The pact would act as a strong 
deterrent to any potential aggressor, who, if he were to launch an 
aggressive war, would find himself internationally isolated and subject 
to all the consequences which this would involve.

 ̂See ante, p. 311, n. 6.
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5. 'Withdrawal of troops from foreign territory

The Soviet Union is in favour of withdrawing troops from foreign 
territory. I t  has repeatedly offered to come to an agreement with the 
United States and the other Western Powers on the withdrawal of 
foreign troops from European territory, the idea being that Soviet 
troops would leave Germany, Hungary and Poland and that the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France and Canada would with
draw within their national frontiers their troops stationed in other 
NATO countries.^

As the experience of previous negotiations shows, however, the 
United States is obviously still not ready to accept the Soviet pro
posals on complete withdrawal of foreign troops from the territory 
of European States. In these circumstances, it is essential, in the 
Soviet Government’s view, at least to settle the question of reducing 
the number of foreign troops stationed in the territory both of the 
NATO countries and the Warsaw Treaty countries. As a first step, 
there might be an agreement to reduce the number of all foreign 
troops stationed in Germany by one third or by some other accepted 
proportion over a given period of time and to institute the necessary 
control over the execution of this measure.

A reduction in the number of foreign troops in German territory 
would have particular importance for the maintenance of peace. More 
fuel for war has accumulated in the centre of Europe than in any 
other part of the world. As a result of this situation, there is a new 
threat of the outbreak of a world conflagration. An end must be put 
to the inflammation of warlike passions in this powder keg of Europe. 
A reduction in the number of all foreign troops, leading to their com
plete withdrawal from the territory of Germany, would help to 
normalize the situation in Germany and in Europe as a whole, which 
would be a major contribution to the strengthening of world peace.

In the Soviet Government’s view, the situation which has arisen 
in connexion with the question of a treaty of peace with Germany 
must not be allowed to impede consideration of this matter.

6. Measures to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons

The Soviet Government considers that there is at present a possi
bility of concluding an agreement by which the nuclear Powers would 
undertake not to give nuclear weapons to other coimtries and those 
States which do not possess nuclear weapons would undertake not to 
make them or to obtain them from the nuclear Powers.

I t  does not seem necessary to dwell on the acute danger to peace 
which would be created by an increase in the number of Powers

 ̂See ante, p. S ll, n. 5.
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possessing nuclear weapons or the secret of their production, regard
less of whether they possessed them individually or received them 
within the framework of some military bloc. I t  should be clearly 
realized what would be the result of placing atomic weapons at the 
disposal of the Federal Republic of Germany, where there are many 
people who cherish revanchist dreams and would stop at nothing 
to achieve their aggressive ends. What action would the Federal 
Kepublic of Germany’s neighbours, and not only its neighbours have 
to take in that event? Naturally, in such a situation, the Soviet 
Union and other countries would be obliged to take serious counter 
measures to safeguard their own security. I t  is not difficult to imagine 
what the course of events would be in Europe in those new 
'circumstances.

I t  would also be a very much more complicated business to solve 
the disarmament problem if the number of nuclear Powers increased. 
I f  this problem already presents so many difficulties, particularly as 
regards the abolition of nuclear weapons and control over that process, 
what is the situation likely to be if not just three or four but, let us 
say, a dozen States from both East and West were to possess nuclear 
weapons? Clearly, that would mean a major setback for the world 
in its attempts to solve the disarmament problem.

7. Establishment of nuclear-free sones

Another effective way of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons 
on our planet would be to reach an agreement that such weapons should 
not be stored or frodMced by anyone at all in certain defined geo- 
gra'phic zones.

In  recent years, the Governments of various countries have put for
ward a whole series of plans and projects for the establishment of 
nuclear-free zones. There have been proposals that such zones should 
be established in the most sensitive areas of Europe.^ The People’s 
Republic of China has proposed that a nuclear-free zone should be 
established in the Far East and in the Pacific basin.̂  A similar plan 
has been put forward for Africa and has met with support from many 
African States.^ All this shows how strongly plans to establish 
nuclear-free zones appeal to the peoples and Governments of many 
countries. I t  may literally be said that the air is full of plans for 
such zones.

The Soviet Government considers it essential to contribute to the 
practical realization of these plans. Hardly anyone will dispute 
that the establishment of such zones would reduce the probability of

' See (mte, p. 311, 1-4.
■ See Doeuments on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 180-181.
‘ lUd., p. 365.
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military conflict, would avert the possibility of a dangerous spread of 
nuclear and ballistic weapons to new countries and continents and 
would help to create an atmosphere of confidence in relations among 
States. At the same time, useful experience would be acquired in 
the organization of control and inspection—even if only on a regional 
scale for the time being—which would have positive significance for 
the establishment of control over general and complete disarmament. 
In the Soviet Government’s view, it would be a simple matter to make 
a nuclear-free zone of the whole African continent where there are 
many States which actively pursue a neutralist policy and firmly 
condenan nuclear weapons. A proposal to make Africa a nuclear-free 
zone was put forward at the last session of the General Assembly by 
Ghana and six other African States, which proposed that Africa 
should be regarded as a zone where atomic and hydrogen weapons 
were not to be produced, stored or stockpiled. As you know, the So
viet Union supported this proposal and, as before, is ready to offer 
every assistance in carrying it into effect.

A start on the establishment of nuclear-free zones might also be 
made in Central Europe, a subject on which detailed proposals have 
been put forward by the Polish Government, with the support of 
Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Eepublic.^ I f  it was 
forbidden to store or produce nuclear and ballistic weapons in the 
territory of the Federal Republic of Germany, the German Demo
cratic Republic, Poland and Czechoslovakia, there would be, as it 
were, a zone of reduced tension between the ISTATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty systems. The adoption of this measure would be an important 
step towards improving the whole situation in Europe and warding 
off the threat of war.

The proposal to establish nuclear-free zones is particularly realistic 
in that no one would obtain any military advantage, and the existing 
balance of military forces in the world would not be upset in this case, 
either.

8. Steps to decrease the danger o f  surprise attach

In its desire to eliminate the danger of the outbreak of war, the 
Soviet Union proposed as far back as in 1958 that certain specific steps 
for preventing surprise attack, which would greatly reduce the threat 
of the outbreak of war, should be agreed upon and put into effect.  ̂
Although the possibility of an attack involving the use of ballistic and 
nuclear weapons of extermination cannot be wholly excluded except 
in conditions of general and complete disarmament, when the mili
tary machinery of States would be completely dismantled, the Soviet

" See ilia., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 889-«92, 944-948, 1217-1219.
• IUd„ pp. 1227,1264-1275,1325-1334.
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Government considers that it would be possible forthwith to take a 
number of steps the execution of which would further the cause of 
peace.

Naturally, any steps to avert surprise attack should lead to the 
elimination of suspicion among States and not to its intensification. 
I t is important to ensure that they do not entail attempts to obtain 
military advantages for any group of countries or the collection of 
intelligence information and that the security of the participating 
States is not jeopardized.

The most practical steps which might be taken at an early date 
include the setting up of land control posts at railway junctions and 
major ports and on motor roads, the function of which would be 
to ensure that dangerous conceiitrations of armed forces and military 
equipment did not take place.

The Soviet Government is of the opinion that the establishment of 
such land control posts might constitute an effective means of lessen
ing the danger of surprise attack. ]STo one is likely to dispute the fact 
that, even in this age of nuclear weapons, preparations for a large- 
scale modem war inevitably call for the concentration of large mili
tary units with large quantities of armaments and equipment at 
certain specific points.

The above measure might be accompanied by an appropriate reduc
tion in the armed forces and armaments in territories situated within 
a given distance of either side of the demarcation line and their 
withdrawal from such territories.

The measures proposed by the Soviet Union would provide adequate 
means of detecting early signs of troop concentrations in the most 
critical areas and would give timely warning that an attack was being 
mounted. At the same time, these measures take the security interests 
of the two sides equally into account. Their implementation would 
lay a useful foundation for wider co-operation among States in 
strengthening European security and would contribute to the realiza
tion of general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Government does not regard as exhaustive the above list 
of measures for lifting the burden of the cold war from international 
relations. I t  will give careful consideration to all constructive obser
vations on this subject and is ready to exchange views on these ques
tions in whatever manner may be deemed most appropriate.
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Memorandum of the Soviet Government on the Question 
of Nuclear Weapons Tests, September 26,1961 ^

The Governments of the United States of America and the United 
Kingdom have placed on the agenda of the sixteenth session of the 
United Nations General Assembly an item entitled “The urgent need 
for a treaty to ban nuclear weapons tests under effective international 
control”.̂  The fact that the Western Powers, after having for many 
years frustrated a solution of the problem of the cessation of nuclear 
tests while at the same time intensifying the tempo of the nuclear 
arms race, have brought this item before the General Assembly can 
mean only one th ing: that the Governments of the United States of 
America and of the United Kingdom wish to use the rostrum of the 
General Assembly to justify their policy on the nuclear weapons ques
tion, a policy fraught with danger for the peoples of the world, and 
to secure the opportunity of continuing without impediment their 
preparations for setting off a thermonuclear war which threatens 
appalling consequences for all mankind.

In view of the interest of many States Members of the United 
Nations in the question of nuclear weapons tests, the Soviet Govern
ment feels it necessary to put its views on this question, which is 
closely and inseparably linked with the goal of general and complete 
disarmament, before the United Nations. I t  is j&rmly convinced that 
the Soviet Union’s position fully meets the interests of all peoples 
of the world and will ensure the genuine and final elimination of the 
threat of nuclear war from human society.

1. The foundation of the Soviet Government’s entire policy is the 
necessity of guaranteeing a lasting and inviolable peace on earth— 
a world without weapons, a world without wars.

The peoples have always suffered on account of wars, which have 
brought them the direst calamities and sacrifices. In our own time, 
when nuclear weapons unprecedented in destructive power have been 
created, when inter-continental missiles capable of delivering these 
weapons to any point on the globe in a matter of minutes have 
emerged, war would be a monstrous crime. Now that States have 
obtained possession of nuclear weapons, any armed conflict between 
them, even if it began on a small scale, could develop into a destructive 
thermonuclear world war.

But war must not be permitted once more to wipe out millions and 
millions of human lives, or to destroy the great material and spiritual

^A/4893, Sept. 29, 1961. Foreign Minister Gromyko transmitted the memo
randum to the President of the Greneral Assembly on Sept. 26.

* Ante, pp. 80-81.
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values which have been created by man’s labour and genius. This 
is not the end for which men have built cities, transformed deserts into 
flowering gardens, unlocked the secret of the atom and coldly invaded 
space. They have done these things in the name of life and peace; 
and their hope is that war will never disturb peaceful constructive 
labour.

Now, in the century of the atom and the conquest of space, it is more 
than ever before essential that bold, far-reaching steps should be taken 
to put an end to wars and to establish lasting peace on earth. What 
must be done? The only sure and dependable way to deliver the 
peoples from the f ^ r  of another catastrophic war and to free them 
from the heavy burden of military expenditure is disarmament, gen
eral and complete disarmament. The Soviet Government has firmly 
and consistently stood for an early and practical solution of this 
question, and still does so. As early as the fourteenth session of the 
United Nations General Assembly, Mr. Khrushchev, the Chairman 
of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, submitted on behalf of the 
Soviet Government a practical programme of general and complete 
disarmament which provided for the disbanding of all armed forces, 
the elimination of all armaments, including the destruction of stock
piles of nuclear arms and other weapons of mass destruction, the 
cessation of war production, the abolition of the military organiza
tion and machinery of the State—^war ministries, general staffs and 
military training establishments—and the prohibition of expenditure 
for military purposes.^ The Soviet proposals provided for the es
tablishment of strict and effective international control of all dis
armament measures.

Since then, the Soviet Government has consistently striven for the 
preparation and conclusion of an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament, and has, moreover, for the sake of the speedy attain
ment of agreement, met the Western Powers on many important as
pects of such a programme. Since the Western Powers have tried to 
use the problem of control as a stumbling-block on the road to general 
and complete disarmament, the Soviet Government has declared its 
readiness to accept any control proposals of the Western Powers^ if 
they for their part will agree to accept the Soviet Union’s proposals 
for general and complete disarmament.

2. In advocating general and complete disarmament as the only 
sure way of securing lasting peace, the Soviet Government has always 
considered that the solution of this basic problem will simultaneously 
also provide a solution to all separate, partial questions, including that 
of the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. At the same time, the 
Soviet Government for a number of years conceded the possibility

^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.



SOVIET MEMORANDUM ON TESTS, SEPTEMBER 26 507

of settling the question of the cessation of nuclear tests separately, 
without awaiting a solution of the general problem of disarmament. 
In  order to facilitate the solution of this question the Soviet Govern
ment on 31 March 1958 took the unilateral decision to stop testing 
atomic and hydrogen weapons, although this step on its part was 
accompanied by some risk since the Soviet Union had carried out 
fewer nuclear test explosions than the United States and the United 
Kingdom.^ Nevertheless the Soviet Government did take this step, 
for the sake of the speedy attainment of agreement.

Later on, however, the Soviet Government, during the Geneva talks, 
encountered a number of circumstances which compelled it to recon
sider its position. I t  came up against a solid wall of resistance on 
the part of the Western Powers to any proposals aimed at the real 
cessation of nuclear testing.

While the United States and the United Kingdom were negotiating 
in Geneva on the conclusion of an agreement for the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests, France, their ally in the aggressive North At
lantic bloc (NATO), acting in the interests of the whole bloc, carried 
out tests of nuclear weapons. France did this despite the Soviet 
Government’s frequent admonitions and its direct warning that if 
France did not halt its experimental explosions the USSR would be 
compelled to resume tests. As you know, the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom failed to exercise the necessary 
influence on their French ally. On the contrary, they actually en
couraged the French experiments, because the results of the tests 
were used to strengthen NATO’s arms.

At the same time the French Government frankly declared that 
neither the fact that the three Powers were negotiating in Geneva on 
the cessation of tests, nor even the conclusion of an agreement on the 
subject, in any way bound or would bind France as regards its conduct 
of nuclear weapons tests and its creation of a “nuclear striking force”.

Naturally, it is immaterial to the Soviet Union precisely which 
of the members of NATO secures new information by means of 
nuclear weapons experiments. The conduct of nuclear weapons tests 
by France was part of a general programme for the strengthening 
of NATO’s military potential. Thus, NATO and the States belong? ~ 
ing to it gained definite military advantages over the Soviet Unioi.'  ̂
which ever since 1958 had carried out no nuclear weapons tests.

I t may be seen from these facts that the Western Powers were play
ing a double game, in which some of the members of the NATO 
military bloc were sitting at the negotiating table in Geneva and 
pretending to be trying to reach agreement on the cessation of nu
clear weapons tests, while France, their NATO partner, was explod

 ̂JUd,, pp. 97a-980.
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ing atomic bombs one after another on the Sahara ranges. Thus 
they wished to prevent the Soviet Union from developing the weapons 
it possessed, while themselves secretly perfecting their own weapons. 
This double game has now been exposed, in particular by the noto
rious fact that an agreement has been concluded between the United 
States and France for co-operation in the use of atomic energy for 
military purposes.^

3. This scheme of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France to secure one-sided military advantages over the Soviet Union 
was also made absolutely clear in the course of the Geneva negotiations 
on the conclusion of a treaty for the discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests.

The Government of the United States strove stubbornly to secure 
the legalization of underground nuclear weapons testing, having long 
been working out a programme for the improvement of nuclear 
weapons precisely by underground tests in mines and underground 
galleries in Nevada.

With the same object of securing for itself oblique means of de
veloping its nuclear weapons, the United States Government per
sistently sought the agreement of the Soviet Union to the carrying out 
of an unlimited number of nuclear explosions for allegedly peace
ful purposes. But anyone who has any acquaintance at all with 
modern nuclear technology knows perfectly well that a nuclear instal
lation developed for so-called peaceful purposes can be developed 
for military purposes too—can be used, that is, for perfecting nuclear 
weapons.

These proposals which the United States has so long and so insist
ently urged have served as a cover for the preparations vigorously 
pursued in the United States for the underground testing of nuclear 
weapons. In 1960, the United States began large-scale preparations 
for a new series of nuclear weapons tests, preparations which official 
American representatives did not even consider it necessary to conceal. 
The American Press published reports on the preparatory works, 
photographs of the tunnels, statements by senior United States officials 
about the need for the speedy resumption of nuclear tests, and so on.

I t  is a characteristic fact that as early as 5 September 1961 it was 
announced in the United States that an extensive programme of under- 
groimd tests was to be carried out.^ And indeed, in the appeal dated 
3 September 1961 addressed by the President of the United States 
and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom to the Chairman of

*This agreement (TIAS 4867) did not provide for the exchange of restricted 
data to assist the French nuclear weapons program, which is entirely separate 
from the U.S. program.

’ Ant€f p. 355.



SOVIET MEMORANDUM ON TESTS, SEPTEMBER 26 509

the Council of Ministers of the USSR it was proposed that agreement 
should be reached on the cessation of atmospheric nuclear weapons 
tests only.  ̂ On the other hand, the question of test explosions of 
nuclear weapons underground or in outer space was omitted from the 
proposed agreement— ŷet another indication of the desire of the 
United States and the United Kingdom to keep a free hand to con
duct nuclear tests while tying the hands of the Soviet Union in its 
efforts to increase its defensive capacity.

4. While representatives of the three Powers were sitting at the 
Geneva conference on the discontinuance of nuclear tests, the United 
States, the United Kingdom, France, the Federal Eepublic of Ger
many and other members of NATO were continuing uninterruptedly 
to intensify the arms race, especially with regard to nuclear, chemical 
and bacteriological weapons.

In  NATO practical preparations were started for equipping the 
West German army with nuclear missiles. All over the world, and 
with feverish haste, new American military bases designed to serve 
as support points for aggression against the socialist countries were 
constructed one after another. By March 1961, plans were announced 
for a drastic increase in the United States military budget,^ while 
at the same time military preparations were accelerated in the Federal 
Republic of Germany and some other NATO countries.

In recent months these military preparations, already unprecedented 
in scale, have attained particularly spectacular proportions. In re
sponse to the Soviet Union’s proposals for the immediate conclusion 
of a German peace treaty and, on the basis of that treaty, the nor
malization of the situation in West Berlin, the United States and 
other leading members of NATO launched a campaign of outright 
threats against the Soviet Union and other socialist countries and 
lapsed into noisy war hysteria. Increasing their already swollen 
military budgets, calling up more and more classes of reservists, 
hastily forming more and more new divisions and deploying them 
at points close to the frontiers of the Soviet Union, the Governments 
of the United States and its NATO allies have brought the inter
national situation to the very limit of exacerbation.

5. In this situation of rapidly increasing international tension, the 
Soviet Government found itself compelled to look to the defences of 
the USSR. The decision to carry out test explosions of nuclear 
weapons^ was forced upon it. The Soviet Government embarked 
on these measures reluctantly, under the pressure of circumstances,

 ̂Ante, p. 351.
" Ante, pp. 65-79.
* See ante, pp. 337-348.
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but it could not avoid taking them; it could not sacrifice the vital 
security interests of the Soviet Union and all the socialist countries.

The measures which have been taken to strengthen the Soviet 
Union’s defensive power will at the same time promote the security 
of all other peace-loving States and peoples and the common cause 
of preserving and strengthening peace. Those who are preparing 
for war must clearly realize that aggression from their side will 
meet with a shattering rebuff, that there are in the world powerful 
forces fully armed to repulse successfully any attack by any aggressor 
or any combination of aggressors upon the peaceful labour and secu
rity of the peoples. Thus and thus only can the potential aggressor 
be deprived of his appetite for starting criminal games with fire; 
thus and thus only can these military maniacs and adventurers be 
brought to their senses.

6. Another reason for the Soviet Government’s decision to resume 
nuclear testing was the stubborn resistance put up by the Western 
Powers to all the Soviet Union’s attempts to make some headway 
in the talks on general and complete disarmament, and their refusal, 
despite the decision of the United Nations General Assembly, to pro
ceed with the drafting of an agreement on that subject.

The Western Powers’ policy of preparing for war, their intensified 
military preparations and their sabotage of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly’s decision regarding the attainment of agreement on 
general and complete disarmament placed the whole question of the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests in a new light. I t  became clear 
that the conclusion of a separate treaty on the discontinuance of 
nuclear testing at a time when the Western Powers were persisting 
in a reckless armaments race could serve only to breed in people the 
illusion that something was being done to prevent a nuclear war, 
whereas the Western Powers were, in fact, steering a course leading 
things precisely to such a war.

The conclusion of a treaty for the discontinuance of nuclear tests 
in such conditions and in isolation from a programme of general 
and complete disarmament could only give the peoples an illusory 
feeling of security; it could only act as a soporific, as it were, to lull 
their vigilance in the preservation of peace.

After all, it is perfectly clear that a treaty on the cessation of tests 
could not by itself halt for a single day the accumulation of weapons 
of mass destruction by the nuclear Powers—not to mention the fact 
that the existing stockpiles of these weapons would remain untouched. 
And if, for example, the West German revanchists and militarists, 
taking advantage of the protection of the United States and NATO, 
staked the fate of mankind in a crazy attempt to turn the results 
of the last war to their own profit by force and dragged the NATO
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countries into a new world war, then a treaty on the cessation of 
tests would in no way help to prevent the use of nuclear weapons.

Thus, a treaty on the cessation of tests concluded in isolation from 
a solution of the general problem of disarmament and against the 
background of a continued nuclear armaments race would not merely 
not promote the cause of peace but might evto have the opposite 
consequences and serve as a cover for the preparation of a nuclear 
war.

7. Nor, while the Western Powers continue the nuclear arms race, 
could the conclusion of a separate treaty on the cessation of nuclear 
testing help to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. So long as 
the nuclear arms race goes on, no one can prevent States which do 
not yet possess nuclear weapons from mobilizing their scientilBc and 
technical resources to manufacture them.

Divorced from general and complete disarmament, a three-Power 
agreement for the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests, the aim sought 
through the Geneva negotiations, would place upon States no obli
gations other than moral ones. But France has already flagrantly 
violated all these moral obligations, and has done so, moreover, with 
the assistance of the United States and tlie United Kingdom. "When 
it was announced that the three Powers had discontinued atomic 
tests, the reply was made that the USSR, the United States and 
the United Kingdom had already conducted tests and were producing 
nuclear weapons, and that France too wished to join the “nuclear 
club”, i.e. to produce nuclear weapons and carry out an milimited 
number of tests. Thus, imless persistent and resolute efforts are made 
to achieve general and complete disarmament there can be no guaran
tee that tomorrow other States too will not begin testing their own 
nuclear weapons, even if a treaty for the cessation of tests has, in 
fact, been concluded between the three Powers.

We must look the facts in the face: the problem today is not the 
harmful effect of atomic radiation on living organisms but how to 
save mankind from the danger of a thermo-nuclear war, how to save 
the lives of tens and hundreds of millions of people, how to prevent 
atomic weapons from being used. But this can be done only by 
carrying out general and complete disarmament. This is now the 
main goal, the main task,

8. What, then, would be the result, in present conditions, of the 
conclusion between the Soviet Union, the United States and the United 
Kingdom of a treaty for the cessation of tests? Only this: the legal
ization of the system whereby the Soviet Union, the mighty bulwark 
of the peace, independence and security of the peoples, would be 
prevented from improving the nuclear weapons necessary for the 
preservation of peace so long as general and complete disarmament 
has not been achieved, while the Western Powers would pursue their
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war preparations by continuing to test newer and more destructive 
types of atomic and hydrogen weapons. To permit such a situation 
would be tantamount to urging the aggressors on in the execution of 
their plans, plans dangerous for the whole of mankind.

9. What then, is to be done ? How, in the present conditions, are 
we to solve the problem of the cessation of nuclear weapons tests?

The Soviet Government believes that the only practical and rational 
solution is to settle the question of the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests not in isolation but on the basis of general and complete dis
armament. This approach eliminates all obstacles and difficulties 
and would bar the possibility of any loopholes or means of evasion 
which might be exploited by those who do not want peace, who base 
their policy on deceiving the peoples.

I f  States carry out general and complete disarmament under effec
tive international control, if all types of weapons, including nuclear 
weapons, are abolished and armies disbanded, then the incentive for 
the development of nuclear weapons will disappear too, and with it 
the incentive for testing them. There will then be no temptation for 
anyone to test nuclear weapons on the ground, imderground, in the 
atmosphere or in outer space; indeed, there will be nothing to test 
in any case because nuclear weapons will have been destroyed.

Thus, the difficulties which have arisen in the negotiations on the 
question of control, including control over the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons tests, will also disappear. I t  was for this very reason that 
the Soviet Government declared its willingness to agree to any con
trol measures proposed by the Western Powers, if they will accept 
the Soviet proposals for general and complete disarmament. The 
Soviet Union will never agree to disarmament without effective con
trol, for general and complete disarmament will demand the most 
rigorous international control, and free access to all areas will have 
to be opened to the control organs without veto or restriction in any 
form.

General and complete disarmament will not only safeguard the 
health of the people and obviate the dangerous consequences arising 
from atomic radiation; it will preserve life itself and save men from 
the danger of having loosed upon their heads the death-dealing and 
destructive force of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Union is firmly convinced that as matters now stand its 
proposal for the solution of the problem of the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests on the basis of general and complete disarmament is 
the only right and realistic one. The achievement of agreement on 
general and complete disarmament and the solution of the question of 
the cessation of nuclear weapons tests on that basis would be in ac
cordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter, which 
requires all States, large and small, regardless of their social systems,,
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to live in peace and friendship and to settle their disputes, not by force 
but through negotiation based on co-operation and respect for the 
rights and interests of all parties.

The Government of the USSE solemnly declares that the Soviet 
Union is ready without delay to sign an agreement for general and 
complete disarmament under strict international control.

The Soviet Government appeals to all peoples, to all the Govern
ments of States Members of the United Nations, to do everything 
necessary to bring about an immediate solution to the question of 
general and complete disarmament under strict international control, 
and so ensure lasting peace on earth.

Report by Presidential Adviser McCloy to President 
Kennedy, October 6,1961"

D e a r  M r. P r e s i d e n t :

At the commencement of your Administration, you requested me 
to undertake a special mission, later confirmed to me in writing by 
your letter of January 27, 1961,̂  the essence of which was to act as 
your Adviser on problems of disarmament and arms control, includ
ing the nuclear test ban. In  addition to the request to make recom
mendations regarding the formulation of the United States policy in 
these areas, you also requested me to make recommendations to you 
as to the type and nature of the organization within the Government 
which would be best designed to deal with the very important prob
lems in this field.

In carrying out this mission, I  have worked in very close associa
tion with the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense, as 
well as with other Agencies of the Government having an interest 
in these matters.

The first problem which demanded attention was the then impending 
resumption of the test ban negotiations at Geneva. Intensive efforts 
were made to present to that Conference a constructive position which 
could promptly serve as a basis for an agreement. This work was 
completed prior to the resumption of the negotiations and a compre
hensive draft treaty was, in due course, presented to the Conference, 
which, if adopted, could have effected the banning of all nuclear test
ing, with reasonable assurance that the obligations undertaken were 
being fulfilled.® Mr. Arthur H. Dean conducted these negotiations

"ACDA files.
* Not printed here.
" Ante, pp. 82 -m , 161-162, 325, 327.
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on behalf of the United States, ably assisted by Mr. Charles Stelle, 
and an experienced staff. The proposals put forth by the United 
States were designed to afford a reasonable basis for negotiation, if 
the Soviets wanted a workable agreement, or, if the Soviets did not 
want a workable agreement, to make that fact clear. We hoped for 
the former, but our hopes for the conclusion of an agreement were 
rudely shaken from the first day of the resumed negotiations by the 
new position taken by the Soviet Union in regard to the matter of 
controls and inspection. Subsequent events, particularly the breaking 
of the voluntary moratorium through the resumption of extensive 
and rapid nuclear testing, indicated that there had been no serious in
tent on the part of the Soviet Union to reach an agreement in the 
course of these negotiations. The Soviet testing is of such a character 
that preparations for it must have been actively undertaken from 
the outset of the resumed negotiations, if not before. In  spite of the 
disappointing attitude of the Soviet Union, the United States con
tinued to search for a basis for an agreement covering all tests and 
finally proposed an agreement without controls and inspection on 
Soviet territory which would ban testing in the atmosphere where 
fall out was a continuing threat to health.

In the light of the high potential that these negotiations possessed 
for constructive action on the one hand, and the apparent pre-de
termination on the part of the Soviet Union to avoid reaching any 
agreement on the other, I  regret to say that this Geneva Conference 
constitutes the most discouraging exercise in disarmament negotia
tions since the close of the war. I  enclose with this letter a brief 
resume of the Geneva negotiations (Tab A).^ More comprehen
sive reports are, of course, on file with the Secretary of State; and 
Mr. Dean has himself reported from time to time to you at consider
able length on the negotiations.

Other negotiations in the form of a follow-up of the conversations 
begun during the Fifteenth General Assembly of the United Kations 
between Foreign Minister Gromyko and Ambassador Stevenson on 
the subject of comprehensive disarmament, were likewise impending. 
These negotiations were resumed during the months of June, July, 
August, and September, in Washington, Moscow and New York, be
tween Deputy Foreign Minister Valerian Zorin and myself. The 
purpose of these negotiations was to develop a statement of principles 
which would serve as the framework for resumed negotiations on com
prehensive disarmament as well as to agree upon the forum in which 
such negotiations could take place. A statement of agreed princi
ples was reached containing, what I  believe to be, some highly 
significant principles on which future negotiations might proceed. 
Though we were unable to agree on the composition of the forum, prior

 ̂Infra.
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to the reconvening of the General Assembly of the United Nations, 
and we likewise disagreed on the desirability of including a certain 
sentence in the statement of principles which would have emphasized 
the necessity of verifying remaining force levels, the extent of our 
agreement was, as I  say, impressive. As for the failure to agree on 
the composition of the forum, though we proffered four different 
proposals, I  do not despair of our being able to reach a settlement of 
this issue in due course, assuming a real desire on the part of the 
Soviet Union to reach a comprehensive disarmament agreement.

I  also enclose in (Tab B) a summary of my discussions with Mr. 
Zorin,^ as well as the joint statement of agreed principles dated Sep
tember 20, 1961 filed with the United Nations on the same day,  ̂
a letter from me to Mr. Zorin dated September 20,̂  the reply of 
Mr. Zorin dated September 21,̂  the US memorandum dated Sep
tember 14 setting forth the US position with respect to general dis
armament,® also as filed with the United Nations on September 20, 
and the memorandum of July 29, 1961, setting forth the position of 
the United States in respect to the composition of the forum for the 
resumption of negotiations® likewise filed in the United Nations on 
September 20,1961.

Likewise, during the course of the spring and summer, extensive 
work was undertaken leading to the preparation of a plan for general 
and complete disarmament. Panels of distinguished experts were 
convened and they worked industriously to make recommendations in 
the various aspects of disarmament and arms control. Numerous con
sultations with our Allies and the representatives of appropriate 
agencies of the Government took place and the result was the plan 
submitted to the United Nations on September 25th of this year.’' A 
report covering the development of this plan, including a copy of the 
plan itself, is enclosed herewith (Tab G).®

As for the second aspect of my mission, namely, the matter of the 
character and position of the Agency to deal with the problem of 
disarmament and arms control within the US Government, I  believe 
the passage of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act by both houses 
of Congress with such substantial majorities speaks for itself.® I  
have, however, enclosed herewith a short summary of the adoption

 ̂Infra,
* Ante, pp. 439-442.
* Ante, p. 442.
* Ante, pp. 443-444.
* Ante, pp. 431-439. 
" Ante, pp. 271-273. 
" Ante, pp. 475-482.
* Infra.
® Ante, pp. 482-495.
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of the legislation (Tab D) I  feel that you can take deep satisfaction 
in the seriousness with which the Congress dealt with this important 
problem in a very busy session and I  know it must be particularly 
gratifying to you that the Bill had such wide bipartisan support. 
The authoritative position which the new Agency now holds by 
Statute in the Government is another earnest of the serious intent 
of the United States to seek a sound and constructive resolution of the 
tremendous hazards involved in a modern arms race.

With the passage of the legislation, the conclusion of my nego
tiations with Mr. Zorin, and the introduction of the United States 
plan for disarmament at the General Assembly, my mission, I  believe, 
is concluded. I  am happy to leam that you have already designated 
a man of such experience and capacity as William C. Foster to direct 
the Agency and to become your principal adviser on Disarmament as 
the Statute provides. He will be most effectively assisted by one of 
the finest and ablest public servants I  have ever known—Mr. Adrian
S. Fisher.

I  remain deeply convinced that constructive steps must be taken 
in this field of disarmament and arms control if the World is to 
avoid disaster of a cataclysmic nature. I  also believe that with the 
position which the United States maintained at the Geneva Confer
ence on nuclear testing, with the acceptance of an agreed statement of 
principles under which negotiations for general and complete disarma
ment could be resumed, and, finally, with the impressive votes on the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act, that the United States has 
shown what must appear to all a thoroughly convincing display of 
its sincerity and willingness to bring to an end the hazards of an 
indiscriminate arms race. I f  others will demonstrate a similar will 
and intent, real assurance could be felt that constructive progress in. 
this all important field could now take place.

I  have been greatly honored to have been selected by you for this 
mission and I  am particularly appreciative of the unfailing support 
I  have received from you, the Secretary of State, and the Secretary of 
Defense during the course of my work.

Eespectfully yours,

J o h n  J . M cC lo y

T h e  P r e s id e n t ,

The White House.

 ̂Infra.
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TAB A

REPORT ON THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN NEGOTIATIONS 
held at Geneva, Switzerland 

March-September, 1961

In January and February, 1961, all of the US positions on the 
outstanding issues of the nuclear test ban conference were carefully 
reviewed. In this connection, a very distinguished panel of scientists 
and experts were convened under the Chairmanship of Dr. James B. 
Fisk, and the resulting report served as the basis for a reconsidera
tion of the entire problem. Consultations with the Secretary of 
Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and others, were conducted and frequent reports 
and discussions were held with the Joint Atomic Energy Committee 
of the Congress. Soviet statements on the issues on which they con
sidered it necessary to reach agreement were also carefully examined. 
This review of US positions resulted in the drafting of new pro
posals. Each proposal was designed to meet, as far as possible, the 
views of the Soviet Union on major outstanding issues. Each of the 
new US positions was also thoroughly discussed with the United 
Kingdom and a joint position was reached.

On March 21, 1961, Ambassador Arthur H. Dean, who was asked 
to lead the US Delegation at the Geneva Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, presented these new compromise 
proposals to the Soviet Union. The Western proposals included 
provisions:

(1) to reduce the number of control posts on Soviet territory 
from 21 to 19 and in the United States from 17 to 16;

(2) to extend from 27 months to 3 years the proposed moratorium 
on small underground tests and the associated seismic research 
program;

(3) to institute the means to ban all nuclear weapons tests in 
space;

(4) to ask the Congress for legislative authority to permit Soviet 
internal inspection of the nuclear devices used in the seismic research 
and peaceful engineering programs;

(5) to accept a veto over the total annual budget;
(6) to organize the policy-making Control Commission so as 

to give the Soviet Union a voice in guiding the control system equal 
to that of the United States and the United Kingdom combined.^

On May 29th, the UK and the US, in a further effort to induce agree
ment, also proposed to reduce the number of on-site inspections in the

 ̂Ante, pp. 55-64.
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territory of each of the negotiating states from 20 to a possible 12, 
depending on the nuniber of suspicious seismic events.^

The Soviet Union did not accept these attempts to resolve the out
standing differences. Instead, on March 21, 1961, it withdrew it& 
previous agreement on a single Administrator to oversee the daily 
executive and administrative tasks of the control organization. In 
place of the single Administrator, the Soviet Union proposed to sub
stitute a three-man directorate—the “troika”—with each member, So
viet, Western, and neutral, possessing a veto over every action of that 
body. The “troika” arrangement would, of course, have made a 
mockery of effective control by providing a possibility of completely 
paralyzing the executive arm of the control organization.^ 

Subsequently, and throughout the remainder of the negotiations,, 
the Soviet Union maintained a stance of unyielding obduracy. The 
Soviet Union also made clear in its aide memoire given to the President 
at Vienna on June 4 that the only way agreement could be reached on 
the test ban was to merge consideration of it with the broader problem 
of general and complete disarmament.^ Finally, on July 15, the 
United States and the United Kingdom asked for urgent consideration 
of the problem at the Sixteenth Session of the General Assembly.^

On August 28, in a last attempt to make progress before General 
Assembly consideration of the test ban issue, and as an indication of 
our willingness to go even further in order to induce agreement. Am
bassador Dean returned to Geneva with additional new proposals. 
These proposals provided fo r:

(1) Removal of the single administrator by a decision of seven 
members of the Commission;

(2) Staffing of on-site inspection teams in the USSR, UK, and 
US so that up to one-half of the personnel could come from neutral 
nations;

(3) Methods to lower the threshold of the treaty by extending the 
control system so that all or practically all underground tests would 
be included in the treaty ban either immediately or at the end of the 
three-year moratorium on small underground weapon tests.®

On August 31, 1961, the Soviet Union suddenly announced the re
sumption of nuclear weapon tests and on September 1, exploded its 
first device in the atmosphere.® In the days immediately following, 
the President and Prime Minister Macmillan offered to ban all tests

 ̂Ante  ̂pp. 161-162.
* AntCj pp. 51-53.
* Ante, pp. 162-166.
* Ante, pp. 242-246.

Ante, pp. 292-302, 317-329. 
® Ante, pp. 337-348.
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in the atmosphere without any additional controls.^ Subsequently, 
the Soviet Union stepped up the momentum of its rapid test program 
and on September 5, the intention of the United States to resume 
nuclear weapon tests underground was announced.^

The rapid progress of the Soviet Union’s test program—fifteen 
shots of from small to intermediate yield over a period of twenty-two 
days—suggests that extensive secret preparations for test resumption 
were undertaken by the Soviet Union during a major portion of this 
year’s session of the Geneva Conference. The first Soviet shot came 
within hours of the announcement of resumption and on at least one 
occasion two weapons were exploded within the period of a single 
day.

On September 9, Chairman Khrushchev delivered his rejection of 
the atmospheric test ban proposal to our Ambassador at Moscow.  ̂
The same day, the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu
clear Weapon tests recessed.'  ̂ I t  was proposed by the UK and the 
US that the recess last until after the completion of General Assembly 
debate on the nuclear test ban item. The Soviet representative agreed, 
but was unwilling to commit himself specifically to any resumption 
of the talks.

The United States and the United Kingdom have submitted to the 
General Assembly of the United Nations a resolution urging that an 
agreement to ban nuclear weapon tests under effective control be 
concluded at the earliest possible time.® This proposal remains the 
cornerstone of our policy. The test ban, as pointed out in the Presi
dent’s speech to the General Assembly on September 25, 1961, is the 
logical place to begin on a program of general and complete disarma
ment.® I t is a step which can be taken now to reverse the dangerous 
and burdensome arms race, to inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons 
and the capability to manufacture them, to contribute to the reduc
tion of international tensions and to eliminate any health hazard 
associated with nuclear testing. I t is to be hoped that effective and 
forthright action by the United Nations General Assembly on the 
resolution proposed jointly by the United Kingdom and the United 
States will ensure that this first step is taken as soon as possible.^ 
However, it is clear that this objective can be achieved only if the 
Soviet Union reverses its present policy and agreed to participate in 
further negotiations at Geneva in good faith and with an intention

 ̂Antey p. 351.
* Ante, p. 350.
* Ante, pp. 384-391.
* Ante, p. 403.
“ A/C.1/L.2S0, Sept. 28,1961.
® Ante, pp. 465-475.
^Tlie resolution was passed by the General Assembly on Nov. 8 (postr  

pp. 578-579).
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to reach an accord with a willingness to accept whatever reasonable 
controls and inspection measures the situation demands to insure 
fulfillment of the objective.

TAB B

REPORT ON THE US/USSR EXCHANGE 
OF VIEWS ON DISARMAMENT

A. Bdchground

As a result of an understanding reached between Ambassador 
Stevenson and Foreign Minister Gromyko during the second half of 
the 15th Session of the United Nations General Assembly, there took 
place an exchange of views between the US and USSR on questions 
relating to disarmament and the resumption of negotiations in an 
agreed body. At the Secretary of State’s request, Mr. John J. McCloy 
served as United States spokesman during that exchange.

The exchange of views took place in Washington, D.C., from June 19 
to June 30; in Moscow, from July 17 to July 29; and in New York, 
from September 6 to September 19, 1961. In  the course of the talks, 
both sides introduced documents setting forth their respective views.

During the entire exchange, an effort was made on the part of 
the US representative to reach an understanding with the Soviet 
Union on a basis which would permit a speedy resumption of multi
lateral disarmament negotiations. The United States took the position 
that the objective of the exchange was to reach agreement between 
the US and USSR on the framework for disarmament negotiations 
and on the composition of the negotiating body, such agreement to 
be submitted as recommendation to the other States concerned.

The United States set forth its views on what it regarded as the 
basic principles by which any comprehensive disarmament negotia
tions should be guided. In the first instance, it endeavored to impress 
upon the Soviet Union its conviction th a t:

(1) The disarmament process should go hand-in-hand with a 
gradual development of institutions designed to settle international 
disputes by peaceful means and effectively to maintain peace;

(2) Implementation of all obligations undertaken by States 
should be subject to effective verification so as to give assurance to all 
parties that all obligations are being fulfilled; and

(3) The implementation of any agreement that can be reached 
on a specific disarmament measure or group of measures should not 
await agreement on a full program of general and complete dis
armament which might well involve a lengthy period of negotiations.
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At the same time, the US emphasized its readiness to negotiate without 
interruption until a total program of general and complete disarma
ment has been developed and agreed.

The United States also proposed four alternative formulae for the 
composition of the negotiating body, including a forum comprised 
of the members of the Ten-Nation Committee and an additional ten 
States, including non-committed States, selected on the basis of equi
table geographic distribution.

At the outset of the talks, the Soviet Union took the position that 
no disarmament negotiations could take place unless and until a 
US/USSR understanding was reached on the basic provisions of a 
specific disarmament plan. In spite of the position taken by the 
United States that no specific disarmament plans, which of necessity 
affect the interests of many other States, should be discussed in the 
absence of such States, the Soviet Union sought to prove, on the basis 
of its plan, the merits of its own approach. The Soviet Union also 
refused to discuss the question of the composition of the negotiating 
body until a US-USSE understanding on the basic provisions of a 
disarmament plan was reached.

The USSR pursued this approach almost until the end of the Mos
cow phase of the talks. Two days before the end of that phase, the 
USSR altered its position and agreed to discuss a statement of prin
ciples. I t  also expressed its views on the question of the negotiating 
forum, reiterating its past position which provides for addition to 
the membership of the Ten-Nation Committee of a component of 
neutral States, thus reflecting the Soviet concept of a World divided 
into three distinct blocks.

The final phase of the talks, which took place in New York, was 
devoted to efforts to arrive at an agreed statement of principles for 
future disarmament negotiations. As a result, on September 19, 
agreement was reached on a document that was acceptable to both 
sides and a report to that effect was submitted to the United Nations. 
The text of the US/USSR report and of the joint US/USSR state
ment of agreed principles is attached here as part of Tab B.  ̂ The 
United States also submitted to the United Nations a memorandum 
on the principles which should govern negotiations for general and 
complete disarmament in a peaceful world and a US memorandum on 
the composition of the negotiating forum which had been presented 
earlier in the course of the discussion. A text of these documents is 
also attached hereto as part of Tab B.̂

The question of the composition of the negotiating body remained 
unresolved.

 ̂These papers are printed ante  ̂pp. 439-442.
* For the texts of these documents, see ante, pp. 196,271-273.
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B. Eval/aation

The exchange of views was useful in the sense that both sides had 
an opportunity to expound their respective positions and thus gain 
a greater insight into each other’s thinking. Although the main US 
objective— t̂hat of making possible the resumption of disarmament 
negotiations at an early date—could not be achieved, it is believed that 
the joint statement of agreed principles is an important step in that 
direction.

I t should be recognized that while the joint statement is not a 
disarmament plan in itself, or an agreement as to specific measures, 
it does constitute recognition by both sides of certain fundamental 
concepts which the US believes to be essential if any progress in 
comprehensive disarmament is to be made.

Thus, both sides have recorded their readiness to negotiate a total 
program for general and complete disarmament without prejudice to 
such areas of agreement as could be reached and implemented, per
haps as part of the total program, even before such program has been 
developed and agreed.

Among the important principles which the Soviet Union has agreed 
to include in the statement are those of the need for a gradual devel
opment of international peacekeeping institutions and for a control 
system assuring all parties that the obligations undertaken are being 
faithfully fulfilled. The Soviet Union, however, still refuses to accept 
what the US believes to be inherent in this latter concept; namely, 
that there should be verified not only obligations with respect to reduc
tions of forces or armaments, but also those relating to the main
tenance of agreed levels of forces or armaments. The US under
standing of this problem was expressed in the letter which Mr. McCloy 
sent to Mr. Zorin on September 20. This letter, together with Mr. 
Zorin’s reply, is attached hereto as part of Tab B.^

TAB C

DEVELOPMENT OF UNITED STATES DISARMAMENT PLAN

With the completion in March of the review of the nuclear test 
policy, attention was directed next to the development of a compre
hensive United States disarmament plan. The statements of Foreign 
Minister Gromyko and Ambassador Stevenson concerning the bi
lateral discussions on the forum and framework of a resumed dis
armament negotiation  ̂ made it necessary for the United States to 
be prepared for the resumption of these negotiations by July 31,1961. 
Given the shortness of time to prepare and then to coordinate within

 ̂See (mte, pp. 442,443-444. 
pp. 79-80, 80-81.
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the U.S. Government and with the Allies a new, far-reaching dis
armament plan, two decisions were made: first, to have the U.S. 
Disarmament Administration prepare a draft plan drawing on new 
ideas that had emerged from extensive work on arms control going 
on in the universities and research foundations, on new ideas re
cently submitted by our Allies, and on a variety of proposals in 
previous negotiations; and, second, to assemble a number of panels 
composed of distinguished individuals considered experts in the vari
ous areas of arms control and disarmament to address themselves to 
the draft plan.

The following were the Panels and their Chairmen :

Conventional Arms and Armed Forces Major Gen. John E. HuU

Nuclear Armaments Professor Harvey Brooks
Dean of Engineering 
Harvard University

Delivery Vehicles Dr. Donald Ling
Bell Telephone Laboratories

Chemical, Biological, Radiological War- Dr. Robert Cairns 
fare Hercules Powder Company

War by Accident, Miscalculation, Sur- Professor Thomas C. Schelling 
prise Attack Harvard University

International Legal and Security Ar- Professor Louis Henkin 
rangements University of Pennsylvania Law School

Regional Disarmament Mr. Gerard Smith, formerly Assistant
Secretary of State for Policy Planning

Outer Space Dr. Chalmers Sherwin
Aerospace Corporation

New Approaches Mr. Richard Leghorn, President
ITEK Corporation

Economic Aspects of Disarmament Dr. Emile Benoit
Columbia University

The work of these panels was completed by May 13 and the Policy 
Staff then prepared a revised draft of the U.S. disarmament plan,^ 
taking into account the reports of these panels. This draft was circu
lated on May 31 for comment within the Government and as a staff 
draft  ̂ given on June 1 to our Western partners for their comment. 
Agreement had been reached between the US and USSR to have bi
lateral disarmament discussions beginning June 19 in Washington 
with the hope—as the US understood it—of agreeing on the frame
work for future multilateral negotiations. Because the preambular 
part of the new draft plan dealing with the goal, the task, and the 
principles governing negotiations constituted the US recommendation 
for the framework of new negotiations, clearance on the substance of

 ̂Not printed.
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this part of the draft was sought and obtained from the Government 
and the Allies in time for the beginning of the US-USSR bilaterals 
on June 19.

Taking into accoimt Departmental and Allied comment, another 
revision of the plan was produced and circulated on June 24^ in 
preparation for a meeting of the heads of Departments and Agencies 
concerned on July 5. The principal issue remaining within the U.S. 
Government after this “Meeting of Principals” was the question of 
the relationship of the various measures to each other. After a week 
of extensive discussion in Washington beginning July 10 with rep
resentatives of Canada, France, Italy, and the United Kingdom (the 
other Western members of the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee), 
a final meeting of the Principals was held on August 3. The final 
decision on the substance of the plan was made by you on August 18 
and consultation with NATO was completed on August 31. Finally, 
on September 25, the product of these efforts—entitled “Declaration 
on Disarmament: A Program for General and Complete Disarmament 
in a Peaceful World”— ŵas submitted to the General Assembly of 
the United Nations  ̂ and publicly released in connection with your 
address to the General Assembly.^

The proposals contained in this plan represent an imaginative yet 
realistic program to bring the present arms race to an end. The plan 
advances in many respects well beyond what has heretofore been 
put forward by the United States in the field of disarmament. The 
new features include a recognition of the fact that progress in dis
armament must be accompanied by measures to strengthen institu
tions for maintaining peace and for settlement of international 
disputes by peaceful means by including provisions for the estab
lishment of a permanent United Nations Peace Force and peace
keeping machinery strong enough to cope with the threats or use of 
force by any nation or group of nations. These new features also 
include an increased emphasis on the reduction and eventual elimina
tion of nuclear weapons and delivery systems at an early stage in 
the disarmament process, including measures designed to prevent a 
proliferation of nuclear weapons to nations not now owning them. 
The plan also includes a commitment to seek and implement im
mediately as wide an area of agreement as possible and to continue 
this effort without interruption until general and complete disarma
ment has been achieved.

The last word, of course, has not been spoken on disarmament, and 
reasonable flexibility is essential if disarmament is to be achieved.

 ̂Not printed here.
* Ante, pp. 475-482.
* Ante, pp. 465-475.
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However, if the Soviet Union and other Communist states are seri
ously interested in disarmament, the U.S. proposals can afford a real
istic basis for negotiation of a detailed disarmament plan.

TAB D

REPORT ON THE ADOPTION OF THE LEGISLATION 
KNOWN AS THE 

'̂ ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACT*

In the President’s letter to Mr. John J. McCloy of January 27,1961, 
the latter was given the task of making recommendations to the Presi
dent regarding the organization of the U.S. Disarmament Adminis
tration and related activities. The U.S. Disarmament Administration, 
which was then in existence as a part of the Department of State, 
had been established by Department order by Secretary of State 
Christian A. Herter on September 9, 1960.̂  No Director had been 
appointed for the organization. I t  was headed by Mr. Edmund A. 
Gullion, an able career Foreign Service Officer, who had been desig
nated as Acting Deputy Director on October 12, 1960.

Because of the pressing and immediate problems in connection 
with preparation of the U.S. position on the Conference on the Dis
continuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, it was not possible to devote 
a great deal of personal attention to this problem until the formula
tion of the U.S. position for the Geneva discussions and Ambassador 
Dean had left for the Geneva Conference on March 15, 1961. In  the 
spring of this year, as part of the study of this problem, consultations 
were conducted with the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, as well as a number of the other Government 
officials including the President of the United States. Consultations 
also took place with a number of private persons whose experience 
and knowledge in the field of Government organization was impres
sive, including Professor Richard E. Neustadt of Columbia Univer
sity, Mr. Robert A. Lovett, Mr. James A. Perkins of the Carnegie 
Corporation, and Mr. Don K. Price of the Ford Foundation.

As a result of these studies, the conclusion was reached that an 
Agency should be established by statute at an authoritative level in 
the Government with the exceptionally broad competence, functions, 
-and resources required to work on the problems of arms control and 
disarmament, including the conduct of the research so essential to 
progress in this field. Though there was considerable support for 
an entirely independent Agency reporting only to the President, the 
conclusion was reached that those conducting this research should be

^DocumenU on Disarmament^ 1960, p. 225.
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in the same organization as those charged with conducting negotia
tions in the field, and that the organization should be subject to the 
direction of the Secretary of State, although distinct from the De
partment of State. Since the Director of the new Agency would 
have to deal with and coordinate the activities of many other agencies 
of Government which have direct access to the President, it was felt 
that the Director should serve as the principal adviser to the Presi
dent as well as to the Secretary of State in the disarmament field, 
with direct access to the President upon notification to the Secretary 
of State.

A draft bill was prepared, which put these conclusions in the form 
of a statute. This bill was transmitted to the President of the United 
States for formal clearance throughout the Government on May 9, 
1961, together with an explanatory letter of transmittal and an 
accompanying memorandum.^ As a result of the clearance process, 
the draft bill was slightly revised and was transmitted to the President 
by letter of Jime 23, 1961.̂  The President, in turn, transmitted the 
draft bill to the Vice President and the Speaker of the House by letter 
of June 29, 1961.*

In  the Senate, it was introduced as S. 2180 by Senator Humphrey 
and eight other Senators. In  the House, it was initially introduced 
as H.E. 7936 by Congressman Morgan, and 70 other similar or identi
cal bills were subsequently introduced in the House.

Hearings on these bills were held in the latter part of August and 
early September before the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
U.S. Senate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives. At these hearings, the support for the bill was 
completely bipartisan in nature. Witnesses testifying in support of 
it included officials impressive in quality and number of both your 
Administration and the Administrations of Presidents Eisenhower 
and Truman. A letter, which President Eisenhower had written in 
support of the principles on which the bill was drafted, was introduced 
into the record of both Committees.^ Both Committees reported the 
bill favorably by unanimous vote.

The bill passed the Senate on September 8, 1961 by a vote of 73 
to 14. A crucial amendment offered by Senator Goldwater which

^Not printed.
* Ante, pp. 190-199, 216-227.
* Ante, pp. 214r-216.
* See Disarmament Agency: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign 

Relations, United States Senate, Eighty-seventh Congress, First Session, on 
S. 2180, a Bill To Esta'blish a United States Disarmament Agency for World 
Peace and Security, pp. 63-64; To Esta'blish a United States Arms Control 
Agency: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Repre
sentatives, Eighty-seventh Congress, First Session, on H.R. 7936 and H.R. 9118, 
pp. 31-32.
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would have crippled the research program was defeated by a vote 
of 46 to 43.̂  The bill passed the House of Kepresentatives on Sep
tember 19, 1961 by a vote of 290 to 54. A Conference Conmiittee 
report was adopted by the House of Eepresentatives on September 
23, 1961, by a vote of 250 to 60 and in the Senate by unanimous 
consent.^ The President was able to report the passage of the bill 
to the General Assembly of the United Nations on September 25,1961.® 

As jfinally passed by the Congress, the Act incorporated the general 
principles of the bill originally transmitted to you on June 29, 1961; 
athough, in the process of legislative deliberation, the language was 
clarified in several important respects to express more accurately 
the concepts which underlay the original bill.

Address by Premier KJirushchev at the Twenty-second 
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
[Extracts}, October 17,1961 *

Steadfastly carrying out a policy of peace, we have not forgotten 
the threat of war from the imperialists. Everything necessary has 
been done to insure the superiority of our country in defense. The 
successes of socialist production, of Soviet science and technology, 
have made it possible for us to carry out a real revolution in the mili
tary field. Our country and the whole socialist camp now possess a 
mighty force which is quite sufficient to reliably defend the great gains 
of socialism from the encroachments of the imperialist aggressors. 
(Applause)

The increased defense power of the Soviet Union and the other 
socialist countries, the peace-loving forces throughout the world, has

^The Goldwater amendment proposed deletion of the foUowing language in 
sec. 31 of the Senate biU, authorizing the Disarmament Agency:

(1) to conduct research* development, and other studies in the field of dis
armament, (2) to make arrangements (including contracts, agreements, and 
grants) for the conduct of research, development, and other studies in the field 
of disarmament by private or public institutions or persons; and (3) to 
coordinate the research, development, and other studies conducted in the 
field of disarmament by or for other Government agencies in accordance with 
procedures established under article 34 of this Act.

For the debate on the amendment, see Congressional Record^ Sept. 8, 1961, 
pp. 17553-17557.

* The report is printed ante  ̂pp. 458-459.
* See ante, p. 467.
* Moscow radio broadcast, Oct. 18,1961.
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not allowed the imperialists to push the competition of the two sys
tems from the peaceful road onto the road of military conflicts, onto 
the road of war. The Soviet Union, firmly pursuing the Leninist 
course of peaceful coexistence, has unmasked and decisively suppressed 
the imperialists’ provocations.

The fact that it has been possible to prevent war and that the Soviet 
people and the peoples of other countries have been able to enjoy the 
benefits of a peaceful life must be regarded as the chief result of the 
activities of the party and its Central Committee in increasing the 
might of the Soviet state and implementing a Leninist foreign policy, 
and as a result of the activities of the fraternal parties of the countries 
of socialism and of the greater activity of the peace-loving forces of 
all countries. (Prolonged applause)

I t is known that in recent years the imperialists have more than 
once tried to start a new war conflagration and test the strength of the 
socialist system. The United States and its closest allies have in the 
past five years, repeatedly resorted to brute force, have gone for their 
weapons; but each time the Soviet Union, all the socialist countries, 
checked the aggressor in time. Of special, fimdamental significance 
have been the manifestations of the socialist countries in defense of 
the peoples struggling for their freedom and independence. An un
derstanding that the Soviet Union and all the socialist countries are 
the reliable bastion in the struggle of the peoples for their freedom 
and independence, for progress and peace, is penetrating still more 
deeply into the minds of the masses. (Applause)

The party has drawn the conclusion about the inevitability of the 
downfall of colonialism. Under the powerful blows of the national 
liberation movement, the colonial system has virtually disintegrated.

The party has raised an important thesis that, in the contemporary 
epoch, wars between states are not inevitable and that they can be 
averted. The events of the past few years have confirmed this con
clusion. They have shown that the powerful forces standing guard 
over peace have at their disposal considerable means with which to 
frustrate the unleashing of a world war by imperialists. The pre
ponderance of the forces of peace and socialism over the forces of 
imperialism and war has manifested itself still more distinctly. To 
put it briefly, comrades, this has been a good five years for us on a 
world scale. (Stormy applause)

As socialism wins new victories, the unity of the peoples grows 
stronger, both within every socialist country and on the scale of the 
world socialist system as a whole. Just as a mighty tree with deep 
roots does not fear storms, so the new socialist world fears no adversity 
or shocks. The counterrevolutionary uprising in Hungary, organized
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by internal reaction with the support of imperialist forces, and the 
intrigues of enemies in Poland and the GDR have shown that the 
class struggle during the period of the construction of socialism can 
at times become intensified and acquire an acute form. The remnants 
of internal reaction with the support of imperialism can in the future 
also attempt to tear this or that country from the socialist system, 
striving to restore the old bourgeois order.

The reactionary forces gamble on the difficulties inevitable in such 
a new cause as the revolutionary transformation of society and send 
their agents into the socialist countries. Subversive actions against 
the socialist countries have been raised by certain imperialist powers 
to the level of state policy. The United States of America with 
cynical frankness is spending hundreds of millions of dollars on es
pionage and diversionary activities against the socialist countries; 
it organizes so-called partisan detachments,-brings criminal elements 
into them, cutthroats who are prepared to commit the filthiest crimes 
for money. For several years the United States has held an annual 
provocative Captive Nations Week. The hired agents of the monopo
lies call all people who have been liberated from imperialist chains, 
who have embarked on the road of free development, “captive na
tions.” Imperialist demagogy and hypocrisy are truly unlimited. 
The cries of the monopolists about captiye nations resemble the shouts 
of a rogue who, when picking someone’s pocket, shouts ‘‘Stop, Thief!” 
(Animation, applause)

One should not forget the intrigues of the imperialists. Our huge 
successes in building a new life must not lead to complacency, to the 
weakening of vigilance. Of course, the greater the successes of 
socialism, the higher is the standard of living in each socialist country 
and the closer the unity of the people with the communist and work
ers parties. This is one side of the coin, a very pleasing side, but one 
must also keep the other side in mind. With the growth of the unity 
of the people in all socialist countries, the hopes of the imperialists 
for the restoration of their capitalist order, for the recovery of the 
socialist countries, are fading. Therefore, world reaction is turning 
more and more to the idea of striking a blow at the socialist states 
from outside in order to regain by war worldwide capitalistic domina
tion or, at least, to retard the development of the socialist countries.

Socialism is the result of the creative acti\dty of the broadest masses 
marching under the banner of Marxism-Leninism. The communists 
are opponents of a forcible, artificial implantation of this or that 
social-political system in other countries. We are convinced that the 
socialist system, in the final analysis, will be victorious everywhere. 
But this in no way means that we shall seek this victory by inter
fering in the internal affairs of other countries. Some wish to place

629270—62----- 35
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responsibility on us communists for any movement of the popular 
masses against their subjugators.

When the working people of any capitalist or colonial country rise 
in struggle, the imperialists start shouting “This is the handiwork 
of the communists, the handiwork of Moscow.” We, of course, are 
glad that all the good deeds of the people are ascribed to the com
munists. The imperialists thus unwittingly help the masses better 
understand communist ideas.

These ideas are spreading effectively throughout the entire world. 
This, however, takes place, of course, not because the Soviet Union 
and other socialist countries impose them on the people.

I t is impossible to carry ideas on bayonets, as people formerly said; 
now it would be more correct to say “on rockets.” Of course, classes 
fighting among themselves have always tried to rely on the support of 
kindred external forces. For a long time in this respect the advantage 
was on the side of the bourgeois class. The world bourgeoisie used to 
stifle en masse the revolutionary forces everywhere and by every 
means,' up to and including armed intervention.

Of course, even then the international proletariat did not remain 
aloof from the struggle of their class brethren, but solidarity could, 
more often than not, be expressed only in the form of moral support. 
The situation has now changed. The people of one country or another 
who rise to fight will not find themselves alone in the struggle against 
world imperialism. Powerful international forces are at their side, 
having at their disposal all that is necessary to give effective moral 
and material support. (Applause)

Alarmed by the scale of the revolutionary struggle, the imperialists 
continue their attempts to interfere in the internal affairs of peoples 
and states. For this purpose they have assumed for themselves, in 
their military pacts and agreements, the right to armed intervention 
in the case of so-called “internal disorders” ; that is, the right to put 
down revolution, to put down demonstrations of the masses of the 
people against reactionary regimes. At every juncture the imperialists 
assert that the communists are exporting revolution. This slander is 
necessary for the imperialist gentlemen to disguise, in any way 
possible, their claims to exportation of counterrevolution. What 
strange logic these gentlemen have! They are evidently living by 
the ideas of the time they were able to stifle the liberation movement 
of the people. However, those times have passed forever. Commu
nists are against the export of revolution, and this is well known in the 
West. But we do not recognize anyone’s right to export counterrevo
lution, the right to perform the functions of international police— 
and this also ought to be well known.

Attempts by the imperialists to interfere in the affairs of people 
who have risen to revolution mean nothing more or less than aggres
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sion, a threat to world peace. We must declare openly that in the event 
of imperialist export of comiterrevolution, the commmiists will urge 
the people of all countries to rally, to mobilize their forces and, relying 
on the might of the world socialist system, administer a decisive rebuff 
to the enemies of freedom and peace. In  a word, the answer will be 
equal to the call. (Prolonged applause)

The campaign waged by the countries of socialism and all the peace- 
loving elements against the preparation of a new aggression and war 
constitutes the main substance of contemporary world politics. In  
the past years, the forces of war and aggression have more than once 
threatened universal peace.

In  1956, the imperialists, simultaneously with the counterrevolu
tionary rebellion in Hungary, organized the attack on Egypt. In  the 
second half of 1957, imperialists prepared an invasion of Syria, which 
threatened a large-scale war conflagration. In  the summer of 1958, 
in connection with the revolution in Iraq, they launched an inter
vention in Lebanon and Jordan, and at the same time created tension in 
the area of the island of Taiwan, belonging to the CPE. In April 
and May 1960, the American imperialists sent their military aircraft 
into the airspace of the USSR and wrecked the summit conference 
in Paris. In  the spring of 1961, they organized an armed invasion 
by mercenary gangs in Cuba and attempted to subjugate Laos and 
drag it into the aggressive SEATO military bloc.

But all these miserable imperialist attacks suffered defeat. How
ever, it would be a serious blunder to assume that the failure of their 
aggressive plans has taught some sense to imperialists. Facts prove 
the opposite. They are not abandoning their attempts to aggravate 
the international situation still more and to bring the world to the 
brink of war. In  the past few months the imperialists have consciously 
taken the course of creating a dangerous situation in the center of 
Europe, threatening to use arms in reply to our proposals to eliminate 
the remnants of World War II , to conclude a German peace treaty, 
and to normalize the situation in West Berlin.

In  the climate of the ag^avated international situation, we were 
forced to take necessary measures to protect our country from the 
encroachments of aggressors and to save mankind from the danger of 
a new world war. The Soviet Government was forced to halt the 
reduction of armed forces planned for 1961, to increase defense appro
priations, to defer the transfer of soldiers and seamen to the reserve, 
and to resume tests of new and more powerful types of weapons.^ We 
were forced to carry out these measures. They were unanimously

'On the reduction of Soviet forces, see DocumenU on Disarmament, I960, 
pp. 16-18. Soviet rearmament in 1961 is described ante, pp. 237-239, 309-S17.
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supported by our people and correctly understood by the peoples of 
other countries, who know that the Soviet Union will never be the 
first to embark on the road of unleashing war.

Peace and peaceful coexistence are not quite the same thing. Peace
ful coexistence is not just the absence of war, not a temporary, unstable 
truce between wars. I t  is the existence of two opposed social systems^ 
based on the mutual renunciation of war as a means of settling disputes 
between states. History teaches that an aggressor cannot be placated 
by concessions. Concession to the imperialists on vitally important 
questions is no longer the policy of peaceful coexistence but capitula
tion to aggressive forces. We shall never do that. (Applause) The 
imperialists must finally imderstand that they are no longer the 
makers of the destinies of mankind, and that socialism, whether they 
want it or not, will exist, develop, and strengthen. (Stormy applause)

But so far it does not appear that the Messrs. imperialists have 
realized this truth. One can expect reckless acts from them which 
will imperil hundreds of millions of people. Therefore, it is necessary 
to curb aggressors, not pander to them. (Prolonged applause)

Comrades, the situation which has developed requires the urgent 
solution of fundamental international problems on the basis of the 
principles of peaceful coexistence. The USSE, after the 20th congress, 
proposed a broad and realistic program of action insuring the preser
vation and consolidation of universal peace. The essence of this 
program, if one may be brief, consists in ridding mankind of the 
dangerous, burdensome arms race, liquidating the remnants of World 
War II , and removing the obstacles to an improvement in the inter
national situation.

The most important component of the foreign policy activity of 
our party is the struggle for universal and complete disarmament. 
The USSR has already been waging this struggle for many years, 
stubbornly and persistently. We have always been the determined 
enemies of the arms race, because in the past, rivalry in this field 
has not only imposed on the peoples a grievous burden, but has also 
inescapably led to world wars. We are now even more determined 
enemies of the arms race, when a colossal technical revolution has 
taken place in warfare and when the use of modern weapons would 
inevitably mean the death of himdreds of millions of people. The 
accumulation of these types of weapons in the atmosphere of cold 
war and war psychosis is fraught with deadly consequences. I t  is 
enough for some military type on duty at a button somewhere in the 
West to experience a failure in his nerves, and events might take
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place which would bring great disasters to people throughout the 
world.

Of course, when we propose a program of universal and complete 
disarmament, what is involved is not unilateral disarmament of 
socialism in the face of imperialism or vice versa, but a universal 
rejection of arms as a means of solving questions in dispute between 
states.

Not daring to declare that they oppose disarmament, the ruling 
circles of the capitalist countries, primarily the United States, Great 
Britain, and France, have concocted a legend that the Soviet Union 
is against disarmament control. We have exposed this maneuver 
and openly announced that we are prepared beforehand to agree to 
any of their proposals for the strictest international control if they 
accept our proposal for general and complete disarmament. Now 
the imperialists, as a ruse, have started a hypocritical fuss in con
nection with the fact that we were compelled to carry out experi
mental tests of nuclear weapons. But their fuss has not prevented 
the people from understanding that we did this only because the 
Western powers, having brought the solution of the disarmament 
problem and the talks on nuclear weapons tests to an impasse, turned 
the flywheel of their military machine on full speed to achieve su
premacy in strength over the socialist countries.

We forestalled them, and by doing so retained the advantage for 
the side of the socialist camp, which stands guard over peace. (Stormy 
applause) Our measures were forced upon us. I t  was known that 
the United States for a long time had been preparing to resume 
tests, while France repeatedly carried them out. Under the present 
circumstances the people’s need, in their struggle to be rid of the 
arms race, becomes more and more evident. The problem of dis
armament affects the vital interests of every nation and all mankind, 
and when it is settled any need for nuclear weapons will disappear, 
as will the need for their production and tests.

We believe that now the forces of socialism, all the forces which 
support the principle of the struggle for peace, are more powerful 
than the aggressive imperialist forces. But even if one agrees with 
the President of the United States, who quite recently declared that 
our forces are equal, then it is obviously unwise to threaten war. 
Inasmuch as equality is admitted, the proper conclusion must be drawn 
from this. These days it is dangerous to display a position of strength 
policy. (Applause)

A German peace treaty must and will be signed, with the Western 
powers or without them. (Applause) On the basis of this treaty the 
status of West Berlin will also be normalized as that of a free, de
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militarized city. The Western powers and all the countries of the 
world must have the right of access to West Berlin in accordance 
with international norms; that is, to have an appropriate agreement 
with the Government of the GDR through whose territory pass all the 
communications of West Berlin with the outside world. (Applause)

Some representatives of the Western powers say that our proposals 
that the German peace treaty be signed this year is an ultimatum.^ 
But this is wrong. After all, the Soviet Union’s proposals for the 
signing of a peace treaty, and the solution on this basis of the ques
tion of West Berlin and its transformation into a free city, were put 
forward back in 1958.̂  Much time has elapsed since then. We have 
not forced the solution of this question, as we hoped that a mutual 
understanding with the Western countries would be achieved.

The question arises: Where is the ultimatum ? Proposing to sign a 
German peace treaty, the Soviet Government did not put forward any 
ultimatum, but was prompted by the necessity to finally solve this 
urgent question. The Soviet Government still insists on the speediest 
possible solution of the German problem. I t  is against postponing 
it to infinity.

I f  the Western powers show readiness to settle the German problem, 
then the question of the terms of signing a German peace treaty 
will not be of such importance. We shall then not insist that the 
peace treaty be signed without fail by 31 December 1961. The main 
thing is to solve the question, to liquidate the remnants of World 
War I I : to sign a German peace treaty. This is basic, this is the heart 
of the matter. (Applause) The solution of these problems will open 
the way to the implementation of further steps in the field of peace
ful international cooperation, both multilateral and bilateral.

We now have at our disposal intercontinental ballistic rockets, anti
aircraft rocket weapons, and rockets for land forces, aviation, and 
the navy.

The report about the testing of our new rockets having a flight range 
of over 12,000 kilometers has been published in the press. Our ships 
are stationed in the region where the rockets fall and there take read
ings on when and with what precision a rocket reaches the prede
termined area. We are receiving reports stating that our rockets 
work with exceptional precision. I t  must be stated that there are 
U.S. ships in the same area as well, and they too follow the flights 
of the Soviet rockets. The Americans are publishing the appropriate 
data about the flights of our rockets and we are checking these data 
against ours.

^For the Soviet proposal of 1961, see Documents on Germany, 19Jfk-1961 (S. 
Com. print, 87th CJong., 1st sess.), Pp. 642-645.

*/6i(f.,pp. 34S-363.
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Of course, we trust the comrades on our ships, but here there is a 
kind of double control—ours and that of the adversary. (Applause) 
Our adversaries— t̂rue, we would like them not to be our adversaries, 
but one must bear the nature of imperialism in mind—also confirm 
that Soviet rockets hit the target accurately. This is good; we did 
not doubt it anyway. (Applause)

Since I  have already digressed from the text, I  would like to say 
that our tests of new nuclear weapons are also going off very success
fully. We shall soon complete these tests, evidently at the end of 
October; to conclude, probably, we shall explode a hydrogen bomb of 
50 megatons. (Applause) We have said that we have a bomb of 
100 megatons and this is true; but we shall not explode such a bomb, 
because if we explode it, even in the most remote spot, we may break 
our own windows. (Thunderous applause) Therefore, we shall re
frain for the time being and not explode this bomb, but when we ex
plode the 50-megaton bomb we are at the same time testing the device 
for the explosion of the 100-megaton bomb. However, as they used 
to say, God grant that we should never have to explode these bombs on 
any territory— t̂his is the greatest dream of our life. (Thunderous 
applause)

I  see comrades in the hall who invented our wonderful rockets, the 
motors for them, and the precision instruments. I  also see those who 
are working on the improvement of nuclear weapons. We are proud 
of these comrades, we give them their due and rejoice at their creative 
successes, which contributes to the strengthening of the defensive 
might of our country and to the strengthening of peace throughout 
the world. (Thimderous applause)

The construction of the Soviet submarine fleet is going on suc
cessfully. Our adversaries are building a submarine fleet armed 
with ballistic rockets. We are arming our fleet with both ballistic 
and target-seeking rockets. Our situation obliges us to do this. Our 
adversaries in the military blocs are preparing to fire from submarines 
at the territory both of our country and of the socialist countries. 
We are ready to answer them by firing at targets both on land and 
on water.

The USSR is a continental power. Those who wish to unleash 
war against us will be compelled to have supremacy of the sea. This 
is why we are building a powerful submarine fleet armed also with 
target-seeking rockets, so that it may be possible at hundreds of 
kilometers to shoot down ships in the ocean that approach the frontiers 
of the socialist countries.

The Soviet submarine fleet with atomic engines, armed with ballistic 
and target-seeking rockets, is standing alertly on guard over our 
socialist achievements. I t  will reply with a crushing blow against 
the aggressors, including their aircraft carriers, which in case of
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war will be quite a good target for our rockets launched from sub
marines. (Thunderous applause)

Permit me to report to the congress that the rearmament of the 
Soviet Army with rocket and nuclear equipment is completely 
finished. Our armed forces now have at their disposal such mighty 
weapons as enable them to crush any aggressor. In  equipping the 
armed forces with rockets and an atomic submarine fleet, we are not 
leaving the air force out of our reckoning; we are continuing to de
velop and improve it.

Permit me on behalf of the congress to express heartfelt gratitude 
to the scientists, engineers, and workers who have created for the 
Soviet Army the most modern weapons. (Thunderous applause) 
Their services to all mankind are great. Now the imperialists will 
no longer be able to wage war blackmail with impunity against the 
peace-loving countries. In the hands of the Soviet people, who are 
building communism, atomic and hydrogen weapons reliably serve 
the cause of peace. (Prolonged applause) The Soviet people do 
not need war. Their thoughts are directed toward the development 
of a peace economy, the realization of the great plans of communist 
construction, the creation of an abundance of material and spiritual 
goods for all workers.

White House Statement on Soviet Plans To Test 
Fifty-Megaton Bomb, October 17, 1961 ^

I t  is reported that the Soviet Union plans to explode a giant nu
clear bomb— t̂he equivalent to 50 million tons of TNT.^

We call upon the Soviet Union to reconsider this decision, if in 
fact it has been made. We know about high-yield weapons. Since 
1957 the United States has had the technical know-how and mate
rials to produce bombs in the 50-100 megaton range and higher. But 
we also know that such weapons are not essential to our military 
needs. Furthermore, full-scale tests are not necessary to develop 
50-megaton bombs. Such an explosion could only serve some un
confessed political purpose.

We believe the peoples throughout the world will join us in asking 
the Soviet Union not to proceed with a test which can serve no legit
imate purpose and which adds a mass of additional radioactive fallout 
to that which has been unleashed in recent weeks.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 6,1961, p. 749.
*See %upra.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Stevenson) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Nuclear Weapons Tests, October 19, 1961 ^

Mr. Chairm an  :
This committee is now beginning the substantive discussion of the 

two agenda items on nuclear testing.^
The United States Delegation has asked to speak at this time in 

order to make a preliminary special statement. During the debate to 
follow, Ambassador Dean will present the United States position on 
the urgent need for a treaty to ban nuclear weapons testing, and he 
will explain the United States views on this matter in full detail. He 
will make clear the purposes and objectives we have in mind.

But the preliminary special statement which my government wishes 
to make at the very outset of this discussion concerns the emergency 
confronting this committee and the world. The Soviet Union is now 
nearing the conclusion of a massive series of nuclear weapon tests. 
Unless something is done quickly, the Soviet testing will necessarily 
result in further testing by my country and perhaps by others.

There is still time to halt this drift toward the further refinement 
and multiplication of these weapons. Perhaps this will be the last 
clear chance to reverse this tragic trend. For if testing is stopped, 
the terrible pace of technological progress will be decisively retarded. 
A ban on tests is, of course, only the first step; and the control and 
destruction of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons is the ultimate goal. 
But it is an indispensable first step.

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, I  must inform the Committee that the 
United States is obliged in self-protection to reserve the right to make 
preparations to test in the atmosphere, as well as underground. But 
the United States stands ready to resume negotiations for a treaty 
tomorrow. We will devote all our energies to the quickest possible 
conclusion of these negotiations either here or in Geneva. I f  the So
viet Union will do the same and stop its tests, there is no reason why 
a treaty with effective controls cannot be signed in 30 days and this 
suicidal business ended before it ends us.

But, I  repeat, unless a treaty can be signed and signed promptly, the 
United States has no choice but to prepare and take the action neces
sary to protect its own security and that of the world community.

I  trust that this expression of hope for the triumph of reason will 
convey some measure of the depth of our feeling about the subject

' U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3807, Oct. 19,1961.
" 4.nte, pp. 126, 242-246.
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and of our desire to do our share to save the human race from a greater 
menace than the plagues which once ravaged Europe. We believe we 
have done our share and more, ever since the United States proposals 
of 1946.̂  I  remind you that if those proposals had been accepted by 
the Soviet Union no state would now have nuclear weapons, and we 
would now not be engaged in such a perilous crisis.

I  have claimed the privilege of making this declaration for the 
United States because few delegates, I  dare say, feel more deeply about 
this matter than I  do, in part, perhaps, because I  proposed that nuclear 
tests be stopped almost six years ago —̂and lost a great many votes in 
the 1956 Presidential election as a result. Had the nuclear powers 
agreed even then, think how much safer and healthier the world would 
be today.

I  pray we do not lose still another chance to meet the challenge of 
our time and stop this death dance.

I  confess a feeling of futility when I  consider the immensity of the 
problems which confront us and the feebleness of our efforts to deal 
properly with them. We have lived for sixteen years in the Atomic 
Age. During these years we have ingeniously and steadily improved 
man’s capacity to blow up the planet. But we have done little to im
prove man’s control over the means of his own destruction. Instead 
we have worried and wrangled and talked and trifled while time 
trickles away, and the hands of the clock creep toward midnight.

I would not imply that the problems of control are easy. Just as 
the nuclear bomb itself lays open the inner mysteries of science, so the 
attempt to control the nuclear bomb cuts to the core of our political 
ideas and mechanisms. As the bomb itself represented a revolution in 
science, so the control of the bomb may in the end mean a revolution in 
politics.

But we must not let the very immensity of the problem dwarf our 
minds and our calculations. We must act—and we must take hold 
of the problem where we can. One obvious way is to tackle the ques
tion of nuclear testing. No one would argue that the abolition of 
testing would itself solve all our problems. I t would mean only a 
small beginning in the assault on the institution of war. But, in a 
world of no beginnings, a small beginning shines forth like the morn
ing Sim  on the distant horizon. We have talked long enough aibout 
the horror which hangs over us. Now is the time for us to get down to 
business— t̂o fight tliis horror, not with soft words and wistful hopes, 
but with the hard weapon of effective international arrangements.

^Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
 ̂See iUd., pp. 717, 719.
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This view shapes our attitude toward the Indian Eesolution.^ As 
I  have said we share the hatred of the sponsors of this resolution for 
the whole wretched business of nuclear testing. We are just as deter
mined to stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons, the spread of such 
weapons to countries not now possessing them, the contamination of 
the atmosphere and the bellowing threat of nuclear war. We want 
to stop these things dead—^before they stop us dead.

The world now knows from bitter experience that an uninspected 
moratorium will not secure the results which the sponsors of the reso
lution seek. For almost three years, representatives of the Soviet 
Union, the United Kingdom and the United States met at Geneva to 
work out a plan to bring nuclear testing to a definitive end. SigniiB- 
cant progress was made. The conference adopted a Preamble, 17 
articles and 2 annexes of a Draft Treaty.^

I  have here a document which is a history and analysis of the Con
ference which my Government is issuing today as a White Paper.’ 
This document will be distributed by the United States to all 
Delegations.

When President Kennedy took office, he ordered an immediate 
review of United States policy in order to overcome the remaining 
obstacles to a jSnal agreement. When Ambassador Dean went to 
Geneva in March, he brought with him a set of proposals designed 
to meet all the legitimate Soviet reservations. At Geneva, the United 
States and the United Kingdom submitted comprehensive treaty pro
posals aimed at ending the fear of nuclear tests and radioactive fallout 
through a pledge by all signatory nations to cease all tests of nuclear

 ̂In its original form the Indian resolution read as follows:
The General Assembly,
Recalling resolution 1577 (XV) of 20 December 1960 whicli urged the 

Powers concerned to continue the suspension of test explosions, and also 
resolution 1578 (XV),

Further recdllmg resolution 1379 (XIV),
Bearing in mi/nd b6th the grave and continuing hazards of radiation result

ing to humanity from test explosions as well as their adverse consequences 
to the prospects of world peace through heightening rather than lessening of 
international tensions,

1. Expresses its deep concern and profound regret that test explosions have 
been resumed;

2. EarnestVg urges the Powers concerned to refrain from further test explo
sions pending the conclusion of the necessary agreements in regard to testa 
or general and complete disarmament (A/0.1/L.283, Oct. 16, 1961).

See also post, pp. 560, n. 2, 568.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 376-387.
 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 

and Analysis of "Negotiations.
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weapons—a pledge backed and secured by effective international 
inspection.^

But the representatives of the Soviet Union reacted very oddly to 
this generous and determined attempt to reach an agreement last 
spring. They rejected positions they had already taken. They re
nounced agreements they had already made.

The whole world familiar with this subject wondered at this Soviet 
performance. Experts pondered their tea leaves and produced labo
rious speculation to explain the Soviet change of heart. Alas, we 
understand today the brutal simplicity of the reasoning behind the 
Soviet reversal. We now know that the Soviet representatives at 
Geneva had long since ceased to negotiate in good faith. We now 
know that, while Mr. Tsarapkin was fighting his delaying action at 
Geneva, the Soviet scientists and engineers and generals were secretly 
laying plans for the resumption of nuclear testing—and worse than 
that, for the resumption of testing in the atmosphere.

Let us make no mistake about it. You cannot decide to resume 
testing on Monday and resume in effect on Tuesday. A sequence of 
tests of the sort with which the Soviet Union is currently edifying 
the world requires many, many months of preparation. In  an open 
society, like that of the United States, such preparation simply could 
not be undertaken in secrecy. But in a closed society almost anything 
can be done without publicity or disclosure.

And so, while the Soviet representatives condemned nuclear testing 
at Geneva, the Soviet Government prepared for nuclear tests in Eussia. 
Then, they announced their decision to resume testing just two days 
before the unaligned nations gathered at Belgrade.^ With no appar
ent motives except intimidation and terror. Chairman Khrushchev 
boasted of 100 megaton bombs.

Today, seven weeks after the Soviet Union began to test nuclear 
weapons again and after it has tested more than a score, the Soviet 
Union has finally told its people that its nuclear explosions are 
actually under way. Cushioning the shock to its people, the Soviet 
leaders announced the end of the current series instead of the begin
ning. And Mr. Khrushchev has decided to bring the Soviet program 
to a crashing conclusion with a 50 megaton bomb.^

Are we supposed to be grateful that Chairman Khrushchev has 
decided not to reach at a single leap his announced goal of the 100 
megaton weapon?

As everyone knows there is no military purpose whatever in such 
gigantic weapons. For years the United States has been able to build

' Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325, 327.
* Ante, pp. 337-348.
 ̂Ante, p. 535.
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such weapons. But we are not interested in the business of intimida
tion or bigger blasts.

Now, in a single instant, the Soviet Union intends to poison the 
atmosphere by creating more radioactivity than that produced by any 
series since 1945. I t  may interest the members of this committee to 
know that from this one test, the 30-60 degree North Latitude band of 
the world where 80 per cent of all of the people of the world live can 
expect to receive two-thirds as much new fallout as was produced by 
all of the fallout produced by all of the tests since 1945. Why must 
they insist on exploding a 50 megaton bomb? I t  is not a military 
necessity.

And no doubt, when the present sequence of tests reaches its cata
clysmic conclusion, the Soviet Union will piously join in the move
ment for an uninspected moratorium. Let us be absolutely clear what 
an uninspected moratorium means. A moratorium serves the cause 
neither of peace nor of international collaboration, nor of confidence 
among nations. We were all in this trap before. We cannot afford 
to enter it again. The United States will not do so.

We do not believe that nuclear testing will ever be abolished by 
exorcism. I t will be abolished only by action. I  would plead with 
the Members of this Assembly—which has been called the conscience 
of the world— t̂o demand, not more words, but more deeds.

Standing alone a treaty banning nuclear weapons would be an im
mense leap forward toward sanity. I t  would bring about a number of 
tangible gains for humanity. I t  would slow down the arms race. I t 
would eliminate all danger from poisonous materials cast off by 
nuclear explosions in the atmosphere. I t  would check the multipli
cation of new types of nuclear weapons and discourage their spread 
to additional nations, thereby reducing the hazard of accidental war. 
Above all, it would mark a great adventure in international collabora
tion for peace.

Out of our experience with a test ban treaty can come a mutual 
confidence, the tested procedures and the concerted policies which will 
enable the world to mount a wider and deeper attack on war itself. 
If  nations can set up a collective system which abolishes nuclear tests, 
surely they can hope to set up a collective system which abolishes all 
the diverse and manifold weapons of human self-destruction.

The world is asking for bread. Another moratorium resolution 
would offer it not even a stone. The United States stands ready today, 
as we have stood ready for many months, to sign a treaty outlawing 
nuclear tests. As I  have said, until such a treaty is signed, we have 
no choice, as a responsible nation, but to reserve our freedom of action.

So, at the risk of repetition, let me state again the position of the 
United States. The Soviet nuclear test series which began Septem
ber 1 is approaching its announced conclusion. While thorough
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analysis of the Soviet tests will require some time, it is already com
pletely clear that the Soviet tests will intensify competition in the 
development of more and more deadly nuclear weapons. Thus these 
tests have increased the possibility of ultimate disaster for all o'! 
mankind.

There is only one safe and sure way to stop nuclear weapons tests 
and to stop them quickly. That is to conclude a treaty prohibiting all 
nuclear weapons tests under effective controls.

In the last three years the negotiations at Geneva made significant 
progress toward such a treaty. The United States is still willing and 
eager to resume these negotiations. If  in this fateful moment all three 
countries involved will really devote their skills and ingenuity to 
achieve agreement, not evasion, deceit and equivocation, there is, I  
say, no reason why a nuclear test ban treaty with effective controls 
cannot be signed within thirty days.

United States negotiators are ready to sit down at the table with 
Soviet and British representatives for this purpose. But until there 
is a treaty and tests can be stopped, the United States, as a responsible 
nation, must prepare to take all steps necessary to protect its own 
security.

Mr. Chairman, an uninspected moratorium will only lead the world 
once again into the morass of confusion and deceit. A test ban treaty 
is the path to peace.

I f  the Soviet Union really wants to stop nuclear testing, we challenge 
it to join us now in signing a test ban treaty.

Address by Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric to the 
Business Council, October 21, 1961 ^

As we meet together this evening, I  can think of no group of people 
who share more common interests in the governing of the United 
States than do those of us here. Most of the businesses you represent 
do work for the government. Many of you like myself have at times 
taken leave from your private concerns to serve the public welfare. 
Without your support the defense of the United States could not be 
maintained. There will always be many matters at issue between us 
and many problems of government-business relations to be resolved. 
But I  doubt that there will ever be major insoluble differences be
tween us when the security of our country is at stake. And veritably 
it is today.

^Department of Defense press release 1173-61. The address was delivered 
at the Homestead, Hot Springs, Va.
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I t seemed to me, therefore, that rather than dwell on our problems— 
and we have them to deal with—I should try to develop further for 
you the thinking behind our present defense policies and programs. 
I t  has been my observation that the only way to keep the Government’s 
defense policy clear in the minds of those not in Government is by 
constant reiteration. Inevitably, in the course of public discussion, 
misinterpretations and misunderstandings of defense policy develop. 
I t  may be because we in Government fail to make ourselves clear in 
the first place. Perhaps we take it too much for granted that having 
once stated a policy we have fulfilled our task of achieving public 
understanding. Or perhaps the subject is so complex that it requires 
a continuing dialogue between the Government and the people. What
ever the reason, I  am convinced that we have not yet succeeded in 
getting across to the public at large a full understanding of the defense 
policies we are now pursuing. Even for such well informed individ
uals as yourselves, it could be worthwhile for me to restate our defense 
objectives and what we are doing to achieve them.

Twice in this century we have gone unprepared into global conflicts 
and then,waited until the war potential of our economy could be called 
upon to see us through. Today, now that quick nuclear destruction 
has become possible, we can no longer place such reliance on long- 
range potential and second chances. We therefore plan to obligate, 
in this current fiscal year, about $50 billion for military readiness and 
civil defense, the largest security expenditure for any peacetime year 
in our history. This figure is an increase of $6 billion above a year 
ago, and $9 billion higher than the year before that. Actual expend
itures, which will rise to about $47 billion this year, can be expected 
to climb still higher in subsequent years unless we achieve significant 
redu,ctions in the world’s international tensions.

How do we go about the conversion of these vast sums into defense 
programs to support our national policies?

First of all, in January of this year,sthe President set in motion a 
major review of our defense posture and policies which has already 
brought some significant change^, including the budget increase I 
have just mentioned; and further changes are still being considered. 
One of the President’s conclusions was that our arms must be adequate 
to protect our commitments and ensure our security without being 
bound by arbitrary budget ceilings. At the same time he envisaged 
that military economies would result from management improvements 
in government and industry, and ultimately perhaps from agreements 
for the control and limitation of arms. The President was determined 
that our strategic power must be ? sufficient to deter any deliberate 
nuclear attack on this country or its allies by being able to survive a 
first strike by the enemy with sufficient arms to penetrate his defenses 
and inflict unacceptable losses upon him.
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President Kennedy also called for greatly increasing our ability to 
handle lower levels of conflicts, including local wars and those sub
limited, guerrilla-type struggles which have constituted the most 
familiar threats to the free world since 1945. He has also determined 
to improve the flexibility of our defenses, by improving our ability 
to make swift, selective responses to enemy attacks on the free world 
regardless of time, place or choice of weapons. At the same time 
the new Administration embarked upon a political action program 
designed to reduce the danger of general thermonuclear war due to 
error or enemy miscalculation or the runaway spread of a smaller 
conflict. Thus, while we are making all honorable efforts for a diplo
matic solution to the problems of Berlin and Germany, we are inten
sively studying the organizational and technical aspects of our 
‘‘command and control” systems to assure a controlled response to 
any form of aggression.

Berlin is the emergency of the moment, because the Soviets have 
chosen to make it so. We have responded immediately, with our 
western allies, by reinforcing our garrisons in that beleaguered city. 
We have called up some 150,000 reservists, increased our draft calls 
and extended the time in service of many who are already in uniform. 
These are the so-called quick-fix measures which we have invoked to 
improve the western tactical position in Berlin and remind the Soviets 
that the city is not an open invitation to that variety of aggression 
which has been described as the salami, or one slice at a time, method.

But our real strength in Berlin—and at any other point in the 
perimeter of the free world’s defenses that might tempt the Com
munist probes— îs much more broadly based.

Our confidence in our ability to deter Communist action, or resist 
Commimist blackmail, is based upon a sober appreciation of the rela
tive military power of the two sides. We doubt that the Soviet 
leadership has in fact any less realistic views, although this may not 
be always apparent from their extravagant claims. While the Soviets 
use rigid security as a military weapon, their Iron Curtain is not so 
impenetrable as to force us to accept at face value the Kremlin’s boasts.

The fact is that this nation has a nuclear retaliatory force of such 
lethal power that an enemy move which brought it into play would 
be an act of self-destruction on his part. The U.S. has today hundreds 
of manned intercontinental bombers capable of reaching the Soviet 
Union, including 600 heavy bombers and many more medium bombers 
equally capable of intercontinental operations because of our highly 
developed in-flight refueling techniques and world-wide base struc
ture. The U.S. also has 6 POLAKIS submarines at sea carrying a 
total of 96 missiles, and dozens of intercontinental ballistic missiles. 
Our carrier strike forces and land-based theater forces could deliver 
additional hundreds of megatons. The total number of our nuclear
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delivery vehicles, tactical as well as strategic, is in the tens of thou
sands; and of course, we have more than one warhead for each 
vehicle.

Our forces are so deployed and protected that a sneak attack could 
not effectively disarm us. The destructive power which the United 
States could bring to bear even after a Soviet surprise attack upon our 
forces would be as great as—perhaps greater than— t̂he total un
damaged force which the enemy can threaten to launch against the 
United States in a first strike. In short, we have a second strike 
capability which is at least as extensive as what the Soviets can deliver 
by striking first. Therefore, we are confident that the Soviets will 
not provoke a major nuclear conflict.

I t might be appropriate at this point to say a few words about the 
Soviet’s announced intention to explode a 50 megaton thermonu
clear device at the end of October.^ Our own scientists and military 
leaders examined the utility of weapons of this and even larger yields 
several years ago and concluded that the military value was so ques
tionable that it was not worth developing such weapons even though 
we had the know-how and capacity to do so. While there might be 
some military advantages from extremely large yields, there are also 
operational disadvantages. I t  is therefore quite clear that the Eus- 
sian’s primary purpose is terror. With the customary Soviet heavy- 
handedness, the timing has been chosen with one eye on Berlin and 
the other on the 22nd Party Congress. Perhaps this is also the Soviet 
Union’s answer to the discordant voice from its populous neighbor ta  
the south.

As to the test itself, explosions of this size are not necessary for 
development purposes. As pointed out in a recent White House 
statement, “we believe the peoples of the world will join us in asking  ̂
the Soviet Union not to proceed with a test which can serve no legiti
mate purpose and which adds a mass of additional radioactive fall
out.” 2 If  the Soviets proceed with such an unnecessary and possibly 
risky test, despite urgings to the contrary, we trust that this latest 
outrage will remove the doubts of even their most indulgent apologists 
among the non-aligned nations who failed to protest the Soviet re
sumption of testing during the Belgrade Conference.

Notwithstanding what the White House called the “unconfessed 
political purpose” behind this particular test, we must and we do take  ̂
seriously the Soviet Union’s military technology and the likelihood 
of future improvements in its nuclear strike posture. We are there
fore increasing the survivability of our retaliatory force by programs^ 
of hardening, concealment and mobility. We have accelerated deliv
eries of POLARIS submarines and hastened the development schedule .̂

 ̂See ante, p. 535.
* Ante, p. 536.

629270— 62-------36
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for a greatly improved version of the missiles they carry. We have 
expanded the development of the MINUTEMAN, our solid-fuel, land- 
lamiched missile and enlarged its production capacity. We are pro
ceeding simultaneously with the development of advanced air-to- 
ground missiles, such as the SKYBOLT, in order to extend the useful 
life of the manned bomiber further into the missile age.

To protect the deterrent effect of our existing bomber forces, we 
have upped the number of planes on ground alert, and we are working 
to increase the dependability of our warnings against surprise attack 
by installing bomb alarm detectors and signals at SAC bases and 
other key points. Our planners are working on many other important 
research programs such as missile defense and penetration aids, satel
lite based communication systems and possible military uses of space.

In  the interest of protecting our civilian population from radio
active fallout, we have made a fresh start on a national shelter pro
gram under the aegis of the Department of Defense to which have 
been transferred important new responsibilities in the civilian defense 
field.

The weapons that form the backbone of our deterrent strength are 
formidable, and we intend to keep them so. But if we had no effective 
weapons but the big ones, a small scale communist aggression could 
confront us with a choice between the risk of general war and a politi
cal retreat. Hence we are looking to the condition of our conventional 
forces, so that a potential enemy may not be tempted to steal from 
under our noses, gambling that we would not call out the weapons 
of massive nuclear destruction in response to ambiguous aggression 
or deliberate probing by the enemy. Let me make clear that we are 
seeking to acquire flexibility rather than rigidity in the options open 
to us. This requires a strengthening of conventional, non-nuclear 
arms; it does not rule out the use of tactical nuclear weapons in a 
limited war if our interests should so require.

We are placing a new emphasis on our ability to meet limited and 
guerrilla warfare by expanding research on conventional weapons, 
improving air and sealift capacities for moving large numbers of 
troops to crisis areas on short notice, and increasing the procurement 
of the weapons for limited war. The substantial additional purchases 
of conventional weapons and equipment include tactical aircraft, 
tanks, rifles, personnel carriers, artillery and stocks of ammunition.

I  might note here that our Military Assistance Program is designed 
to deal with aggression in its incipient phases, by helping friendly 
nations to improve their internal security and making local wars and 
forays against them unprofitable. Our assistance to our NATO allies 
should also help to deter general war.

As the pressures have mounted on Berlin, we have retained in 
service or reactivated ships and planes with tactical, troop-carrying
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or anti-submarine capabilities. We have at the same time started to 
draw on available manpower pools for substantial increases in the 
armed services totaling to date about 325,000 men, by extending active 
duty tours, stepping up the draft, and by recalling reservists to* active 
duty.

These immediate measures are concerned chiefly with Berlin. No 
one can say how long that crisis will be .with us, or where the next 
Soviet experiment in international anxiety may be scheduled. Prob
ably we are in for a period of protracted tension and we are making 
our plans accordingly. Southeast Asia is currently under severe pres
sure, and other areas are not immune.

Obviously, it would be to the advantage of an adversary if we let 
him rush us into a succession of mobilizations and demobilizations 
according to his dictates. Instead, it is to our advantage to maintain 
a ready force of well-equipped regulars which can be augmented in 
a relatively short time by trained reserve forces. Accordingly, the 
Army’s current goal is to ready a number of priority Reserve or Na
tional Guard divisions for call-up on not more than eight weeks’ notice. 
This Army plan will, of course, require corresponding stocks of mod
ern weapons and ammunition to be on hand, and the complementary 
air and naval units must be brought to active duty status with com
parable speed.

This program of accelerated reserve training and modern weapons 
improvement is intentionally short of full national mobilization, but 
nevertheless gives us a very real addition to our forces in Europe. 
First, we and the other Western powers have agreed to bring up to 
full strength our present units in the Central European Theater. At 
home, meanwhile, we are converting to combat readiness the three 
of our Army’s 14 divisions previously engaged in training missions. 
Later this year, therefore, this country will have ready for immediate 
deployment six Army divisions and two divisions of Marines, plus 
the two National Guard divisions already recalled and any other re
serves that may hereafter be ordered to duty. Thus, if the clouds 
over Berlin should darken further between now and winter, the De
fense establishment could move to Europe on short notice six or more 
divisions, more than doubling, if need be, the potent American fighting 
forces currently assigned to NATO. Meanwhile, large amounts of 
military equipment and supplies are being prepositioned overseas.

Concurrently with the Army build-up, a number of Air National 
Guard fighter units have been recalled to provide the necessary air 
cover and support overseas, and the Air Force has also augmented its 
airlift capacity by canceling the deactivation of certain transport 
squadrons and calling up others.

For its part, the Navy is improving its amphibious transport, taking 
action to permit the assignment of a third carrier to the 6th Fleet in
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the Mediterranean, and extending antisubmarine patrols on the North 
Atlantic sealanes. The result will be a general strengthening of naval 
readiness around the world, thereby bolstering our national deter
rent strength and contributing importantly to U.S. resources for 
limited war. The Navy is constantly improving its vessels through 
modernization and the procurement of more advanced weapons sys
tems. Nuclear submarines are entering the fleets in increasing num
bers; guided missiles are replacing guns on destroyers, frigates and 
cruisers, and Mach 2 speed aircraft are operating from attack carriers.

Our present plan, as I  have indicated, is to count on a ready reserve 
as a means of quick force augmentation in emergencies. The alter
native, which has its advocates, would be substantial increase in our 
permanent force levels. Let us take a look at the choice we face.

For every fighting man added to our active military forces, the cost 
is at least $5,000 a year just for pay and allowances, subsistence, cloth
ing and transportation, without counting the modern combat equip
ment he needs, ranging from infantry rifles to the latest in nuclear 
submarines. A larger standing Army would also mean greater over
head costs, in terms of more military installations and added adminis
trative and support facilities. In the long run, as individual duty 
tours and enlistments are completed, training costs for replacements 
would also go up.

The Eeady Eeserve is much less costly to maintain. Members of 
reserve units are paid only for their weekly and annual training 
periods. The major items of equipment they require, such as air and 
sea transport, heavy artillery and tactical aircraft, need not be con
stantly exercised and can be provided by Air Force and Naval Eeserve 
units when Army reservists are called to active duty.

In reviewing our current preparedness programs, which have al
ready been brought up to record levels for non-wartime, we have asked 
ourselves whether we could buy enough extra protection by further 
enlarging our permanent forces to offset the added costs and dis
advantages I  have mentioned. The answer appears to be no. We 
must ever be mindful, however, of the fact that the Moscow-Peiping 
axis is capable of generating simultaneous crises in widely separated 
parts of the globe. The free world could conceivably be faced with 
critical situations at the same time in more than one area of the world. 
Should it prove necessary to deploy U.S. forces in support of two or 
more threatened areas, additional Eeserve and National Guard divi
sions could be activated in order to provide impressive increments to 
our strength.

We recognize, of course, that divisions yet to be mobilized represent 
potential power rather than power in being. Were it to become ap
parent that to deal with multiple trouble situations a further increase
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in our permanent forces is needed, then the Congress will be asked 
to make the required resources available, and all of us will be called 
upon for new sacrifices of money, time and energy. Until that con
tingency occurs, our reserve program should give us strength and 
flexibility in the most economical manner.

As we hasten the build-up of our conventional forces, we might 
remind ourselves that, after all, the nations of the NATO alliance have 
more people, greater economic resources and further advanced tech
nologies than all of the Warsaw Pact countries combined. Moreover, 
the Soviets may well have reason to doubt the military dependability 
of their European satellites in a showdown.

Let me sum up, then, where our defenses stand today. First, we 
continue to rely on our strategic nuclear weapons to convince a 
would-be aggressor that he could not emerge standing from a general 
war of his own instigation and we are keeping those weapons up to 
date. Secondly, we are rapidly strengthening our conventional 
weapons and increasing our ready reserve of trained manpower, to 
give us an improved, third choice between all-out nuclear retaliation 
and retreat. Thirdly, we are endeavoring to strengthen and improve 
the military defenses of our friends in the world in accordance with 
their needs, with special attention to preventing or confining limited 
wars, subversion and guerrilla-type insurgency.

We are determined to have flexibility in our choice and mobility 
of weapons, and in our capacity to respond to repeated crises in the 
long run without the dislocation of our entire economy.

The Soviet’s bluster and threats of rocket attacks against the free 
world—aimed particularly at the European members of the NATO 
alliance—must be evaluated against the hard facts of United States 
nuclear superiority which I  discussed earlier. Although we are 
confident that we would ultimately prevail in a test of strength no 
matter at what level conflict might be initiated by the Soviet Union, 
this does not alter our determination to seek a peaceful solution to 
the world’s problems.

But those who would impose a totalitarian world order and deny 
men and nations the right to pursue their own destinies should 
understand one point very clearly. The United States does not seek 
to resolve disputes by violence. But if forceful interference with our 
rights and obligations should lead to violent conflict—as it well 
might—the United States does not intend to be defeated. As the 
President reminded the world at the UN last month,^ our country 
has both the will and the weapons to join free men in standing up 
to their responsibilities. We in the Defense Department believe that 
the proper exercise of our will and the development and management

‘ Ante, pp. 465^75.
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of our weapons will eventually force the Soviet Union to participate 
with us in a step-by-step program to guarantee the peace which so 
many nations earnestly desire.

General Assembly Resolution 1629 (XVI): Report of the 
United Nations Scientific Committee on the EflFects of 
Atomic Radiation, October 27, 1961 ^

The General Assembly^
Deeply coTwemed that as a result of the renewed discharge into the 

earth’s environment of radioactive debris there have been sharp in
creases in the levels of radioactive fall-out in many parts of the 
world,

Fearful that the prolonged exposure of mankind to increasing 
levels of radioactive fall-out would constitute a growing threat to 
this and future generations,

Recognizing the great importance of the contribution made by the 
United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radi
ation in the study of the extent and nature of this hazard,

 ̂A/RES/1629 (XVI), Oct. 30, 1961. The resolution was adopted in plenary 
session by a vote of 74r-0-17, without a rollcall. It had been approved by a 
75-0-17 vote of the Special Political Committee (Oct. 20), the following coun
tries abstaining: Soviet bloc (9), Afghanistan, Cambodia, Ceylon, Cuba, India, 
Indonesia, Iraq, Saudi Arabia.

The Special Political Committee also approved a short resolution, sponsored 
by Czechoslovakia (A/SPC/L.68/Rev.l) and amended by India (A/SPC/L.69), 
which omitted any reference to nuclear tests. The Committee vote on this 
resolution was 33-22-37: •

For: Soviet bloc (9), Afghanistan, Burma, Ceylon, Chad, Congo (Leopold
ville), Cuba, Cyprus, Guinea, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Lebanon, 
Libya, Mali, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, U.A.R., Yemen, 
Yugoslavia.

Against: Argentina, Brazil, Cameroun, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Ice
land, Ireland, New Zealand, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Spain, Sweden, 
Uruguay.

Abstaining: AustraUa, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Cambodia, Central African 
Republic, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Ghana, Greece, Iran, Israel, Italy, 
Japan, Laos, Liberia, Malaya, Mexico, Nepal, Netherlands, Norway, Peru, 
Philippines, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, South Africa, Thailand, Togo, 
Tunisia, Turkey, U.K., U.S., Upper Volta, Venezuela.
The vote in the plenary session (Oct. 27) was 37-20-27, without a rollcalL 
The President of the General Assembly then ruled that the resolution had not 
been adopted, since it had failed to receive a two-thirds majority as required 
by art. 18 (2) of the U.N. Charter. His ruUng was upheld by a vote of 
48-27-26.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION, OCTOBER 27 551

1. Declares that both concern for the future of mankind and the 
fundamental principles of international law impose a responsibility 
on all States concerning actions which might have harmful biological 
consequences for the existing and future generations of peoples of 
other States, by increasing the levels of radioactive fall-out;

2. Approves the annual progress report of the United Nations 
ScientiJftc Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation  ̂ and draws 
particular attention to the Committee’s view that the resumption 
of nuclear test explosions since the publication of its last compre
hensive report increases the urgency for the intensification of relevant 
scientific studies;

3. Expresses appreciation for the valuable information on radio
active contamination, radiation levels and radiobiological questions 
which has been furnished to the Scientific Committee by Member 
States, the specialized agencies, the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, the International Commission on Radiological Protection 
and the International Commission on Radiological Units and Measure
ments, in compliance with General Assembly resolutions 1376 (XIV) 
of 17 November 1959  ̂and 1574(XV) of 20 December 1960

4. Reaifirms the desirability of continuing full international co
operation through the Scientific Committee and interchanges of the 
results and experience of research conducted at the national level, 
so that man’s knowledge of the hazards of radiation will constantly 
improve and in particular so that the second comprehensive report 
to be presented in 1962 by the Committee will be as scientifically 
authoritative and informative as possible;

5. Invites countries wishing to do so to take advantage of the offers 
of laboratory facilities which have been made by Member States, 
the World Health Organization and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency for the analysis of samples of air, water, bone, soil and food 
collected in their territories, as envisaged in section IV  of resolution 
1376 (X IV );

6. Requests the Scientific Committee to examine the possibility of 
accelerating its second comprehensive report and to consider at the 
earliest possible time whether the facts at its disposal call for the 
submission of an interim report;

" A/4881 and Corr. 1.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1527-1529.
* General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, Supplement No. 16 

(A/4684), vol. I, p. 5. This resolution noted the annual report of the Com
mittee and welcomed the Committee’s report on its study of the questions covered 
by the 1959 resolution. For the texts of the reports, see iUd., Annexes, Agenda 
Item 24,
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I I

Noting that, in accordance with procedures and practices established 
by the World Meteorological Organization, the countries of the world 
have for many years operated a system for the routine reporting of 
atmospheric conditions from a world-wide network of meteorological 
stations for the prompt dissemination of these reports by telegraphic 
and other means,

1. Invites the World Meteorological Organization, in consultation 
with the International Atomic Energy Agency and the United Na
tions Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation, as 
necessary, to examine urgently the feasibility of extending the pres
ent meteorological reporting system to include measurements of at
mospheric radioactivity with the following aims in mind:

{a) To ensure that reliable and standardized measurements of 
atmospheric radioactivity are made at a world-wide network of 
stations;

(&) To ensure the day-to-day exchange of this information by 
telegraphic and other means with a view to its prompt reception 
at appointed national centres;

((?) To ensure that national and/or international arrangements 
be made for these observations to be stored as permanent records 
of atmospheric radioactivity and to be published in appropriate 
forms at suitable intervals;

2. Invites the World Meteorological Organization to implement 
the above-mentioned scheme, if found feasible, at the earliest possible 
date.

General Assembly Resolution 1632 (XVI): Explosion of 
Soviet Fifty-Megaton Bomb, October 27, 1961 ^

The General Assembly^
Seized^ with the question of halting nuclear weapons tests,
Solemnly a f peals to the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics to refrain from carrying out its intention to explode in 
the atmosphere a 50-megaton bomb before the end of this month.^

^A/RES/1632 (XVI), Oct. 30, 1961. The resolution was approved by a 
vote of 87-11-1. The Soviet bloc and Cuba voted against, and Mali abstained.

* See ante, p. 535.
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Statement by Prime Minister Macmillan to the House of 
Commons on Nuclear Tests, October 31, 1961 ^

I  do not want to weary the House by finding new phrases to con
demn the cynicism and brutality of what the Russians have done. I  
think Communists and Communist sympathisers were a little puzzled 
and saddened. Naturally, on a matter of such importance, we have 
kept in very close touch with the Government of the United States 
and although what I  now have to say represents a statement of policy 
of the British Government, I  feel sure it would broadly commend 
itself to the American Government. First, both we and our American 
friends are very conscious of two duties, both grave and to some 
extent, I  fear, conflicting. We have a duty to think of the dangers 
to the health of mankind, including children yet unborn which may 
arise to a greater or lesser degree from the continuance on any large 
scale of atmospheric nuclear tests. At the same time we have a duty 
to maintain the balance of power in the world, and to ensure that the 
deterrents still deter and that the security of free men is not over
thrown because an aggressor suddenly becomes possessed of an over
whelming advantage. Both these duties place a heavy moral 
responsibility on the heads of governments of the nuclear powers. 
These duties are to some extent conflicting, but at least they enable us 
to draw certain definite conclusions. First, we have a duty to work 
for an agreement which will put an end to nuclear tests under proper 
control. Nobody can say we did not honestly and honourably work for 
that. Both the United States and the British Governments are ready 
at any time to resume the talks now suspended for a nuclear test 
agreement or to begin talks anywhere else which may seem likely 
to lead to similar result. Secondly, we are clear that we will not make 
tests for terroristic or retaliatory purposes. Thirdly, if tests have to 
be conducted for good military or scientific reasons they will, if 
possible be made undergroimd where there is no danger of pollution.

I  have specifically in mind the possible need to ensure the safety 
in peace and the effectiveness in operation of weapons either newly 
in service or under development or the study of new techniques, most 
probably of a defensive kind, whose production might revolutionise 
the nuclear balance. We cannot risk putting the West into a position 
of permanent military inferiority, but if it proves technically necessary 
that any such tests shall take place in the atmosphere they will be in 
a very minor scale the smallest possible. Pending the conclusion of 
an effective agreement for the abolition of all tests there is a great 
distinction between underground and atmosphere testing. We kept

" ACDA files.
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off both for three years. I  hope it may not prove necessary either for 
the Americans or ourselves to make an atmospheric test, however small.

Certainly we have no plans for such tests in the near future. Never
theless, I  must be quite clear and frank. I f  I  were convinced that a 
particular atmospheric test was necessary to maintain the balance 
and to preserve the freedom of the world, then our country would be 
bound either to cooperate in or support their conduct.

Statement by Prime Minister Nehru on 
Soviet Nuclear Tests, October 31, 1961̂

As I  speak to you today another thought fills my mind. I  expect 
you have been thinking the same thoughts for you too must have read 
this morning’s newspapers announcing that (1) the Soviet Union has 
exploded an enormous bomb somewhere on its territory. We do not 
know as yet what effect this terrible explosion is going to have on 
mankind. I t  is thought that perhaps adults may survive but that 
children will be badly affected in the future. Eadioactivity will harm 
their bones, their skin and cause disfigurement in many other ways. 
I  see that this world of ours is strange, for on the one hand people 
are trying to use nuclear power and scientific inventions for the better
ment of the world and on the other they are using the same power for 
means of total annihilation. We cannot say in which direction the 
future will lie. When I  heard that the Soviet Union had exploded 
this bomb I  was most dismayed. I t  is a very wrong thing and there 
is no justification for such an action. No argument whatsoever can 
possibly be used to justify a wrong of such magnitude.

(2) The argument that these tests were carried out for their own 
protection and safety is wrong. Whether we learn from ancient 
teachings or not, is entirely a personal thing, but all old teachings 
everywhere tell us that no good can ever come of evil and that once 
that evil is resorted to, it spreads rapidly and there is no end to it. A 
special example of this kind of evil are these Eussian nuclear tests. 
Not only do they pollute the atmosphere of the world we live in, but 
they also pollute the minds of men and carry the world to the side of 
destruction. Eussia, has by its action, done something that the United 
Nations and in fact the entire world was against and begged it to 
refrain from.^ I t  is a bad thing to happen. Perhaps however, even 
now, if we are careful these evils can be controlled before it is too late.

^ACDA files. The statement was made during an address delivered at the 
laying of the cornerstone of a hospital in Delhi.

* See ante, p. 552.
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But now there will always be doubt and mistrust in our minds and 
fear in our hearts. We are facing two doors—one opening to a better 
future and the other to total destruction. I  am most hurt and dis
turbed at the trend of events in the world. We must all try to do 
our duty and think clearly and correctly. Whatever might happen, 
we must strive to protect ourselves from evil.

Program of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union [Extract}, October 31, 1961 ^

O n  P eaceful Coexistence and  the Struggle 
FOR W orld P eace

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSIJ) considers that 
the chief aim of its foreign-policy activity is to provide peaceful 
conditions for the building of a communist society in the USSE and 
developing the world socialist system, and, together with the other 
peaceloving peoples, to deliver mankind from a world war of ex
termination.

The CPSU maintains that forces capable of preserving and pro
moting world peace have arisen and are growing in the world. Possi
bilities are arising for the establishment of essentially new relations 
between states.

Imperialism knows no relations between states other than those of 
domination and subordination, of oppression of the weak by the 
strong. I t  bases international relations on dictate and intimidation, 
on violence and arbitrary rule. I t  regards wars of aggression as a 
natural means of settling international issues. For the imperialist 
countries diplomacy has been, and remains, a tool for imposing their 
will upon other nations and preparing wars. At the time of the un
divided rule of imperialism the issue of war and peace was settled 
by the financial and industrial oligarchy in the utmost secrecy from 
the peoples.

Socialism, in contrast to imperialism, advances a new type of inter
national relations. The foreign policy of the socialist countries, which 
is based on the principle of peace, the equality and self-determination 
of nations, and respect for the independence and sovereignty of all 
countries, as well as the fair, humane methods of socialist diplomacy 
are exerting a growing influence on the world situation. At a time 
when imperialism no longer plays a dominant role in international

 ̂Soviet Embassy press release 223, Nov. 27, 1961. The program was adopted 
at the 22d Congress of the OPSU.
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relations while the socialist system is playing an increasing role, and 
when the influence of the countries that have won national independ
ence and of the masses of the people in the capitalist countries has 
grown very considerably, it is becoming possible for the new principles 
advanced by socialism to gain the upper hand over the principles of 
aggressive imperialist policy.

For the first time in history a situation has arisen in which not only 
the big states but also the small ones, the countries which have chosen 
independent development, and all the states which want peace are in 
a position, irrespective of their strength, to pursue an independent 
foreign policy.

The issue of war and peace is the principal issue of today. Imperial
ism is the only source of the war danger. The imperialist camp is 
making preparations for the worst crime against mankind—a world 
thermonuclear war that can bring unprecedented destruction to entire 
countries and wipe out entire nations. The problem of war and peace 
has become a life-and-death problem for hundreds of millions of 
people.

The peoples must concentrate their efforts on curbing the imperial
ists in good time and preventing them from making use of lethal 
weapons. The main thing is to ward off a thermonuclear war, to 
prevent it from breaking out. This can be done by the present 
generation.

The consolidation of the Soviet state and the formation of the world 
socialist system were historic steps toward the realization of mankind’s 
age-old dream of banishing war from the life of society. In  the social
ist part of the world there are no classes or social groups interested 
in starting a war. Socialism, outstripping capitalism in a number of 
important branches of science and technology, has supplied the peace- 
loving peoples with powerful material means of curbing imperialist 
aggression.

Capitalism established its rule with fire and sword, but socialism 
does not require war to spread its ideals. Its weapon is its superiority 
over the old system in social organization, in the political system, the 
economy, the improvement of the standard of living and spiritual 
culture.

The socialist system is a natural center of attraction for the peace- 
loving forces of the globe. The principles of its foreign policy are 
gaining ever greater international recognition and support. A vast 
peace zone has taken shape on earth. In  addition to the socialist 
countries, it includes a large group of non-socialist countries that for 
various reasons are not interested in starting a war. The emergence 
of those countries in the arena of world politics has substantially 
altered the balance of forces in favor of peace.
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There is a growing number of countries that adhere to a policy 
of neutrality and strive to safeguard themselves against the hazards 
of participation in military blocs.

In the new historical epoch the masses have a far greater opportu
nity of actively intervening in the settlement of international issues. 
The peoples are taking the solution of the problem of war and peace 
into their own hands more and more vigorously. The antiwar move
ment of the masses, which takes various forms, is a major factor in 
the struggle for peace. The international working class, the most 
uncompromising and most consistent fighter against imperialist war, 
is the great organizing force in this struggle of the people as a whole.

I t  is possible to avert a world war by the combined efforts of the 
mighty socialist camp, the peaceloving non-socialist countries, the 
international working class and all the forces championing peace. 
The growing superiority of the socialist forces over the forces of 
imperialism, of the forces of peace over those of war will make it 
actually possible to banish world war from the life of society even 
before the complete victory of socialism on earth, with capitalism 
surviving in a part of the world. The victory of socialism throughout 
the world will do away completely with the social and national causes 
of all wars. To abolish war and establish everlasting peace on earth 
is the historical mission of communism.

General and complete disarmament under strict international con
trol is a radical way of guaranteeing a durable peace. Imperialism 
has imposed an unprecedented burden of armaments on the people. 
Socialism sees its duty toward mankind in delivering it from this 
absurd waste of national wealth. The solution of this problem would 
have historical significance for mankind. By active and determined 
effort the peoples can, and must, force the imperialists into disarma
ment.

Socialism has offered mankind the only reasonable principle of 
maintaining relations between states at a time when the world is 
divided into two systems— t̂he principle of the peaceful coexistence of 
states with different social systems, put forward by Lenin.

Peaceful coexistence of the socialist and capitalist countries is an 
objective necessity for the development of human society. War can
not and must not serve as a means of settling international disputes. 
Peaceful coexistence or disastrous war—such is the alternative offered 
by history. Should the imperialist aggressors nevertheless venture to 
start a new world war, the peoples will no longer tolerate a system 
which drags them into devastating wars. They will sweep imperi
alism away and bury it.

Peaceful coexistence implies renunciation of war as a means of 
settling international disputes, and their solution by negotiation; 
equality, mutual understanding and trust between countries; con
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sideration of mutual interests; noninterference in internal affairs; 
recognition of the right of every people to solve all the problems of 
their country by themselves; strict respect for the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of all countries; promotion of economic and cul
tural cooperation on the basis of complete equality and mutual benefit.

Peaceful coexistence serves as a basis for the peaceful competition 
between socialism and capitalism on an international scale and con
stitutes a specific form of class struggle between them. As they 
consistently pursue the policy of peaceful coexistence, the socialist 
countries are steadily strengthening the positions of the world social
ist system in its competition with capitalism. Peaceful coexistence 
affords more favorable opportunities for the struggle of the working 
class in the capitalist countries and facilitates the struggle of the 
peoples of the colonial and dependent countries for their liberation.

Support for the principle of peaceful coexistence is also in keeping 
with the interests of that section *of the bourgeoisie which realizes 
that a thermonuclear war would not spare the ruling classes of capital
ist society either. The policy of peaceful coexistence is in accord 
with the vital interests of all mankind, except the big monopoly 
magnates and the militarists.

The Soviet Union has consistently pursued, and will continue to 
pursue, the policy of peaceful coexistence of states with different 
social systems.

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union advances the following 
tasks in the field of international relations:

To use, together with the other socialist countries, peaceful states 
and peoples, every means of preventing war and providing conditions 
for the complete elimination of war from the life of society;

To pursue a policy of establishing sound international relations 
and work for the disbandment of all military blocs opposing each 
other; the discontinuance of the “cold war” and the propaganda of 
enmity and hatred among the nations; and the abolition of all air^ 
naval, rocket and other military bases on foreign territory;

To work for general and complete disarmament under strict inter
national control;

To strengthen relations of fraternal friendship and close coopera
tion with the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America which are 
fighting to attain or consolidate national independence, with all 
peoples and states that advocate the preservation of peace;

To pursue an active and consistent policy of improving and develop
ing relations with all capitalist countries, including the United States 
of America, Great Britain, France, the Federal Kepublic of Germany, 
Japan, Italy and other countries, with a view to safeguarding peace;

To contribute in every way to the militant solidarity of all contin
gents and organizations of the international working class which 
oppose the imperialist policy of war;
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Steadfastly to pursue a policy of consolidating all the forces fight* 
ing against war. All the organizations and parties that strive to* 
avert war, the neutralist and pacifist movements and the bourgeois 
circles that advocate peace and normal relations between countries 
will meet with understanding and support on the part of the Soviet 
Union;

To pursue a policy of developing international cooperation in the 
fields of trade, cultural relations, science and technology;

To be highly vigilant with regard to the aggressive circles, which 
are intent on violating peace; to expose, in good time, the initiators 
of military adventures; to take all necessary steps to safeguard the 
security and inviolability of our socialist country and the socialist 
camp as a whole.

The CPSU and the Soviet people as a whole will continue to oppose 
all wars of conquest, including wars between capitalist countries, and 
local wars aimed at strangling people’s emancipation movements, and 
consider it their duty to support the sacred struggle of the oppressed 
peoples and their just, anti-imperialist wars of liberation.

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union will hold high the 
banner of peace and friendship among nations.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Question 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, November 1, 1961 ^

As is well known, the United States favours a nuclear test ban 
treaty having as its objective the banning of all nuclear weapons tests 
in all environments, under effective international treaty control. We 
believe that only under such a treaty along the lines of the draft 
document A/4772, which the United Kingdom and the United States 
proposed at Geneva and which has been circulated to all delegations 
here,2 can all States be assured that the obligation to discontinue 
nuclear tests in all environments is being observed.

The actual negotiation and signing of such a treaty should not take 
long if the Soviet Union would abandon its insistence on including or 
merging such negotiations in general and complete disarmament. As 
soon as the nuclear test ban matters are completed, we are for pressing 
forward with serious discussion of general and complete disarmament. 
But, as I  am sure every member of tlus Committee knows, the complex 
matter of disarmament will take some time and involve much study

 ̂A/0.1/PV.1183, pp. 4 2 ^ .
* Ante  ̂ pp. 82-126.



560 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

and consideration of the various proposals, including the proposals 
put forward in the United States far-reaching plan on general and 
complete disarmament presented to this Assembly on 25 September by 
President Kennedy/ which far transcends any other general and 
complete disarmament proposal ever presented to this body.

I  would like to be very clear and explicit. The foreign policy of 
the United States of America is formulated by the President of the 
United States, and with President Kennedy’s complete approval I  
now state to this Committee the following: Despite the Soviet current 
series of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, which are still continuing, 
the United Kingdom and the United States are still prepared to sign 
immediately or to negotiate such a nuclear test ban treaty right away, 
or in the very near future, or just as soon as possible, with the Soviet 
Union. I  submit that there is nothing “iffy” about this statement. 
I  repeat this statement and I  call upon my Soviet colleague to respond, 
and not to attempt to divert the time and the attention of this Com
mittee, as the representative of Bulgaria did this afternoon by his airy 
flights of fancy and his archaeological researches which, I  submit, have 
no relevance to the matter before this Committee. I f  the Soviet Union 
will negotiate and sign such a nuclear test ban treaty, I  would like 
to make it clear that we would call upon all other nations, large and 
small, to sign also, as the treaty provides.

Such a treaty will be, as we have reiterated a number of times 
before this Committee during this session, a valuable first step along 
the road to general disarmament, a useful measure for gaining ex
perience in the operation of international control machinery, a means, 
and an effective means, to stop all harmful radioactive fall-out, and 
an important factor, we hope, in lowering East-West tensions.

Conversely, we are sorry to say, we believe that another uninspected, 
uncontrolled moratorium, as called for in the Indian draft resolution, 
is a measure which will accomplish none of these objectives. With 
much regret and with deep respect for the sponsors of the draft 
contained in document A/C.l/L.283/Rev.2, and their motives, it is 
a measure which we are not able to support.^ I  shall outline our 
reasons to the Committee as follows.

 ̂Ante, pp. 475-482.
 ̂I.e., the revised Indian resolution. The preamble and operative par. 1 were 

substantially the same as in the resolution approved by the General Assembly on 
Nov. 6 {posty p. 568), except for minor drafting changes. Operative para 2 and 
3 read as follows:

2. Earnestly urges the Powers concerned to refrain from further test 
explosions pending the conclusion of necessary internationally binding 
agreements in regard to tests or general and complete disarmament;

3. Calls upon the Powers concerned to engage themselves with urgency 
and speed in the necessary efforts to conclude such agreements expeditiously.

There was no fourth operative par. The original Indian resolution is quoted 
ante, p. 539, n. 1.
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First, this Committee needs no proof that the last moratorium 
failed. The Soviet Union broke that moratorium on 1 September 
and continues to test in the atmosphere.

Secondly, I  am sorry to say the moratorium is bound to be ineffec
tive. Only last Friday, 27 October, the Assembly appealed to the 
Soviet Union to refrain from testing a 50-megaton bomb.  ̂ The day 
before yesterday, 30 October 1961, the Soviet Union tested in the 
atmosphere much the largest single weapon ever exploded in the 
history of mankind. And the Soviet Union is still continuing to test 
nuclear weapons in the atmosphere.

I  need not emphasize the cynical and callous disregard shown by 
the Soviet Union for the opinion of this body and, indeed, for the 
hopes, prayers and entreaties of all mankind, and for the welfare of 
future generations. I t  is perfectly clear that although militarily un
necessary, the Soviet Union is utterly determined to use its nuclear 
weapons as instruments of terror and intimidation, which may bring 
much harm to the human race.

In these circumstances, I  ask this Committee in all humility, how 
can this Assembly believe that another appeal for an uninspected 
uncontrolled moratorium will be of any real or practical use?

Thirdly, the moratorium provides no assurance that States are 
abiding by their agreements. As Prime Minister Nehru said in New 
Delhi of the Soviet 50-megaton explosion: “The latest nuclear explo
sion has shaken the confidence of people of the world in the promises 
of a moratorium on tests.”  ̂ I  quote from an Indian Press release of 
31 October 1961. In  view of this statement by Prime Minister Nehru, 
I  submit, one can only speculate whether this Committee should con
tinue to press for something—that is, a moratoriimi on nuclear 
testing—in which the most distinguished Prime Minister of India 
states people can have relatively little confidence and which indeed, 
I  submit, is the very antithesis of a test ban treaty under effective 
international control.

Fourthly, since a moratorium represents the abandonment or at 
least the indefinite postponement of effective treaty control, we sin
cerely believe, with the greatest respect to its sponsors, that a 
moratorium actually works against the achievement of an effective 
test ban treaty. A further moratorium would leave the grossly 
mistaken impression that nuclear tests could be stopped and perhaps 
other disarmament measures undertaken without adequate provision 
for the necessary controls. Unfortunately, experience teaches other
wise. Therefore, with great respect for the opinions of the members 
of this Committee and for the information of the members, I  will 
outline how the United States plans to vote on the draft resolution 
submitted by the delegations of Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Nepal, United

 ̂Antej p. 552.
* See York Times, Nov. 1,1961, p. 16, and ante  ̂pp. 554-555.
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Arab Eepublic and Yugoslavia (A/C.1/L.283/ Eev.2) and the amend
ment to it which has been submitted by the delegation of Afghanistan 
(A/C.l/L.289/Eev.l).i

First, we oppose the amendment of Afghanistan and will vote no 
on that amendment. We do not believe, and we do not think that 
this Committee believes, the excuses loudly voiced by the Soviet Union 
for resuming nuclear tests in the atmosphere are either valid, accurate 
or sincere. The sort of conduct of which the Soviet Union has been 
flagrantly guilty cannot be condoned or supported by this Assembly, 
We believe that the facts and circumstances are crystal clear and that 
this Assembly need not, and indeed should not, make any excuses for 
this unwarranted and offensive action of the Soviet Union.

On the preambular paragraphs of the Ethiopian-Ghana-Indian 
draft resolution (A/C.l/L.283/Eev.2) we will abstain. While we 
agree with the sentiment expressed in the fourth preambular para
graph that nuclear weapons tests must cease, we should like the Com
mittee to know that the United States can only support a real cessation 
of all tests in all environments under an effectively controlled treaty.

We believe that the contemptuous actions of the Soviet Union have 
clearly demonstrated that tests cannot be stopped by an uncontrolled, 
uninspected moratorium.

And so on the first and third operative paragraphs of document 
A/C.l/L.283/Eev.2 we will abstain. On the second operative para
graph, we will vote no. This paragraph calls in specific terms for 
an uncontrolled moratorium of indefinite and perhaps continued 
duration and we will oppose it. We would have liked to vote in favour 
of operative paragraph 2, calling on Powers to conclude the “neces
sary international binding agreements”, but this paragraph contains 
absolutely no mention of the international treaty controls so essential 
to assure the effectiveness of such an agreement. Also it could be 
construed to permit the conclusion of a nuclear test ban treaty to be 
delayed until a general and complete disarmament agreement has 
been concluded—a point of view we cannot accept.

 ̂ The Afghan amendment called for the addition of the following language to 
the preamble of the revised Indian resolution: **Deeply concerned over the cir
cumstances that have led the nuclear Powers to resume test explosions.*' On 
Nov. 2 the Afghan representative orally revised the amendment to read: '^Deeply 
concerned over the international tension that has led the nuclear Powers to 
resume nuclear test explosions.” On the same date the representative of Ghana 
proposed that the revised amendment be further altered to read: ''Deeply 
concerned over the decisions of the nuclear Powers to resume test explosions.’" 
The First Committee rejected both versions on Nov. 2. The vote on the Ghanaian 
subamendment was 59-14-28. It was supported only by Ethiopia, Ghana, 
Guinea, India, Indonesia, Libya, Morocco, Nepal, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Togo, 
Tunisia, and Yugoslavia. The vote on the revised Afghan amendment was 
61-19-21. It was supported by Afghanistan, Cuba, Guinea, Indonesia, Iraq  ̂
Mali, Morocco, Tunisia, the U.A.R., and the Soviet bloc.
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Let me say a few words about possible gLmendments to the Indian 
draft resolution. I t  is quite apparent that there are many ways in 
which the draft resolution could be improved, as the representative 
of Uruguay pointed out yesterday—and from the standpoint of my 
delegation^—̂ by changes in terminology. However, we do not wish to 
immerse the Committee into a prolonged procedural and substantive 
debate on amendments, for we believe that the language of the amend-- 
ments, no matter how sweeping, would still leave the resolution for 
an uninspected, imcontroUed moratorium basically unsatisfactory.

Therefore, although opposed to it, out of respect for this Committee' 
and for the sponsors of the draft resolution, we think it better from  ̂
the standpoint of the orderly work of this Committee that the basic 
principfe underlying the Indian draft resolution be put to the vote 
just as soon as it is possible, without undue delay, so we can move 
forward to the United States-United Kingdom draft resolution con
tained in document A/C.l/L.280^ and the other matters before this 
Committee.

Therefore, the United States delegation lias not and v\ iU not sponsor 
any amendments to the Indian draft resolution.

Having said this, let me say that my delegation finds the amendment 
presented so ably by the representative of Peru (A/C.1/L.294) and 
proposed by seven Latin American delegations to be a useful con
tribution to the Indian draft resolution.^ We shall be happy to vote 
for it. We are also in favour of a separate vote on the words *‘or 
general and complete disarmament” in operative paragraph 2 of the 
Indian draft resolution.^

 ̂Substantially the same as the resolution approved by the General Assembly 
on Nov. 8 {post, pp. 578-579).

^This amendment was identical with operative par. 3 of the resolution ap
proved by the General Assembly on Nov. 6 {post, p. 568). The amendment was 
adopted by the First Committee on Nov. 2, by a vote of 86-10-5. It was op
posed only by the Soviet bloc. The 5 abstainers were Cuba, France, Indonesia, 
Iraq, and Yugoslavia.

® In the First Committee vote (Nov. 2) this phrase failed of adoption. The 
vote was 36-43-22:

For: Soviet bloc (9), Ceylon, Cuba, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, India, Indonesia, 
Iraq, Ireland, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, U.A.R., 
Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Against: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Greece, 
Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, Iran, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Malaya, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, PhUippines, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, 
Turkey, U.K., U.S., Uruguay, Venezuela.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Austria, Burma, Cambodia, Cameroun, Central Afri
can Republic, Chad, Congo (BrazzaviUe), Congo (Leopoldville), Cyprus, 
Dahomey, Ecuador, Finland, France, Haiti, Hungary, Ivory Coast, Laos, Liberia, 
Madagascar, Mauritania, Togo.
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We shall vote against the inclusion of the words “or genera! and 
complete disarmament” in operative paragraph 2 since we believe 
that the inclusion of these words in the draft resolution will only 
encourage the Soviet Union’s attempt to bury the nuclear test ban 
problem in the difficult and lengthy task of negotiating general and 
complete disarmament.

Ajid so we hope that this Committee will exercise restraint in the 
submission of further amendments to the Indian draft resolution so 
that it can be voted upon soon in this Committee. We similarly ven
ture to hope that restraint will be exercised in connexion with the 
United States-United Kingdom draft resolution (A/C.1/L.280) when 
that resolution in due course comes before the Committee.

I  should like to say just a brief word on the controls in our treaty.^ 
Many representatives have asked me why it is that the United King
dom and the United States insist on the extensive control machinery 
included in the Geneva test ban treaty as recommended by the experts 
who convened at Geneva. When every day we are able to report 
new Soviet tests in the atmosphere, the representatives making these 
inquiries wish to know why the United States and the United King
dom desire such an extensive system of international control posts 
around the world and inspection teams to verify compliance with 
the treaty. The answer is of course very simple. No one but the 
Soviet Union itself can know with precise certainty how many nu
clear tests or of what character have been made and how many, there
fore, have actually been detected. The detectability of nuclear explo
sions and their correct identification depend essentially on how large 
they are, in what environment they occur and whether attempts have 
been made to conceal them.

Nuclear tests in the earth’s atmosphere—and it is these tests which 
produce nearly all the radioactive fall-out—are, speaking in com
parative terms only, relatively easy to identify by distant instru
mentation, if they occur in relatively large yields and in the lower 
atmosphere. With great respect to the representative of Sweden and 
the high purpose which moved him, I  submit that it is much more diffi
cult to identify tests in outer space or in the upper atmosphere, on 
the basis of present scientific knowledge. Even without a complete 
international treaty control system, it is possible at present to identify 
a great number of atmospheric tests of higher yields with fairly good 
reliability. But when tests occur on the fringes of outer space and 
of smaller yields in the atmosphere these tests present much more 
difficult problems. For accurate detection of these tests, an inter
national treaty system of reporting stations is essential.

In  comparative terms also, tests in the ocean are much more difficult 
to detect; but the difficult hydro-acoustical problems could be solved

' Ante, pp. 82-126.
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by an effective treaty organization. What is required is that the 
proper number of stations on board ships, on islands or in coastal 
areas be installed. Tests in outer space itself are much more difficult 
to detect, and the difficulty naturally increases with the distance from 
the earth. Within limits, the signals generated by such tests in outer 
space can be recorded on a variety of instruments, though it is much 
more difficult if there is shielding of the explosion. Under the test 
ban treaty proposed, these treaty instruments would be located on the 
earth or aboard satellites in terrestrial or solar orbits.

For all these tests—atmospheric, oceanic or in outer space—-various 
detection methods are available, including sound, light, radio waves, 
radiation, and aerial collection of radioactive debris or collection 
of that debris on or imder the earth.

Tests underground provide a far more difficult challenge. Here 
the earth swallows up signals which might otherwise be detectable. 
Only one method of some effectiveness is now known. This method 
involves recording seismic waves transmitted through the earth as a 
result of an earth shock. And even seismic measurement is compli
cated by the fact that thousands of earthquakes which occur every 
year often give off signals strikingly similar to those from man- 
made underground explosions. Seismic waves are also obscured by 
surface noises, from the wind or the pounding of ocean waves, or 
industrial noises.

Those representatives who are interested in this will find it all set 
forth in our White Paper on the Geneva Conference, beginning at 
page 15.̂

There are also new methods of testing which could reduce the de
tectability of underground explosions by muffling them or decoupling 
the seismic waves emanating from them. These methods involve 
detonations in large cavities underground. We have offered to con
duct a scientific research progranmie to reinforce the proposed treaty 
detection capabilities. Indeed, we have offered the Soviet Union 
the right to inspect the devices to be detonated.

For all these reasons, it is apparent that an international treaty 
control system is absolutely necessary in order to have any real assur
ance that the obligations undertaken not to test nuclear weapons are 
in fact being fulfilled.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Soviet Union broke off the nu
clear test ban negotiations at Geneva by resuming nuclear tests in 
the atmosphere, which, as I  have said, they are continuing almost 
daily. Now the Soviet Union seeks to postpone these nuclear test 
ban negotiations or to merge them into general and complete dis
armament. The non-nuclear Powers—and we quite understand their

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History
and Analysis of Negotiations,
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position—want a cessation of all further nuclear testing. The United 
Kingdom and the United States are more than willing to stop all 
nuclear testing if they can get an effective international treaty. The 
Soviet Union has informed this Committee that it resumed testing 
as a part of its military security, that it plans to continue and that 
it cannot recognize resolutions of this Assembly asking it to cease.

Where, I  ask you in all good conscience and reasonableness, does 
this place the United Kingdom and the United States as the non
violators of the moratorium and the patient negotiators for a nuclear 
test ban treaty which they are willing to sign or to negotiate? Are 
we not entitled today to look to our own self-defence and the defence 
of the free world in accordance with the Charter of the United Na
tions and the basic principles of international law? Are we to stand 
by helpless while the Soviet Union improves its own military security ?

Supposing that the moratoriimi is passed, as I  am sure it will be, 
and the Soviet Union continues its aggressive actions, I  ask you in 
all seriousness, will this Assembly guarantee to the United Kingdom 
and the United States that their security will suffer no harm if they 
observe this already broken and shattered moratorium?

For these reasons—and I  wish to be quite clear about this— t̂he 
United States is against a moratorium which the Soviet Union has 
indicated by its actions it will not observe. Therefore, if the Indian 
moratorium draft resolution is indeed adopted, with the deepest 
respect for the United Nations and the General Assembly, in view 
of this Soviet offensive and disregard for its word, the United States 
solemnly, but most respectfully, informs the Committee that it re
serves the right to exercise all rights which it may deem to be neces
sary or appropriate in its own defence and in the defence of the 
common interests of the free world against this callous and calcu
lated inhumanity of communism.

Statement by President Kennedy on 
Nuclear Tests, November 2, 1961 ^

The United States is carefully assessing the current series of nuclear 
tests being conducted by the Soviet Union. I  do not have to dwell on 
the irresponsible nature of these Soviet actions. The Soviet Union 
has shown its complete disregard for the welfare of mankind, first, by 
breaking off the nuclear test cessation negotiations at Geneva, which 
had been underway since October 31, 1958, and second, by contemp
tuously exploding in the atmosphere a large number of nuclear weapons

* White House press release, Nov. 2,1961.
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ranging into many megatons, including a device which, by their own 
admission, exceeded 50 megatons.

I  do not suggest that we can dismiss these Soviet nuclear tests as 
mere blulff and bluster. To a certain extent this does enter into the 
Soviet campaign of fear, but these tests are, no doubt, of importance 
to Soviet leaders and scientists in developing and improving nuclear 
weapons.

This much can be said with certainty now :

1. In  terms of total military strength, the United States would not 
trade places with any nation on earth. We have taken major steps in 
the past year to maintain our lead—and we do not propose to lose it.

2. The United States does not find it necessary to explode 50 mega
ton nuclear devices to confirm that we have many times more nuclear 
power than any other nation on earth and that these capabilities are 
deployed so as to survive any sneak attack and thus enable us to devas
tate any nation which initiates a nuclear attack on the United States 
or its Allies. I t  is essential to the defense of the Free World that we 
maintain this relative position.

In  view of the Soviet action, it will be the policy of the United 
States to proceed in developing nuclear weapons to maintain this su
perior capability for the defense of the Free World against any ag
gressor. No nuclear test in the atmosphere will be undertaken, as 
the Soviet Union has done, for so-called psychological or political 
reasons. But should such tests be deemed necessary to maintain our 
responsibilities for Free World security, in the light of our evaluation 
of Soviet tests, they will be undertaken only to the degree that the 
orderly and essential scientific development of new weapons has 
reached a point where effective progress is not possible without such 
tests—and only within limits that restrict the fall-out from such tests 
to an absolute minimum.

In the meantime, as a matter of prudence, we shall make necessary 
preparations for such tests so as to be ready in case it becomes neces
sary to conduct them.

In  spite of the evidence which shows very clearly that the Soviet 
Union was preparing its own tests while pretending to negotiate their 
cessation at Geneva, the United States maintains its determination to 
achieve a world free from the fear of nuclear tests and a nuclear war. 
We will continue to be ready to sign the nuclear test treaty which pro
vides for adequate inspection and control.^ The facts necessary for 
such a treaty are all evident— t̂he argimient on both sides have all been 
made—a draft is on the table—and our negotiators are ready to meet.

* Ante, pp. 82-126.
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General Assembly Resolution 1648 (XVI): Continuation 
of Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests and 
Obligations of States To Refrain From Their Renewal, 
November 6,1961 ^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 1577 (XV) of 20 December 1960 which 

urged the States concerned to continue the suspension of test explo
sions, and also its resolution 1578 (XV) of the same date,^

Further recalling its resolution 1379 (XIV) of 20 November 1959,® 
Bearmg i/a mind both the grave and continuing hazards of radiation 

resulting to humanity from test explosions as well as their adverse 
consequences to the prospects of world peace through heightening 
rather than lessening of international tensions.

Considering it urgent and imperative that no further tests should 
take place,

1. Expresses its deep concern and profound regret that test explo
sions have been resumed ;

2. Earnestly urges the States concerned to refrain from further 
test explosions pending the conclusion of necessary internationally 
binding agreements in regard to tests;

3. Expresses confidence that the States concerned will reach agree
ment as soon as possible on the cessation of tests of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons, under appropriate international control;

4. Calls upon the States concerned to engage themselves with ur
gency and speed in the necessary efforts to conclude such agreements 
expeditiously.

Tass Statement on Nuckar Tests,
November 6, 1961"̂

A few days ago President John F. Kennedy of the United States 
made a statement on the position of the United States Government with 
regard to nuclear weapon tests.^

^A/RBS/1648 (XVI), Nov. 7, 1961. The resolution was approved by a vote 
of 71-20-8. It was opposed by the Soviet bloc (10), the U.K., the U.S., Australia, 
China, France, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal, and South Africa. Af
ghanistan, Belgium, Cuba, Haiti, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Spain, and 
Turkey abstained.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 374-375.
* m d „  19If5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1546-1547.
* Soviet Embassy press release 216, Nov. 6,1961.

pp. 566-567.
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In  this context TASS has been authorized to state the following:
The statement by the United States President does not meet halfway 

the desires of those who are sincerely pressing for an end to the nuclear 
arms race. Essentially his statement differs little from the assertions 
which are reiterated from day to day by semi-oflGicial propaganda of 
the Western states in connection with the fact that the Soviet Union, 
confronted by the sharp increase in war preparations by the NATO 
Powers, has been compelled to stage nuclear test explosions.

Something else is noteworthy. What was previously only whispered 
or hinted at has now been announced by the United States President 
publicly: The United States is preparing to resume nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere.

But a couple of months ago not many understood that the United 
States, behind the screen of futile talks at Geneva, was intensively pre
paring for a resumption of nuclear weapon tests. Any doubts on this 
score have now been dispelled by the United States Government itself. 
To the underground tests of nuclear weapons, which are now already 
being staged in the United States, nuclear tests in the atmosphere are 
to be added which, according to President Kennedy’s statement, will 
be held as soon as the United States Government regards this as 
necessary.

The question arises: What does the United States Government ex
pect in such conditions, continuing to spread a noisy propaganda 
campaign concerning nuclear tests in the Soviet Union ?

Perhaps Washington believes that the world has forgotten the days 
of 1945, disgraceful to mankind, when the first atomic bombs were 
dropped from American bombers though the outcome of World War
I I  had long since been predetermined—^Nazi Germany was defeated 
and Japan on the brink of surrender?

No one can forget that the United States was not only the first to 
start nuclear tests but also tested this weapon of mass extermination 
in action, on human beings—old folk, women and children who forever 
remain in the memory of the peoples as victims of the barbaric bomb>- 
ing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki without any military necessity. I t  
would be in vain to search for a condemnation of these actions in 
the statement of those who are today directing United States policy.

Or, perhaps Washington believes that the fact that the United States 
held considerably more nuclear tests than the Soviet Union can be dis
regarded.

The fact alone that the USSE held fewer such tests than the United 
States, not to speak of the number of tests held by the United States, 
Britain and France combined, gave the Soviet Union every reason, full 
moral right to equalize the situation and not allow a discrepancy be
tween the number of nuclear tests conducted by the Soviet Union and 
that held by countries of the military NATO bloc.
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One must be utterly devoid of a sense of reality to expect that the 
other side, in reply to saber-rattling from the NATO powers, would 
not use all the possibilities at its disposal to strengthen its security.

The Soviet Government has repeatedly explained that only extreme 
necessity induced it to take such a step as the holding of nuclear tests. 
Were it not for the feverish arms build-up, increase in military ap
propriations and numerical strength of armies of the NATO countries, 
the transfer of their armed forces closer to the borders of socialist 
states; were it not for the breech bolt clicking in Berlin; were it not for 
the continuation of nuclear explosions by France, the scientific and 
technical results of which go into the common NATO pot, the reasons 
which made inevitable the resumption of nuclear tests by the Soviet 
Union would not have arisen.

Suffice it to take a look at the map showing the ring of American 
military bases, springboards of aggression, spearheaded against the 
Soviet Union and its friends, to realize once more how fully reasonable 
and urgent are the measures taken by the Soviet Government to 
strengthen the military power of its country. How could the Soviet 
Union abstain from taking measures of self-defense when NATO 
powers are making direct threats to use force in reply to the conclusion 
by the Soviet Union of a German peace treaty ? No, the Soviet Union 
could not do that.

Had the Soviet Government acted otherwise, it would not have been 
forgiven either by the Soviet people, who had paid such a dear price 
for re-establishing peace on earth, or by the peoples of other countries 
which had fought shoulder to shoulder with them against the common 
enemy.

The Soviet people have not forgotten how in 1941 the aggressor, 
with the connivance of certain powers which now call the tune in 
NATO, had treacherously attacked our country. The consequences 
of the Hitler invasion are fresh in the memory of our people. One 
of the chief lessons of the Second World War is that the forces of 
aggression must be curbed in time, and resolutely. And the potential 
aggressor, whoever he may be, should know that the Soviet people has 
what is needed to defend the freedom and independence of their 
country.

But, as the Soviet Government has repeatedly stated, the Soviet 
Union is ready to drown in. the deepest spot of the ocean all nuclear 
weapons, including the most up-to-date models of these weapons we 
have developed, if other countries agree to do the same. I f  the United 
States President is indeed concerned about the well-being of mankind, 
why shouldn’t he affix his signature alongside of the signature of the 
head of the Soviet Government under a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament?
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As is evident jfrom J. F. Kennedy’s statement, the United States 
intends to continue making nuclear test explosions in the quest of an 
illusory superiority in nuclear armaments.

But it was none other than U.S. President Kennedy himself who, 
during his meetings in Vienna with Chairman of the USSR Council 
of Ministers N. S. Khrushchev, had admitted that at the present time 
one can only speak about a balance of strength. What is then the 
meaning of the policy of spurring on a rivalry in developing more and 
more destructive and lethal weapons, which, as it is clear to all, only 
pushes mankind nearer to the abyss ?

Who will fail to see that in the case of the continuation of nuclear 
tests by the United States of America and its allies, all the more in 
the case of the resumption of American nuclear tests in the atmos
phere, the other side will watch these military preparations, primarily 
the steps in improving nuclear weapons, because it cannot permit the 
occurrence of such a situation in which the interests of its security 
would not be reliably ensured. Under the pressure of circumstances 
this other side again will have to draw the appropriate conclusions 
for itself with regard to nuclear weapon tests. I t  goes without saying 
that full responsibility for the continuation of the nuclear arms race 
and for the holding of nuclear tests will be borne then by the United 
States Government.

Life proves again and again that the solution of the question of 
ending nuclear tests should be sought not in spurring on the arms race 
but along entirely different lines, along the lines of reason and of joint 
efforts, primarily by the biggest powers, toward the earliest solution 
of the whole disarmament problem. The Soviet Union has always 
proceeded from the belief that mankind is equal to this task, that it 
can be solved, provided the statesmen responsible before the peoples 
for the destinies of the world are guided by a single indisputable be
lief: The formidable military machine which is at the disposal of 
states has been created by human hands, and the same hands can break 
and destroy it.

The Soviet Government has already more than once addressed the 
United States Government and the governments of other nuclear 
powers with an appeal: Let us end the arms race by concluding a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament under the strictest in
ternational control. This appeal by the Soviet Government remains 
fully in force and has resounded throughout the world from the ros
trum of the historical Twenty-second Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union which has outlined a majestic program of 
building a communist society in our country.

TASS has been authorized to announce that the leading circles of 
the Soviet Union reaffirm the readiness of the Soviet Government to
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sign even today a treaty on general and complete disarmament on 
the basis of which nuclear weapon tests too would be ended for all 
time. Is the Government of the United States, with President J. F. 
Kennedy at the head, ready to do that? The peoples are entitled to 
expect an answer to this question.

Remarks by Premier KJirushchev on the Forty-fourth 
Anniversary of the October Revolution, November 7, 
1961 ^

Dear comrades, friends, Messrs. ambassadors of capitalist countries: 
I t  is a solemn day for the Soviet people today. We are celebrating 
the 44th anniversary of the Great October Socialist Revolution which 
opened a new era in the history of mankind. This revolution meant a 
sharp turn in the history of our country. This was also a turn in 
world history. The October Revolution brought down the power of 
capitalists and landowners and placed the working class in power. 
I t  opened up for all the peoples the road of salvation from exploitation 
and at the same time the road of salvation from wars into which they 
were thrown by the exploiting classes.

In the historic days of October 1917 the first decree of the Soviet 
power was the decree on peace, written by the immortal Lenin.^

In  those days, news from revolutionary Petrograd told the whole 
world not only what the October Revolution was bringing the peoples 
of our country but also what it was bringing to all the peoples. Peace 
and peaceful life for the peoples— t̂his is what the Leninist decree on 
peace appealed for. We are true to these noble Leninist ideas, these 
Leninist behests. And now, too, we are urging all peoples, all states 
to live in peace and friendship. Herein was and is the great strength 
of our foreign policy, the Leninist policy of peace and peaceful co
existence.

Today some leaders abroad, especially the leaders of countries affili
ated with the NATO military bloc, rebuke us, charging that the Soviet 
Union decided to hold nuclear weapons tests. What can I  say to that ?

We would be glad, as I  have already said from the rostrum of the 
22d party congress,® if it were possible not only to stop testing these

* Moscow radio broadcast, Nov. 7, 1961. The statement was made as a toast 
at a reception held in the Kremlin Hall of Congresses.

*The decree, dated Nov. 8, 1917 (N.S.), is printed in George F. Kennan, Soviet 
Foreign Policyy 1917-1941 (Princeton, 1960), pp. 116-119.

* Ante, pp. 527-536.
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weapons but to free mankind fully from them. We would be happy 
should the other powers possessing nuclear weapons agree with us not 
to produce these weapons and would destroy them and thus stop testing 
them forever. I  again solemnly declare: The Soviet Union is ready 
for this.

People speak about the harm of nuclear test explosions to human 
health. Yes, science has found that they are harmful to health. But 
the use of nuclear weapons in war is millions of times more dangerous 
not only to the health but also to the very existence of people. And it 
is clear that these weapons are not produced to be stockpiled. We 
understand well the feelings and aspirations of people who want to do 
away with nuclear weapons tests. This coincides with our own feel
ings and aspirations.

Is there a way to a complete elimination of nuclear weapons tests i 
Yes, there is a way, and that is general and complete disarmament, on 
which the Soviet Union insists; that is the liquidation of armies and 
armaments, including the total liquidation of nuclear weapons.

Our decision to hold nuclear tests was a forced measure, taken in 
reply to threats of war against the Soviet Union if it signs a German 
peace treaty. Under these conditions we would have betrayed the 
behests of the great Lenin, the interests of our country, had we not 
shown care for its security, for the life and well-being of the Soviet 
people, and for the security of our friends. We are convinced that 
all upright people understand that we are doing this not only in the 
interests of our country but also in the interests of world peace.

Thus, to end nuclear weapons tests it is necessary to stop threatening 
the Soviet Union; it is necessary to reach agreement on the Grerman 
peace treaty; it is necessary to clear from the international atmosphere 
the inflammable material that has accumidated as a result of the West
ern powers’ policy. But the main thing is to agree to general and 
complete di^rmament and to implement it. Now it is up to the West
ern powers.

As to the Soviet Union, it urges the Western powers to stop nuclear 
weapons tests, to sign a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
under strict international control, to sign together with the Soviet 
Union a German peace treaty, and to normalize the position of West 
Berlin on this basis. The Soviet Union urges that dangerous tension 
be removed from the international atmosphere. All this will con
tribute in a practical way toward the elimination of the danger of a 
new war, to the consolidation of peace among nations.

I  ask you to raise your glasses for general and complete disarma
ment, for peaceful coexistence of states with different social ^stems, 
for peace and friendship between peoples! (Stormy, prolonged 
applause)
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclear
ized Zone in Africa and Prohibition of dbe Use of Nu
clear Weapons, November 8, 1961 ^

The Committee is now discussing two draft resolutions, the first, 
submitted by ten African countries in document A/C.l/L.291/Kev.l, 
calling for the transformation of the African continent into a de
nuclearized neutral zone,  ̂and the second, submitted by ten countries 
of Africa and Asia in document A/C.1/L.292, relating to the prohibi
tion of [the use of nuclear weapons].® Before examining these draft 
resolutions in detail I  should like to make a general statement.

The attitude of the Soviet delegation to these draft resolutions is 
based directly on the principles underlying the foreign policy of the 
Soviet State. As has been solenmly proclaimed again in Moscow a 
few days ago at the twenty-second congress of the Communist Party, 
the foreign policy of the Soviet Union and its main lines are directed 
towards the protection of peace, the fight against war and the con
solidation of peaceful coexistence among States with different social 
systems.^ The Soviet Union has always supported and always will 
support all constructive measures and all first steps likely to contribute 
to the consolidation of peace and the establishment of good and 
neighbourly relations among States.

The Soviet Government tenaciously fights for an urgent conclusion 
of a treaty on general and complete disarmament and it has many 
times made concrete proposals on that question taking into account 
all positive elements in the position of the Western Powers. The 
programme of general and complete disarmament presented by the 
head of the Soviet Government, N. S. IQirushchev, to the fifteenth 
session of the General Assembly of the United Nations on 23 Sep
tember 1960 ® is an excellent basis for such an agreement since it fore
sees a radical solution of the problem of disarmament and the freeing 
of himianity from the burdens of armaments.

" A/0.1/PV.1189, pp. ia-22.
•Except for one word, identical with the resolution approved by the General 

Assembly on Nov. 24 (post, pp. 647-648). Subpar. (c) of the operative par. called 
on U.N. members to “consider and respect the continent of Africa as a de
nuclearized neutral zone.” A Libyan amendment of Nov. 10 (A/C.1/L.296) pro
posed the deletion of the word “neutral.” The representative of Ghana, speak
ing for the sponsors, accepted the Libyan amendment at the 1194th meeting of 
the First Committee (Nov. 14).

• Identical with the resolution approved by the General Assembly on Nov. 24 
(]P05#, pp. 648-650).

* Ante, pp. 555-559.
® Documents on Disarmament, I960, pp. 241-248.
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The Soviet Union is ready immediately to sign a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament with the establishment of any form of the 
most rigorous international control. Considering general and com
plete disarmament as the main means of establishing a lasting peace, 
the Soviet Government at the same time does not exclude the possi
bility of agreeing on certain partial measures which could contribute 
to a decrease in international tensions and the strengthening of con
fidence among States, and which would facilitate the implementation 
of general and complete disarmament.

I f  we approach from that angle the two draft resolutions that we 
are now discussing, it is indubitable that their adoption and their 
implementation would be a very valuable contribution not only to the 
consolidation of peace on the African continent, but also to the crea
tion of a soimder international climate.

I  now pass on to the details of the draft resolution (A/C.1/L.291/ 
Eev.l) submitted by the following ten African States: Congo (Leo
poldville), Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Mali, Morocco, Nigeria, Sierra 
Leone, Sudan and the United Arab Republic, concerning the trans
formation of the African continent into a denuclearized neutral zone. 
The positive attitude of the Soviet Union towards the creation of 
denuclearized zones in various regions of the world, and in Africa 
among others, has been fully and clearly expressed in the Memorandum 
of the Soviet Government (A/4892), dated 26 September 1961, on 
measures to ease international tension, strengthen confidence among 
States and contribute to general and complete disarmament.^

I t  is indubitable that the creation of such zones would reduce the 
danger of the creation of military conflicts, would prevent a dangerous 
dissemination of nuclear weapons to new countries and continents, 
and would contribute to the creation, of a climate of confidence among 
States. At the same time, be it on a regional plane, a useful experience 
would be gathered in the field of control and inspection which would 
be very important when we come to control for general and complete 
disarmament. The transformation of the whole African continent 
into a denuclearized neutral zone, since that continent has many 
neutral States and counti^ies which actively oppose nuclear weapons, 
would in the opinion of the Soviet Government be something that 
would be easy to put into effect.

We remember that at the last session of the General Assembly Ghana 
and six other African States had made such a proposal.^ Now this 
proposal is being made by ten African States. An ever-increasing 
number of African States are speaking out in favour of this proposal. 
The Soviet Union supported the proposal at the last session of the 
General Assembly and will again support a similar one at the present

 ̂Ante, pp. 496-504.
* Documents on Diswrmammt^ 1960  ̂p. 365.
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session, and we are prepared to contribute by all means to its imple
mentation. We should note with satisfaction that the idea of the 
creation of denuclearized zones is increasingly supported by the peo
ples of all continents.

The question of the creation of a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe is quite ready for solution now. There is a detailed proposal 
of the Polish Government on that problem, supported by the Govern
ments of Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic.^ 
I f  the stationing and manufacture of rockets and nuclear weapons 
were prohibited on the territories of the Federal Republic of Germany, 
the German Democratic Republic, Poland and Czechoslovakia, the 
NATO and Warsaw Pact countries would see a zone of lesser tension 
established between them. Such a measure would be an important 
contribution to a decrease of tensions in Europe and would lessen 
the dangers of war.

Denuclearized zones have also been proposed in other sensitive 
areas of Europe, in northern Europe^ and in the Balkans.^ There 
is a proposal of the Chinese People’s Republic on the creation of a 
denuclearized zone in the Far East and the Pacific.^ All these pro
posals, as is well known, are fully supported by the Soviet Union. 
The creation of denuclearized zones is all the more possible in practice, 
and this would not redound to the military advantage of any country 
and the existing balance of military forces in the world would not 
be broken by such measures.

The adoption of the draft resolution proposed by Ghana and other 
African States, and its implementation, would make it more difficult 
to carry out the plans of those who would like to use the territory 
of Africa as a military base for launching a rocket and nuclear war. 
The adoption by the General Assembly of a proposal that all States 
undertake to consider the African continent as a denuclearized neutral 
zone, and the implementation of such an appeal, would no doubt be 
very important for the creation of a sounder international climate. 
The greatest importance would, of course, be for the African countries 
themselves. The direct consequence of such a measure, if it were 
carried out, would be to decrease the danger of the African continent 
being drawn into a rocket and nuclear war.

We do not doubt thus that the delegations, not only of the African 
countries which have taken the initiative of submitting the draft 
resolution but also of all other African States and coimtries of Asia 
and Latin America, will strive to support this draft resolution which

^See ibid., 19i5-1959, vol. II, pp. 889-892, 944-948, 1217-1219, and I960, pp. 
258-260.

* lUd,, 191 5̂-1959, vol. II, pp. 1436-1439.
pp. 1423-1426.

* Ibid., pp. 1345-1346,1960, pp. 180-181.
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should be adopted by the overwhelming majority of the General 
Assembly.

As to the Soviet Union, its delegation fully supports the draft 
resolution of the ten African States (A/C.l/L.291/Eev.l), and it will 
vote in favour of this draft although the second preambular paragraph 
of the revised draft does not aim at the objective which should be 
aimed at, at present.

The Committee is also seized with draft resolution A/C.1/L.292/ 
Add.l, sponsored by Ceylon, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Libya, Nigeria, 
Somalia, Sudan, Tunisia and Indonesia, on the adoption of a proc
lamation proclaiming that the use of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons is contrary to the spirit, letter and aims of the United Nations 
and, as such, a direct violation of the United Nations Charter. This 
declaration also states that an international convention must be signed 
to prohibit the use of nuclear and thermonuclear [weapons] for war 
purposes. This draft resolution submitted by the African and Asian 
States is, in our opinion, an excellent basis for the solution of the 
problem of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet Government always has been of the view, and still is, 
that it is necessary to free the peoples of the world from the danger 
of a nuclear war. We have ofttimes asked the Western Powers to 
agree with us on the prohibition of nuclear weapons and their use. 
I f  it had not been for the obstinate opposition of the United States 
and its military allies, this question would have been solved long 
ago. The memorandum of the Government of the Soviet Union of 
26 September, on measures to decrease international tensions, states 
that before the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete dis
armament, which would put an end to the very existence of atomic 
and hydrogen weapons and their means of delivery, the States manu
facturing nuclear weapons could, for the moral preparation of such 
a treaty, proclaim their willingness not to use nuclear weapons.^ The 
positive influence of such a decision is quite clear.

I  could recall that some time ago many countries stated that gas 
and bacteriological weapons should not be used. This international 
agreement on the prohibition of chemicals and bacteriological weap
ons, known as the Geneva Convention,^ has proved its worth in prac
tice. In World War I  when there was no such agreement, chemical 
weapons were resorted to and great human losses resulted. The con
clusion of such an agreement by a large number of States indubitably 
has greatly contributed to the fact that during World War I I  millions 
of people—children, women and old people—were freed from the 
terrible death that would have been imparted by poison gas, although

 ̂Ante, pp. 498-499.
* Senate Foreign Eelations Committee, Disarmament and Security: A Colleo 

tion of Documents, 1919-55  ̂ (S. Com. print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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States were at that time in possession of chemical and poisonous sub
stances. I f  mankind was able to defend itself against such a bar
barous kind of warfare, there is no reason to believe that the same 
thing could not be done with another and even more barbarous and 
monstrous weapon. Our ardent desire is to prevent a rocket and nu
clear war falling upon mankind.

My delegation considers that the draft resolution of the ten Afro- 
Asian States concerning the conclusion of an international convention 
is an excellent basis for the solution of this problem. We fully sup
port this draft resolution and will vote in favour of this draft.

The two draft resolutions of the ten African States on the trans
formation of the African continent into a denuclearized zone, and of 
the ten Afro-Asian States with the draft declaration on the prohibi
tion of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons, reflect the deep concern 
of the peoples of the world caused by the ever-increasing threat of the 
launching of a rocket and nuclear war with its catastrophic con
sequences for huge areas of the world and even for all States. The 
adoption by the General Assembly, and by the Committee of these 
two draft resolutions would most certainly be an important and con
structive step forward which would contribute to the decrease in 
international tensions and would facilitate the implementation of 
measures for general and complete disarmament. Such a step would 
contribute to the creation of propitious circumstances for the signing 
of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, and its effective 
implementation.

General Assembly Resolution 1649 (XVI): The Urgent 
Need for a Treaty To Ban Nuclear Weapons Tests 
Under EflFective International Control, November 8, 
1961 "

The General Assenthly^
Recalling its resolutions 1252 (X III) of 4 November 1958,  ̂ 1402 

(XIV) of 21 November 1959 3 ^nd 1577 (XV) and 1578 (XV) 
of 20 December 1960,̂

 ̂A/RES/1649 (XVI), Nov. 9,1961. The resolution was approved by a vote of 
71-11-15, the Soviet bloc and Cuba voting against and the following countries 
abstaining: Afghanistan, Finland, France, Ghana, Guinea, Indonesia, Iraq, MaU, 
Morocco, Nepal, Saudi Arabia, Syria, U.A.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia.

 ̂Documents on Disarmamentf 1945-1959  ̂ vol. II, pp. 1214-1217. ----
pp. 1548-1549.

" IMd., I960, pp. 37-^75.
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Noting with regret the recent initiation of nuclear weapons testing 
and the rejection of the proposal of the Governments of the United 
States of America and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland that further nuclear tests in the earth’s atmosphere 
be suspended/

Noting that the negotiations at Geneva on the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapons tests have been re ĵessed pending completion of the 
discussion of this matter by the General Assembly,^

Recognizing that a permanent and continuing cessation of nuclear 
weapons testing in all environments would be guaranteed only by an 
•effective and impartial system of verification in which all States have 
confidence,

1. Reaffirms that it is urgently necessary to reach an agreement 
prohibiting all nuclear weapons tests under effective control which 
would be a first step towards reversing the dangerous and burdensome 
arms race, would inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons to other coun
tries, would contribute to the reduction of international tensions and 
would eliminate any health hazards associated with nuclear testing;

2. Urges the States negotiating at the Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests at Geneva to renew at once their 
efforts to conclude at the earliest possible time a treaty on the cessa
tion of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons tests on the following 
basis:

(a) The treaty should have as its objective the cessation of all 
nuclear weapons tests in all environments under inspection and con
trol machinery adequate to ensure compliance with its terms;

(&) International control machinery should be organized so as 
to be representative of aU parties to the treaty and should be staffed 
and operated to guarantee its objectivity and effectiveness, avoiding 
self-inspection, under procedures which would ensure that its facili
ties will be used exclusively for purposes of effective control;

{c) The day-to-day e^Secutive and administrative operations of 
the control system established under the treaty should not be sus
ceptible to obstruction by the exercise of a veto and administra|tive 
responsibility should be concentrated in the hands of a single Ad
ministrator acting impartially and functioning under the supervision 
of a commission composed of representatives of parties to the treaty;

3. Requests the negotiating States to report to the Disarmament 
Commission by 14 December 1961 on the progress of their negotiations;

4. Galls upon all States, upon the conclusion of a treaty which will 
ensure that nuclear weapons tests will be permanently prohibited 
under effective controls, to ratify or to adhere to that treaty.

 ̂See ante, p. 351.
* AntCy p. 403.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Denu
clearized Zone in Africa, November 9, 1961 ^

As the Committee is well aware, President Keimedy of the United 
States put before the General Assembly a broad and comprehensive 
plan of general and complete disarmament, which we plan to discuss 
and to put forward as rapidly as possible at this session of the General 
Assembly. In that plan, it is provided th a t:

Disarmament shaU take place as rapidly as possible until it is completed in 
stages containing balanced, phased and safeguarded measures, with each 
measure and stage to be carried out in an agreed period of time.

In  stage I  of that plan—and I  call the Committee’s attention to the 
fact that this is at an earlier stage than in any other plan that has been 
submitted— ît is provided as follows, in subdivision C :

States that have not acceded to a treaty effectively prohibiting the testing 
of nuclear weapons shall do so.

The production of fissionable materials for use in weapons shall be stopj)ed. 
Upon the cessation of production of fissionable materials for use in weapons, 

agreed initial quantities of fissionable materials from past production shall be 
transferred to non-weapons purposes.

In subdivision B of stage I, it is provided th a t:
When . . . armaments . . . are at prescribed levels, the armaments in depots 

shaU be destroyed or converted to peaceful uses. *

This sets forth the basic position of the Government of the United 
States with respect to nuclear and thermonuclear arms, the production 
of fissionable materials, the eventual stopping of the production of 
such materials, and the eventual elimination, pursuant to the United 
States plan on general and complete disarmament, of all nuclear and 
thermonuclear weapons.

As this Committee is well aware, the United States also stands 
ready immediately to sign an effective treaty, with international con
trols, to ban all further nuclear weapons testing, not merely in Africa 
but all over the world.®

The Government of the United States has always been completely 
in favour of settling all disputes by peaceful means and of resorting 
to force only as a last resort, after all other measures for resolving 
such disputes have been exhausted.

My delegation fully appreciates the high motives which led the 
various African States to introduce this resolution,^ and we are in com-

" A/C.1/PV.1190, pp. 26^1.
* Ante, pp. 475-482.
* The draft treaty is printed ante, pp. 82-126.
* See ante, p. 574, w.. 2.
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pl^te em pathy with these motives. We are particularly in agree
ment with the paragraph which reads:

Recognizing further that the task of economic and social development in 
the African States requires the uninterrupted attention of these States in order 
to allow them to fulfill their goals and to contribute fully to the maintenance 
of international peace and security.

Not only are we in favour of that, but my Government has already 
:stated that it is prepared in a very material way to help the African 
States realize their own concepts of their economic and social develop
ment.

However, having approached this whole plan of general and com
plete disarmament on a world-wide or global scale, and in an effort 
to make sure that war by any means cannot break out in any part of 
the world and that we should devote ourselves to the destruction of 
:all armaments of every kind, everywhere, on a comprehensive and 
staged basis, we are concerned that this particular resolution, however 
noble its motives, may interfere with this overall plan of disarmament.

I  call the Committee’s attention to the fact that one of the most 
basic and fundamental rights of man, well recognized in the United 
Nations Charter, is the right of self-defence.^ As the Committee is 
well aware, there is nothing in the basic Charter that sets forth under 
what circumstances particular types of weapons may be used or may 
not be used. Suppose, for example, that an African State is under 
attack and that the non-African attacker has nuclear weapons. I  call 
the Committee’s attention to subparagraph (b) on page 2 of document 
A/C.l/L.291/Rev.l, which states that nuclear weapons should not be 
stored or transported in Africa. Surely, in view of the basic concepts 
of the United Nations Charter, this is not supposed to place a burden 
upon African States which is not placed upon other areas and to 
interfere with the right of African States to defend themselves by the 
use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. I f  such an unfortunate 
event as the attack which I  have envisioned should occur, the right 
of self-defence by whatever means may be appropriate is surely basic 
under the Charter.

With great sympathy for this resolution and with the sincerest 
desire to see its purpose carried out under general and complete dis
armament, we would think that this item ought to be related to the 
other problems coming up in other areas and that it ought more 
properly to be discussed in connexion with all the problems of arma
ments— n̂ot only the weapons of mass destruction but ordinary weap
ons, or the weapons of chemical and biological and radiological war
fare, which may in some respects be far more horrible even than 
nuclear and thermonuclear weapons, if that is possible—and that we

 ̂See art 51 of the Charter.
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ought to relate this item to, and try to carry it out in the most expedi-  ̂
tious and efficient manner in connexion with, our over-all programme.

My delegation would like to have a paragraph-by-paragraph vote 
on the operative paragraphs of the resolution appearing in document 
A/C.l/L.291/Eev.l.

My delegation will be compelled to vote against operative para^ 
graph (a) in its present form. This paragraph calls for an unin
spected and unverified moratorium, which my delegation, for reasons 
with which this Committee is very familiar, cannot accept. I  regret 
to say that we could not endorse an uninspected and imverified mora
torium here, while we have opposed it, as the Committee knows, in 
connexion with the Indian resolution already voted upon.^ If, as we 
sincerely hope, a nuclear test ban treaty can be concluded, which we 
are prepared to sign and implement, the conclusion of such a treaty 
would, of course, result in the immediate cessation of tests of all 
types in all environments, in Africa as well as the rest of the world.

We shall also be compelled to vote against operative paragraph
(b) in its present form. This is a call for a world-wide imdertaking 
which can be worked out only within general disarmament arrange
ments and under appropriate treaty controls.

In  the vote on operative paragraph (c), we shall abstain. With 
regard to this paragraph, let me recall to this Committee what was 
said by President Eisenhower in his statement to the General As
sembly on 22 September last year. He said that the United Nations 
should be prepared to help the African countries maintain their 
security. He added that he hoped the African States themselves 
would use existing regional machinery or establish new regional 
machinery in order to avert an arms race in this area.^

I t  is the position of my Government that once the African States 
themselves have arrived at regional agreements or regional arrange
ments, it would be appropriate for the United Nations to request that 
all of its members observe and co-operate in the fulfilment of such 
arrangements.

However, we do not believe it is appropriate for the United Nations 
to initiate recommendations to particular countries or to particular 
areas, as the draft resolution under discussion would do, for disarma
ment measures limited to only one area of the world, particularly by 
means of uncontrolled declarations, when it is the basic purpose of 
the United Nations to bring about general and complete disarma
ment in all areas of the world.

I  should like to reserve my further remarks on the draft resolution 
contained in document A/C.l/L.291/Kev.l.

 ̂Ante, p. 568.
 ̂See Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 10,1960, pp. 551 ff.
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Joint Communique by President Kennedy and 
Prime Minister Nehru, November 9, 1961 ^

The President and the Prime Minister have had four days of 
especially pleasant and rewarding conversations. These began in 
Newport, Rhode Island, on Monday, were continued for several hours 
Tuesday morning with senior Indian and U.S. officials present, with 
further private discussions Wednesday, and a brief final meeting 
today. Subjects covered amount almost to a map of the troubled areas 
of the world. The problems of getting a peaceful settlement in Berlin, 
of securing the peace and liberties of the people of Southeast Asia, the 
problems of control of nuclear testing and disarmament, of the Congo, 
on how to strengthen the United Nations, and of United States and 
Indo-Pakistan relations were among the topics. Prime Minister Nehru 
used the occasion to go deeply into the philosophic and historical 
background of Indian foreign policy. The President similarly went 
into the goals and objectives of American foreign policy as they have' 
been molded and shaped over the years.

The President and the Prime Minister examined in particular 
those areas where peace is threatened. They discussed the dangers 
inherent in recent developments in Berlin and in Southeast Asia. 
Concerning Berlin, President Kennedy reaffirmed the United States 
conmiitment to support the freedom and economic viability of the two 
and one-quarter million people of West Berlin and the President and 
the Prime Minister concurred in the legitimate and necessary right 
of access to Berlin. The President also assured the Prime Minister 
that every effort would be made to seek a solution of the Berlin prob
lem by peaceful means, and underlined the importance of the choices 
of the people directly concerned.

With respect to Southeast Asia, the President and the Prime 
Minister confirmed that it is the common objective of the United 
States and India that Laos be a genuinely neutral state, free of domi
nation by any foreign power, and that each nation in the area have 
the opportunity to make its own choice of the course it will take in 
seeking to solve pressing economic and social problems under condi
tions of peace.

The President and the Prime Minister discussed India’s efforts for 
the improved well-being of her people. The President reaffirmed the 
United States’ interest in the success of this great effort.

They exchanged views on the desirability of a cessation of nuclear 
testing. The President referred in this connection to the recent re

" lUd., Dec. 4,1961, pp. 927-928.
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sumption of tests by the Soviet Union which broke the previous 
moratorium and reaffirmed the United States’ unwillingness to accept 
a  further uncontrolled nuclear test moratorium. The Prime Minister 
^tnd the President agreed on the urgent need for a treaty banning 
nuclear tests with necessary provision for inspection and control.

The President and Prime Minister stressed the high importance of 
measures to avoid the risk of war and of negotiations in this con
nection to achieve agreement on a program of general and complete 
disarmament.

India and the United States share in the fullest measure their 
<^ommon objective to develop the United Nations as the most effective 
instrument of world peace. The President and the Prime Minister 
reviewed the United States and Indian contributions to United Na
tions operations in the Congo, which they regard as an illustration 
o f how that body, even under extremely difficult conditions, can help 
bring about conditions for the peacefid resolution of conflict. Both 
the Prime Minister and the President strongly share the hope that 
as the result of the efforts of the people of the Congo and the United 
Nations a peaceful and united Congo will be achieved. The President 
expressed his special appreciation of the role played by the Indian 
soldiers in the Congo, who comprise more than one-third of the 
United Nations force there.

The Prime Minister and the President noted the cooperation and 
exchange of information between United States and Indian scientists 
in space science research. They agreed that this activity, which has 
the aim of peaceful exploitation of outer space for the benefit of man
kind, could be usefully developed.

The Prime Minister and the President consider that their talks 
have been highly useful in the pursuit of their common objectives 
of an enduring world peace and enhanced understanding between 
the Governments of India and the United States. They intend to keep 
closely in touch with each other in the months and years ahead.
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Italian Amendments to the Afro-Asian Draft Resolution 
on Use of Nuclear Weapons, Introduced in the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 9» 
1961 "

DECLARATION

The General Assembly^
Mindful of its respomihility under the Charter of the United 

Nations 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.

Recalling that the use of weapons of mass destruction, causing 
unnecessary human suffering was, in the past, prohibited as being

^A/O.l/L.295, Nov. 9, 1961. The Afro-Asian draft resolution (A/G.1/L.292: 
and Adds. 1-3) was identical, except for minor drafting changes, with the 
resolution adopted by the General Assembly on Nov. 24 (posit, pp. 648-650). It 
is here reproduced in its original form, with the Italian amendments placed 
in brackets. The Italian amendments were rejected by the First Committee 
on Nov. 14, by a vote of 28-50-22:

For: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Canada, China, Costa Rica, Denmark,. 
Dominican Republic, El Salvador, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, 
Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Panama, Paraguay, South Africa, Spain, Turkey, U.K., U.S.

Agamst: Afghanistan, Albania, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cam
bodia, Cameroun, Central African Republic, Ceylon, Chad, Colombia, Congo 
(Brazzaville), Congo (Leopoldville), Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, 
Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Laos, 
Liberia, Libya, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria,. 
Poland, Rumania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Syria, Togo,. 
Tunisia, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., U.A.R., Upper Volta, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Al)Sta4nifig: Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Finland, Guatemala, Iran, Ireland,. 
Japan, Jordan, Lebanon, Malaya, Mexico, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, 
Somalia, Sweden, Thailand, Uruguay, Venezuela.
The First Committee also took a separate rollcaU vote on operative par. 2 of 
the Italian amendments, which was defeated 25-50-25. With the following 
exceptions, the alignment was the same as in the vote on the amendments 
as a whole: Japan and Malaya, which abstained on the final vote, voted for 
this paragraph, and Somalia, which also abstained on the final vote, voted 
against. Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Honduras, andi 
Israel, which voted for the amendments as a whole, abstained in the vote on 
this paragraph. Syria, which voted against the amendments as a whole, also 
abstained.
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contrary to the laws of humanity and to the principles of international 
law, by international declarations and binding agreement, such as 
the Declaration of St. Petersburg of 1868,̂  the Declaration of the 
Brussels Conference of 1874,2 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 declara
tions 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 nu
clear and thermo-nuclear weapons, [contrary to the United Nations 
Charter,] is a direct negation of the high ideals and objectives which 
the United Nations has been established to achieve through the pro
tection of succeeding generations from the scourge of war and through 
the preservation and promotion of their cultures,

1. Declares:

(a) That the [threat or use of armed force, including] the use 
of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons [in any manner contrary 
to the United Nations Charter] 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 [accordingly] the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear 
weapons [contrary to the United Nations Charter] 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 [accordingly] the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear 
weapons [contrary to the United Nations Charter] 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 by the use of such weapons;

(d) That any State using nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons 
[contrary to the United Nations Charter] is considered to act contrary

' British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 58, pp. 16-17. 
vol. 65, pp. 1081, 1110-1111.

* William M. Malloy, comp., Treaties, Conventions, International Acts, Pro
tocols, and Agreements Between the United States of America and Other Powers, 
1776--1909, vol. II, pp. 2042, 2052, 2269, 2285-2286.

* Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Disarmament and Security: A Colleo- 
tion of Documents, 1919-55 (S. Com. print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 16^170.
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to thelaivs of Tramanity and to commit a crime against mankind and 
its civilization^^

2. Bequests tike Secretary-General to consult the Governments of 
Member States to ascertain their views on the possibility of conven- 
ing.a;special conference [to consider the means of prohibiting] the use 
•of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons for war purposes [contrary to 
the United Nations Charter] and to report on the results of such 
♦consultation to the seventeenth session of the General Assembly.^

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 10,1961 ^

My delegation would like now to comment on the draft resolution 
(A/C.1/L.292 and Add. 1 to 3) submitted by the delegations of 
Ceylon, Congo (Leopoldville), Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Indonesia, 
Liberia, Libya, Mali, Morocco, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, 
Togo, Tunisia and the United Arab Eepublic.^ We should like also 
to comment on the amendments thereto submitted in document A /C .l/ 
L.295.® I  should like to state the position of the United States dele
gation on this draft resolution and the reasons for which we take that 
position.

First, let me assure the Committee that the United States delega
tion is in basic sympathy with the motives and aims of the sponsors 
-of this draft resolution and the basic purposes they wish to accom
plish, for all of wliich we have the greatest respect. However, in our 
view the draft resolution, as revised and added to, neglects to mention 
the simple principles of self-defence reserved to all States in the basic 
United Nations Charter.® Chairman Khrushchev has made this point 
very clear to the world. This has been pointed out twice to this 
Committee— b̂y the representative of the United Kingdom and by

^The original Afro-Asian resolution stated: “That any State using nuclear 
■and thermo-nuclear weapons is to be considered to violate the Charter of the 
United Nations . .

^The original Afro-Asian resolution stated: ''Requests the Secretary-General 
to consult the Govemnoients of Member States to ascertain their views on the 
possibility of convening a special conference for signing a convention on the 
prohibition of the use . .

® A/6.1/PV.U92, pp. 2-17.
* Identical, except for minor drafting changes, with the resolution adopted by 

the General Assembly on Nov. 24 (post, pp. 648-650).
® Supra.

See art. 51 of the Charter.
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the representative of Italy— b̂ut I  hope that representatives will par
don me for repeating it because it leads into something which I  wish 
to say later. He made it clear when he replied recently to the follow
ing question by Mr. Sulzberger of the New York Times: “Would 
the Soviet Union declare that it would never be the first nation to 
employ nuclear weapons in a war ? ”

Chairman Khrushchev’s reply was:

. . .  it would be untimely at present to say that in the event of war atomic 
weapons would not be employed. Anyone who made such a statement could 
turn out to be untruthful even though, when making such a pledge, he would 
be sincere and not be lying . . .  If either side should in such a war feel it 
was losing, would it not use nuclear weapons to avoid defeat? It would 
undoubtedly use its nuclear bombs.

Chairman Khrushchev then went on to say:

Therefore, world peace must be assured not by undertakings to refrain from 
the use of nuclear weapons but by radical solution of the cardinal issues. And 
the best guarantee of peace is the destruction of armaments and the elimina
tion of armies—in other words, disarmament. This is the most reliable 
guarantee.^

On 25 September 1961, Mr. Kennedy, the President of the United 
States, submitted to the General Assembly a programme for general 
and complete disarmament in a peaceful world.^ Therefore, on this 
most important and fundamental question the United States agrees 
with Mr. Khrushchev that effective disarmament is the most reason
able guarantee of world peace, together with the building up of inter
national peace-keeping machinery and institutions. The over-all goal 
of the United States is very simple. I t  is to bring about a free, secure 
and peaceful world of independent States adhering to common stand
ards of justice and international conduct and subjecting the use of 
force to the rule of law, a world which has achieved general and com
plete disarmament imder effective international control and a world in 
which adjustment to change, which is inevitable, takes place in accord
ance with the principles of the United Nations.

In order to make possible the practical achievement of this goal, 
the United States believes in bringing about the following specific 
objectives, towards which all nations should direct their efforts:

The disbanding of all national armed forces and the prohibition of 
their re-establishment in any form whatsoever other than those re
quired to preserve internal order and for contributions to a United 
Nations peace force.

The elimination from national arsenals of all armaments, including 
all weapons of mass destruction and the means for their delivery, other

 ̂Ante, p. 358.
* Ante, pp. 475-482.
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than those required for a United Nations peace force and for main
taining internal order.

The institution of eflfective means for the enforcement of interna
tional agreements, for the settlement of disputes, and for the main
tenance of peace in accordance with the principles of the United 
Nations.

The establishment and effective operation of an international dis
armament organization within the framework of the United Nations 
to ensure compliance at all times with all disarmament obligations.

In  the first stage of the plan proposed by the United States all 
States would have adhered to a treaty effectively prohibiting the test
ing of nuclear weapons.

The producton of fissionable materials for use in weapons would be 
stopped and quantities of such materials from past production would 
be converted to non-weapons uses.

States owning nuclear weapons would be called upon not to re
linquish control of such weapons to any nation not owning them and 
would not transmit to any such nation information or material neces
sary for their manufacture.

States not owning nuclear weapons would undertake not to manu
facture them or to attempt to obtain control of such weapons belonging 
to other States.

A commission of experts would be established immediately to re
port on the feasibility and means for the verified reduction and even
tual elimination of nuclear weapons stockpiles.

In the second stage there would be further substantial reductions 
in the armed forces, armaments and military establishments of States, 
including strategic nuclear weapons and countering weapons; and in 
the third stage States would retain only those forces, non-nuclear 
armaments, I  repeat, non-nuclear armaments, and the establishments 
required for the purpose of maintaining internal order; they would 
also support and provide agreed manpower for a United Nations Peace 
Force. Manufacture of armaments would be prohibited, except for 
those of agreed types and quantities to be used by the United Nations 
Force and those required to maintain internal order. All other arma
ments would be destroyed or converted to peaceful purposes. Let me 
repeat, all other armaments of every character and description would 
be destroyed or converted to peaceful purposes.

But pending the carrying out of general and complete disarma
ment, to which the United States pledges to devote itself, we submit 
that until a peaceful world is established, with appropriate machinery 
for settling all disputes which may arise by peaceful means and 
within the framework of the Charter of the United Nations, no State



590 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

can abrogate its right of self-defence recognized in Article 51 of the 
Charter. Article 51 reads:

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual 
or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the 
United Nations, until the Security Council has taken the measures necessary 
to maintain international peace and security. Measures taken by Members in 
the exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the 
Security Council and shall not in any way affect the authority and re
sponsibility of the Security Council under the present Charter to take at any 
time such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or restore inter
national peace and security.

Let me repeat the very first part of Article 51:
Nothing in the present Charter shaU impair the inherent right of individual 

or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the 
United Nations . . .

I  call the attention of the Committee to this language. There is 
nothing in the Charter language which limits in advance the individual 
or collective self-defence or which states the type of forces or the type 
of armaments which may be used in repelling an individual or collec
tive armed attack. Indeed, it would be suicidal to do so, for an ag
gressor might arm itself with weapons which the person it intended to 
attack might not have.

Conversely, it is the view of my delegation that any use of armed 
force whatsoever, any type of armed force anywhere in the world, con
trary to the United Nations Charter should not be sanctioned, directly 
or indirectly, by a declaration containing language devoted exclusively 
to a particular weapon, that is, a nuclear or a thermonuclear weapon, 
and by implication does not mention other types of armaments.

Secondly, and I  wish to make this point paramountly clear, the 
United States is against the use of all force— t̂anks, armour, artillery, 
submarines, or subversion, nuclear and thermonuclear weapons or 
delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons, or chemical and biological 
weapons, missiles or mass weapons of destruction—all forms of force 
which are employed contrary to the Charter of the United Nations. 
I  submit that the draft resolution in its unamended form singles out 
only one type of force to be outlawed, that is, the nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons. I  am sure the Committee will agree that all use of 
armed force contrary to the purposes and principles of the United 
Nations is what we all oppose. By singling out but one type of weapon 
the draft resolution would appear to indicate that the use of other 
types of force, even though in violation of the Charter, might be deemed 
acceptable.

For these two basic and fundamental reasons, I  regret to say that my 
delegation will be compelled to vote against this draft resolution in its 
unamended form.
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The amendments sponsored by the delegation of Italy in document 
A/C.1/L.295, introduce new elements which my Government, after 
study, deems appropriate.^ First, the amendments indicate the threat 
or use of all armed force contrary to the Charter is what we should 
all be concerned about. We believe that this is what must be con
sidered by the Assembly, not just nuclear weapons alone, as horrible 
and catastrophic as their use might be for us all.

Even today the vast clouds containing radioactive material caused by 
the Soviet Union’s nuclear tests in the atmosphere in the Arctic may be 
approaching the United States from Canada. Our two peoples, the 
peoples of Canada and the United States^ who have not conducted tests 
in the atmosphere are being threatened by the radioactive debris from 
the nuclear tests conducted by the Soviet Union in the Arctic. These 
clouds are being blown toward the western part of the United States 
and Canada. So the danger is in nuclear testing itself which, under a 
plan of general and complete disarmament must be prohibited in all 
of its aspects and not, I  submit, where the nuclear tests are conducted. 
Because of the prevailing winds in the various latitudes, none of us are 
safe if the tests are conducted outside our own country.

The United States has great sympathy for the peoples of Africa, and 
indeed all peoples, as regards the innumerable and complex social and 
economic problems which nuclear weapons or nuclear weapon tests 
cause them. But it seems to us that the Italian amendment makes 
clear that what we are declaring against in this draft resolution is the 
use of force contrary to the Charter. We are in a sense reaffirming 
our own adherence to those particular portions of the Charter dealing 
with the threat or use of armed force and maintaining intact the right 
of self-defence provided for in the Charter, a right without which the 
United Nations could not have come into being. My delegation be
lieves that under a plan of general and complete disarmament all Mem
ber States should refrain from carrying out or continuing to carry out 
nuclear tests in any form, whether in Africa or in any other part of the 
world, under an effective international treaty. My delegation believes 
that under a plan of general and complete disarmament all Member 
States should refrain from using the territory, territorial waters or 
air space of the entire world, and not merely of Africa, for testing, 
storing or transporting nuclear weapons. And my delegation believes 
that all continents should, under a plan of general and complete 
disarmament, become completely denuclearized.

Therefore, my Government will support the Italian amendments to 
the draft resolution. I f  these amendments are adopted, as we sincerely 
hope they will be, we shall then vote in favour of the amended draft 
resolution. Indeed, we believe that the amendments have placed the

 ̂See supra.
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concepts and provisions of the Charter regarding the use of armed 
force squarely before us. I  do not see how, under these circumstances, 
the Committee could oppose the amendments. But if they are not 
adopted by the Committee, we shall regretfully be compelled, for the 
reasons I  have just stated, to oppose the draft resolution in document 
A/C.l/L.292/Kev. 1 and Add. 1 to 3.

I  should also like to make the following remark. The declaration 
as submitted by its sponsors is not a final or complete solution to the 
problem of the illegal use of force. This problem can be solved only 
by an over-all disarmament agreement which will secure the replace
ment of the use of armed force by adequate peace-keeping machinery 
under the rule of law. As I  said yesterday, the United States has 
always opposed the use of force in settling international disputes. 
The United States has been one of the leaders of the world in the 
calling of disarmament conferences and in imilaterally disarming. 
The most recent addition to our own record of opposition to force is 
the United States disarmament plan to which I  have referred. In  
stage I  of that plan, there is a provision which reads as follows:

States shall reaflSrin their obligations under the United Nations Charter 
to refrain from the threat or use of any type of armed force— încluding 
nuclear, conventional, chemical, biological and radiological—contrary to 
the principles of the United Nations Charter.

Thus, my delegation submits that it is only through action in the 
area of general and complete disarmament such as that proposed by 
the United States that we shall secure our final goal of the abolition 
of all illegal use of force, not only in Africa but everywhere else in 
the world.

Before concluding, I  should like to make clear my Government’s 
position regarding the other draft resolution before us (A/C.1/L.291/ 
Rev.l), which declares Africa to be a denuclearized neutral zone.  ̂
I  said yesterday that my delegation was opposed to and would vote 
against paragraphs (a) and (b) of the operative part of the draft 
resolution.2 We shall abstain from the vote on all other paragraphs 
and from the vote on the draft resolution as a whole.

 ̂See ante, p. 574, n, 2, and post, pp. 647-648.
® See ante, pp. 580-582, and post, pp. 647-648.



TSARAPKIN STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 10 593

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of Nu
clear Weapons, November 10, 1961 ^

At the beginning of his statement ̂  the United States representative 
referred to an answer that was given by the Chairman of the Comicil 
of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev, to a 
New York Times correspondent, C. L. Sulzberger.^ I  would draw the 
Committee’s attention to the following fact. The remarks made to 
Mr. Sulzberger by the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev, were made on another subject and 
in another context; they had to do with a different situation. Mr. 
Sulzberger had asked the Chairman of the Coimcil of Ministers of 
the Soviet Union, Mr. Kiirushchev, this question: “Would the Soviet 
Union declare that it would never be the first nation to employ nuclear 
weapons in a war?” As the Committee will note, this had to do with 
a unilateral statement by the Soviet Union renouncing its right to use 
nuclear weapons first. But under the Afro-Asian draft resolution ̂  
it is a matter of an international obligation not to use nuclear weap
ons, an international convention compulsory for all. I t  will clearly 
be seen that these are two different matters. Thus, Mr. Dean’s refer
ence to the answer given Mr. Sulzberger by the Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev, has no 
relevance to the question under discussion.

As to the clouds carried by the winds, to which Mr. Dean referred a 
few moments ago, I  would only say this: I t  is the United States which 
has created the winds which have brought these clouds; it is the United 
States which has created the clouds themselves. I t  is the United 
States which, through its policy of force, its policy of increased mili
tary preparations, its threats of war against the Soviet Union because 
of the Soviet Union’s decision to conclude a peace treaty with Ger
many and on that basis to settle the West Berlin problem, has com
pelled the Soviet Union to take measures to strengthen the military 
potential of the Soviet State and the defensive capabilities of that 
State, which has compelled the Soviet Union to undertake nuclear 
test explosions of high power. All this has been done in order to dis
courage a potential aggressor from launching a war which, in present 
conditions, would immediately become a rocket and nuclear war, bring

" A/0.1/PV.1192, pp. 17-20.
* Supra.
* Ante, pp. 355-360.
^Identical, except for minor drafting changes, with the resolution approved 

by the General Assembly on Nov. 24 (post, pp. 647-648).
629270—62----- 39
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ing death and destruction to tens and even hundreds of millions of 
people. That is exactly what we wish to prevent, Mr. Dean, by our 
action in consolidating the defensive potential of the Soviet Union.

United States Note to the Soviet Union on Resumption of 
Geneva Nuclear Test-Ban Negotiations, November 13, 
1961^

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and has the honor to state the following:

The Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests recessed on September 9,1961. The relevant portion of the joint 
communique agreed to by the Soviet, British, and American delega
tions is as follows:

The representatives of the United States and of the United Kingdom pro
posed a recess until after the completion of the General Assembly debate on 
the nuclear tests question.

The Conference went into recess.*

The United Nations General Assembly has now completed its debate 
on the nuclear test issue. Thus, the condition under which the Geneva 
conference recess was proposed last September has now been fulfilled. 
Further, the General Assembly has overwhelmingly adopted a reso
lution calling for resumption of negotiations on a nuclear weapon 
test ban.

The United States Government therefore formally proposes to the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics that the meet
ings of the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests be resumed on November 28,1961.

In this connection the United States Government notes that the 
General Assembly resolution 1649 (XVI) of November 8, 1961,̂  
calls for a progress report on nuclear test ban negotiations to be sub
mitted to the United Nations Disarmament Commission no later than 
December 14, 1961. The United States Government will consider 
any other date which the Soviet Government may wish to suggest 
with respect to prompt resumption of nuclear test ban negotiations 
which would also permit fulfillment of the requirement laid down in 
the General Assembly resolution cited above.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Dec. 11, 1961, p. 965. The Soviet Union replied 
on Nov. 21 {post, pp. 635-636).

* Ante, p. 403.
 ̂Ante, pp. 578-579.



STATE DEPARTMENT STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 13 595

Statement by the Department of State on Resmnption of 
Geneva Test-Ban Negotiations, November 13,1961 "

Eecently, on November 7, Chairman Khrushchev had a great deal 
to say about the Soviet Union’s current testing series— t̂he single 
most intensive testing program in history.^ Although he acknowl
edged that atmospheric tests are “harmful to health,” Chairman 
Khrushchev did not state that the Soviet Union, seemingly oblivious 
to worldwide concern, is conducting a testing program in which radio
active fallout will exceed all previous amounts from all previous 
tests ever conducted by the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France. The series to date has included over 30 detonations in the 
atmosphere, totaling an approximate energy yield of 120 megatons or 
120 million tons of TNT.

In stating that the Soviet Union will stop its testing if other powers 
stop. Chairman Khrushchev conveniently overlooked the fact that it 
was the Soviet Union which, in an effort to intimidate and terrorize 
the world to do the Soviet bidding, broke the 3-year test moratoriimi. 
I f  the Soviet Union earnestly desires to erase concern over health 
hazards, if it is, in fact, ready and willing to end the testing of nu
clear weapons, it can do so now.

A return to the negotiating table at Geneva, as proposed in today’s 
notes of the United States and the United Kingdom, and the early 
conclusion of an agreement with adequate safeguards can bring a 
secure and permanent halt to nuclear weapons testing and can assure 
the world that there will be no repetition of another series of secretly 
prepared massive Soviet explosions. For its part the United States 
will not abandon the objective of agreement on a comprehensive test 
ban treaty but will pursue its own program of carefully circum
scribed testing until such agreement is reached.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 15, 
1961 '

The Soviet delegation notes with satisfaction that the First Com
mittee today, at last, proceeds to the consideration of the most impor
tant item on its agenda, the most important issue of the contemporary 
period: the question of disarmament, that is, of general and complete

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 11,1961, pp. 965-966.
* See ante, pp. 572-573.
" A/C.1/PV.1195, pp. 2-45.
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disarmament. The Committee had the opportunity of undertaking 
the consideration of the disarmament problem quite a while ago, a 
month ago to be exact, and as the representatives will recall, the 
Soviet delegation was in favour of having the First Committee tackle 
the most important question— t̂he question of disarmament—at the 
very outset of its proceedings. But at that time the Committee, at 
the behest of a number of delegations, adopted another decision which 
led it aside for a whole month; and I  am referring to the decision to 
consider first of all the problem of nuclear testing, even though it was 
perfectly evident already that in contemporary circumstances a solu
tion of the question of the cessation of nuclear weapons tests is im
possible otherwise than within the framework of general and complete 
disarmament.^

All the more important is it for us now to approach the consideration 
of the disarmament problem in a businesslike manner with construc
tive positions, with a view to moving forward the solution of this 
cardinal problem as quickly as can be. After all, that is what the 
people demand of us because there is no other problem in the world 
which touches the peoples’ vital interests more closely, more pro
foundly and more directly; the whole development of the international 
situation requires us to do so. Never in the history of mankind has 
there been so monstrous and real a threat as now— t̂he threat of 
world-wide destructive thermonuclear war. Whence this threat? 
Whose guilt is it that mankind today is beset by terror with anxiety 
as to what the morrow will bring? The answer to these questions is 
well known.

The sharp aggravation which has lately characterized the inter
national situation has been caused by the policy of the Western 
Powers, and first of all, the policy of the United States of America. 
I t  has been precisely the United States and its allies in the military 
blocs which have led things in the direction of war. In  [its] proposal 
for the peaceful settlement of G erm anyfo r  drawing the lines on 
the Second World War and liquidating its remnants in Europe, the 
Soviet Union proposed the simplest and most elementary thing which 
was obviously necessary, the conclusion of a peace treaty with the two 
existing German States; a peace treaty which would juridically con
solidate the existing frontiers of the two German States, setting up

 ̂The General Committee had rejected a Soviet proposal to discuss disarmament 
in the plenary General Assembly, without referring it to the First Committee 
(A/BUR/SR.138, pp. 2-5). The Soviet Union reintroduced this proposal in 
the plenary General Assembly (A/L.352), but it was rejected at the 1014th 
plenary meeting, by a vote of 53-11-29. The Soviet Union had introduced a 
similar proposal at the 15th General Assembly (Documents on Disarmament^ 
1960y p. 290, footnote).

* Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Documents on Germany, 1944-1961 (S. 
Com. print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 642-645.
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some tangible obstacles for the carrying out of the nightmarish 
revanchist plans that are now being hatched in Western Germany by 
the militarist circles.

The Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Nikita 
Sergeevich Khrushchev, in his recent letter addressed to the President 
of the Republic of Ghana, Mr. Nkrumah, pointed out very aptly and 
with full validity:

We have proposed the most peaceful of all peaceful things that can be
imagined in the present situation: to put an end to the remnants of the
Second World War and to conclude a German peace treaty.^

Indeed, can anyone who cherishes even a little bit the interests of 
the peoples, who cherishes even a little bit the interests of peace, 
consider that the solution of the problem of the German peace treaty 
and the bridling of the West German militarist revanchists in this 
manner is something bad or wrong? Of course not. Every decent 
human being on earth will state clearly and forthrightly it is inadmis
sible that the German militarists and revanchists should for the third 
time plunge the peoples of Europe and of the world into the holocaust 
of war.

I t would seem that if the Western Powers and their Governments 
had been genuinely interested in the maintenance and strengthening 
of peace, as they profess to be, they should grasp at the peace-loving 
proposals of the Soviet Union with both hands; they should sit down 
at the round negotiating table with us and reach agreement on the 
text of a German peace treaty without stalling, and then sign that 
treaty. This would be a great achievement indeed. The peoples of 
Europe and, in fact, not only of Europe, would be profoundly grate
ful. The Soviet Government has displayed a great measure of 
patience and has done everything in its power to find a solution to 
the question of the German peace treaty on the basis of agreement with 
the Western Powers.

At the twenty-second Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet 
Union, and First Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev said time and again that today 
also we are prepared to search for a mutually acceptable and agreed 
solution through negotiations together with the Western Powers. 
But this is not the path which the Western Powers have chosen to 
travel.

The Soviet Union called upon the Western Powers to undertake 
negotiations on the conclusion of a German Peace Treaty, which would 
radically change the entire international situation for the better and

Pravda, Oct. 27, 1961, p. 1. For a condensed English version, see Current 
Digest of the Soviet Press, Nov. 22,1961, p. 26.
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would constitute a most powerful contribution to the strengthening 
of peace throughout the world. Instead of agreeing to that, the 
United States Government announced an increase in military appro
priations to the tune of $6,000 million. I t  announced an acceleration 
of the stockpiling and production of strategic— t̂hat is, nuclear— 
weapons. I t  announced that it was increasing the number of bombers 
in an alert status by 50 percent, increasing the number of submarines 
with polaris rockets, recalling reservists to the army and completing 
the effectives and equipment of army, navy and marine units. I t  is 
scarcely necessary to emphasize that States resort to such measures 
when they are driving things in the direction of war.

The Soviet Government came out in favour of liquidating a seedbed 
of war in the centre of Europe and of turning Europe into an area of 
lasting peace and peaceful co-operation among States—all this to be 
done through the conclusion of a German peace treaty. In  response, 
the United, States and its allies in the NATO military bloc undertook 
to transport to Europe additional contingents of their armed forces 
and equipment and to intensify the pace of the construction of United 
States rocket and nuclear bases in Western Europe.

The Soviet Government pointed out that, in the interests of 
strengthening peace, it was necessary to bridle the revanchists who 
have again reared their heads in West Germany and that, to this end, 
it was necessary more quickly and definitively to consolidate the exist
ing frontiers of the two German States. The United States, the 
United Kingdom, France and other allies of West Germany in the 
NATO military bloc not only failed to heed that appeal, but actually 
took the West German revanchists under their wing— t̂hese revan
chists who continue to dream about the utilization of an unstable 
situation in Europe for the purpose of translating into reality their 
plans for the forcible modification of the frontiers that were worked 
out after the Second World War, a modification in their own favour, 
of course.

The Soviet Government drew the attention of the Governments of 
the United States, the United Kingdom and France to the fact that 
the conclusion of a German peace treaty should make it possible to 
rule out any opportunity for nuclear weapons to fall into the hands of 
the West German militarists, who are hatching plans for a new war. 
The United States and its allies went in precisely the opposite direc
tion. They intensified preparations for handing nuclear weapons over 
to West Germany.

The Soviet Government proposed that the situation in West Berlin 
should be normalized on the basis of the conclusion of a German peace 
treaty under which West Berlin would become a demilitarized free 
city. To this the United States and its allies responded by provoca
tions in West Berlin against the German Democratic Republic.
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The Soviet Government is eager to use all possibilities for solving 
the problem of a German peace treaty on the basis of an agreement 
with the Western Powers. The USSR Foreign Minister, Mr. 
Gromyko, held long and detailed conversations last September with 
leading governmental figures in the United States and in the United 
Kingdom, with a view to preparing for negotiations on the conclusion 
of a German peace treaty. No sooner had the USSR Foreign Minister 
concluded his talks with the President and Secretary of State of the 
United States and the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary of the 
United Kingdom than the United States Government announced that 
it was transporting to West Europe additional United States army 
units, while in West Berlin United States heavy tanks engaged in 
demonstrations. At the same time, it was announced to the whole 
world that the Western Powers had no intention of entering into 
negotiations with the Soviet Government on the question of a German 
peace treaty.

Why is all that happening? Do the Governments of the United 
States, the United Kingdom and France fail to understand how 
dangerous their present policy is and what grievous consequences it 
may bring? Is it not a fact that the policy of the United States and 
other Western Powers is increasingly influenced by the very militarist 
and revanchist circles in West Germany whose activities now represent 
the principal threat to peace in Europe?

That is the position; that is the reality. With every month, with 
every week—I  would almost say with every day— t̂hat passes, the 
danger of war becomes more tangible. That is why the Soviet Union 
is insistently and consistently striving for the liquidation of the hot
bed of war in Europe through the conclusion of a German peace 
treaty, and that is why the Soviet Union has stinted and will stint 
no effort in its struggle for the solution of the problem of disarmament.

Surely, if the question of disarmament is solved, peace throughout 
the world will be placed on a sound and reliable footing. The essence 
of the disarmament problem is simple: to prevent the use of the hor
rible weapons for the destruction of millions of human beings; such 
weapons must themselves be destroyed. Need I  emphasize that this 
is more necessary now than ever before? Disarmament talks have 
been going on for years. Many conferences, consultations and con
versations have been held on this issue. But never has the necessity 
been more acute for a practical solution of the problem so that the 
danger of war may really be eliminated. This, however, can now 
be achieved only on the basis of general and complete disarmament. 
The revolution in military technology which has occurred during the 
past few years has stripped of their effective basis any disarmament 
programmes other than a programme of general and complete dis
armament. Would anything tangible and effective result in the sense
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of removing the threat of war if today, in the century of nuclear 
weapons. States were to confine themselves to agreeing on, let us say, 
the reduction of the effectives of armed forces in every country by a 
few divisions? Would there be any guarantee of peace if each side 
were to destroy a given quantity of multi-megaton hydrogen bombs ? 
Even if their armed forces were reduced, States would still have at 
their disposal sufficient resources and instruments physically to exter
minate hundreds of millions of human beings.

In the century of nuclear and rocket war, such measures would be 
similar to having our ancestors, of the period of the Napoleonic Wars, 
reach agreement on the strengthening of peace by sending a few bar
rels of gunpowder to the bottom of the sea. I t  is necessary to destroy 
all weapons, liquidate all armed forces, destroy the whole military 
machinery of States. No other effective solution of the problem of 
disarmament can be conceived, or can exist, in present circumstances.

This was the premise upon which the Soviet Government based its 
proposal when it put forward, at the fourteenth session of the General 
Assembly, a programme for general and complete disarmament.^ 
This was what guided the actions of the Soviet Government when it 
conducted negotiations in the Committee of Ten in Geneva during 
the spring and summer of 1960. This was what impelled the Soviet 
Government to submit to the fifteenth session of the General Assembly, 
for its consideration, the basic provisions of a treaty for general and 
complete disarmament.

The struggle for general and complete disarmament is no tactical 
move by the Soviet Union; nor is it a temporary, ephemeral, phenom
enon of our policy, dictated by considerations of convenience. Our 
struggle for general and complete disarmament is in accordance with 
the general line that we have adopted. I t  is the basis of the policy 
of peaceful coexistence of States which is carried out by the Soviet 
Union. In  the most important political programme of our period— 
the programme of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union—adopted 
at the Twenty-Second Congress of the Soviet Communist Party, the 
struggle for general and complete disarmament was put forward as 
one of the most important tasks of the foreign policy of the USSE, 
covering the whole of the forthcoming historical era.^

The Soviet programme of general and complete disarmament under 
strict international control is well-known. Having in mind the fact 
that many delegations had expressed an interest in examining again, 
and pondering, this programme in all its details, the Soviet delegation 
requested the President of the General Assembly to circulate, as a 
First Committee document, the basic document on the Soviet pro
gramme for general and complete disarmament, submitted to the last

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19J 5̂-1959, vol. II, pp. 1460-1474.
AntCf pp. 555—550.
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session of the General Assembly by the head of the Soviet Govern
ment, Chairman Khrushchev: “Basic provisions of a treaty on gen
eral and complete disarmament.” ^

The Soviet programme stipulates that all States must, within four 
years or some other agreed time-span, and in three consecutive stages, 
fully and completely liquidate all their armed forces, armaments, mili
tary production, military installations and institutions. Under the 
Soviet programme, all means of the delivery of nuclear weapons to 
targets must be destroyed at the first stage, and the production of such 
deivices must cease. At the same stage all foreign military bases on 
alien territories must be dismantled, and all foreign troops withdrawn 
from such territories. In  these conditions the danger of unleashing 
war would be reduced to a minimum, and the danger of rocket and 
nuclear attack would be reduced virtually to nil.

At the same time, the effectives of the armed forces of States must be 
substantially reduced—at the very first stage—and, so far as the Soviet 
Union and the United States are concerned, we would propose an 
armed forces ceiling for that stage of about 1,700,000 men. Conven
tional armaments and expenditures for military purposes must neces
sarily be reduced correspondingly and concomitantly.

At the second stage the Soviet Government proposes the complete 
prohibition of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological, and other weapons 
of mass destruction, together with the cessation of the production, and 
the liquidation of the stock-piles, of these weapons. At the same time, 
the armed forces of States are to be reduced in accordance with, and 
corresponding to, the reduction of armaments, military technology 
and military expenditures.

Lastly, at the third stage of general and complete disarmament, we 
would propose the completion of the liquidation of the armed forces 
and the armaments of States, the liquidation of war ministries, gen
eral staffs, and all other kinds of military and militarized institutions 
and organizations, together with the cessation of military production, 
and the re-directiHg of resources used for military purposes. All 
measures for general and complete disarmament must be carried out 
in accordance with our programme, under strict international control, 
the volume of which must correspond at each stage to the volume and 
character of disarmament measures. This is the basic content of the 
Soviet programme of general and complete disarmament, a pro
gramme which would ensure for peoples complete relief from the 
heavy burden of the armaments race; from the danger of destructive 
rocket and nuclear warfare. There would be no more 100-megaton 
or 100 kiloton bombs. There would be no atom or hydrogen bombs

^In accordance with the Soviet request, this document was circulated as 
A/C.1/856. It is printed in Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, pp. 241-248.
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of any kind. There would be no more tanks or artillery. There 
would be no more rifle battalions, no more aviation. There would 
be no more generals, officers or soldiers. There would be no weapons. 
This is the purpose of our programme.

I t  goes without saying that within this framework the solution of 
the question of the cessation of testing of nuclear weapons for all time 
would be ensured. The Soviet Union is ready, not only to stop im
mediately the testing of nuclear weapons, but to sink to the bottom of 
the sea all weapons already established, if other States agree to con
clude a treaty on general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control. Once the States no longer have armaments and 
armed forces none will be able to pose a threat to another; but in order 
the more reliably to guarantee the security of all States, especially 
smaller ones, in conditions of general and complete disarmament, the 
Soviet Government proposes that the Security Council be empowered 
to use the police or militia contingents that would remain at the dis
posal of States for the purpose of eliminating threats to security, if 
such threats confronted any one of them.

The Soviet programme of general and complete disarmament, en
suring a truly radical and at the same time concrete solution of the 
problem, now enjoys broad recognition throughout the world. Many 
outstanding leaders of Governments, and representatives of mass 
social organizations, have come out in favour of it. Millions—tens 
and hundreds of millions—of human beings, in all the continents of 
the earth, have voted in favour of the programme. At its fourteenth 
session in 1959, moreover, when Chairman of the Coimcil of Ministers 
of the USSE Khrushchev jSrst put forward the programme of general 
and complete disarmament, the General Assembly of the United Na
tions adopted unanimously a resolution acknowledging that the ques
tion of general and complete disarmament was the most important 
facing the world at the present time.^ The Assembly called upon 
Governments to make every effort to arrive at a constructive solution 
of this problem. However, the programme of general and complete 
disarmament still remains unimplemented. At the fifteenth session 
of the General Assembly, as many delegates present today will re
member well, it proved impossible to reach agreement even on the basic 
principles of general and complete disarmament, even though the over
whelming majority of members of the United Nations then declared 
that they deemed it absolutely imperative that such principles should 
as quickly as possible be concurred in, and agreed upon, as directives 
for the working organ, the forum for the elaboration of a draft treaty 
of general and complete disarmament—and even though twelve 
neutral States, headed by India, put forward a draft resolution

" lUd., 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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expressing those principles.^ That draft, incidentally, commanded 
the support of the Soviet Union and other Socialist States.

Now what is the point of it? Why this abnormal situation? The 
causes, fellow delegates, are the same. They lie in the fact that not 
all States want disarmament. Even though they voted in favour of 
the resolution of the fourteenth session of the General Assembly on 
general and complete disarmament, not all States actually intended to 
implement it. The Governments of the same States that are now 
pushing things towards nuclear war— t̂he Governments of the United 
States, Britain, France and other States, members of Western mili
tary blocs, sabotaged unceasingly the solution of the disarmament 
problem, even after the adoption of the resolution of the fourteenth 
session of the General Assembly.

Members will of course remember how oppressive the situation was 
at the fifteenth session of the General Assembly when the United States 
and its allies and military blocs obdurately declined to heed the will 
of the peoples and the will of the majority of the States Members of 
the United Nations, all of whom had banded together on a platform 
of general and complete disarmament, demanding that the General 
Assembly adopt as a minimum the basic principles of general and 
complete disarmament to be used as a directive for negotiations on 
this question. The United States, the United Kingdom and France 
came out against the resolution of the twelve neutralist States on 
general and complete disarmament. I  need scarcely recall what oc
curred before that in the Committee of Ten.

Has anything changed since that time? Are there any indications 
now that it is possible after all to move forward the solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament, a problem which, as 
I  have just had the honour to point out, has become if anything even 
more acute, more urgent and more essential ?

Fellow representatives, the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to 
point out that at the present time there are some favourable symptoms 
which would appear to give ground for hope that the sixteenth session 
of the General Assembly will succeed in moving the solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament away from dead centre. 
One of these important factors was the understanding reached during 
bilateral exchanges between the Governments of the Soviet Union 
and the United States during the months of June to September this 
year on the basic principles of general and complete disarmament.

I  shall not dwell on the progress of these bilateral talks and I  shall 
not speak of the difficulties that arose, since all the delegations have 
the communication of the Soviet Government on the bilateral Soviet- 
United States negotiations on questions of disarmament, document 
A/4887, dated 25 September 1961, in which a detailed account of these

" m a ., I960, pp. 345-347.
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negotiations is given.^ Let me say only a few words of the results 
of these talks, that is of the principles of general and complete disarma
ment, which were ultimately agreed upon by the Soviet Union and the 
United States.

Now what is the essential point in these agreed principles? We 
consider that what is most important is the clause in the joint state
ment on principles of the Soviet Union and the United States which 
calls for the necessity of achieving an agreement on the programme 
of general and complete disarmament under eJffective international 
control.^ We attach great significance to the concrete points of the 
joint statement which stipulate that the programme of disarmament 
must include the disbanding of all armed forces; the liquidation of 
all military institutions and establishments, including bases; the ces
sation of the production of armaments and likewise their liquidation 
for military purposes; the liquidation or dismantlement of all stock
piles of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological and other types of weapons 
of mass destruction, and the cessation of the production of such 
weapons; the liquidation of all means for the delivery of weapons of 
mass destruction to target; the abolition of organs and institutions 
designed to organize the military efforts of States; the cessation 
of the military training of people and the closing of all military 
training establishments; and finally, the discontinuance of military 
expenditures.

I f  all these measures are fully implemented without any reser
vations, then general and complete disarmament will have become 
a reality. The States will no longer have a military machine in their 
grasp, and the danger of war will be abolished.

The joint statement also reflects the understanding that was reached 
with respect to the fact that the programme of disarmament must 
be carried out in an agreed sequence in stages until it has been com
pleted, and each measure, each step and each stage must be carried 
out within stated time-limits.

We note with gratification that the Government of the United 
States understands this provision on time-limits for individual steps 
and stages in the sense that the setting of such time-limits will make 
it possible to set an aggregate time-limit for the implementation of 
the whole programme of general and complete disarmament. The 
Soviet Government has time and again drawn attention to the neces
sity of establishing such a general aggregate time-limit. In this 
connexion, we draw attention to the fact that the United States 
memorandum on principles, of 14 September 1961, makes the following 
point in a manner which we think is quite unambiguous: “Once the

' Ante, pp. 444-445.
* See ante, pp. 439-442.
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time-limits for the measures in each stage and for the stages themselves 
have been worked out, it will be possible to estimate the time-limit 
for the implementation of the total programme.” ^

A mutual understanding was also reached in regard to the point 
that all measures on general and complete disarmament must be 
balanced in such a manner that the implementation of the treaty 
must at no stage provide a military advantage for any one State or 
group of States and that the security of all participants must be 
equally ensured.

Understanding was also reached on a number of formulations re
lating to effective international control over disarmament and the 
establishment to that end within the framework of the United Nations 
of an international disarmament organization, it being understood 
that this international organization and its inspectors must be pro
vided with unlimited access without any veto to all places that are 
necessary for the purposes of effective verification.

Lastly, the Soviet Union and the United States agreed upon and 
reported in their joint statement a number of important provisions 
for measures on the maintenance of international peace and security 
in conditions of general and complete disarmament. This con
cordance on basic principles of general and complete disarmament 
between the United States and the Soviet Union is of course a tan
gible step forward, and we take it that these principles can be the 
basis of the negotiations for working out a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament.

The Soviet Government attaches importance, furthermore— p̂osi
tive significance, in fact— t̂o the fact that the majority of States 
now agree on the question of the organ, the working organ in 
which such negotiations should take place. The Soviet Government 
at the fifteenth session of the General Assembly came out clearly 
and unequivocally in favour of having the working organ on the 
working out of a treaty on general and complete disarmament com
prised of, on a basis of equality, both the socialist States on the one 
hand and the States which are members of Western military blocs on 
the other hand, and also the neutralist States whose significance 
and role in contemporary international relations increases with every 
year that passes.^ This composition of the Committee, based on a 
realistic approach to the relationships of force in the contemporary 
world, takes into account the equal interest of all States, whatever 
group they may belong to, in the question of disarmament and its 
solution thereof.

At the same time this approach is based on an acknowledgment 
of the unchallengeable fact that a useful role in disarmament negotia

 ̂Ante, pp. 431-438.
* See Documents on Disarmamentj 1960  ̂pp. 250-251.
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tions can and must be played not only by States that possess mighty 
military force, but also those States which, while not possessing such 
armed force, are nevertheless, equally interested in saving mankind 
from thermonuclear catastrophe. Who would venture to assert that 
India or Indonesia, Mexico or the United Arab Republic, Ghana or 
Burma are less interested in the solution of the disarmament problem 
and the abolition of the danger of war than, let us say, the Soviet 
Union and the United States? By the same token, hardly anyone 
would dispute the point that the participation of the neutralist States 
in the disarmament negotiations would serve a useful purpose and 
in fact at the present sixteenth session of the General Assembly no 
attempts have been made to contend that the reverse is true. Quite the 
contrary, the representatives of many States have already made it 
clear that they are in favour of having the neutralist States called 
upon to participate in the forthcoming disarmament negotiations. 
We heard statements of this kind not only from the delegations of the 
neutralist countries themselves—^which in their Belgrade Declaration 
demanded, quite validly, to be given access and participation in future 
disarmament negotiations— b̂ut we also heard unequivocal statements 
on that score from the Western States which previously were opposed 
to calling upon the neutralist States to take part in the disarmament 
negotiations.

We noticed, for example, the message of the President of the United 
States to the Presidents of Mali and Indonesia dated 13 September 
1961 in which the President of the United States stated:

[The United States visualizes] tlie participation of non-aligned countries in 
future broad disarmament negotiations.^

This thought was also incorporated in the speech of the Foreign 
Secretary of Canada, Mr. Green, in the General Assembly on 3 Octo
ber. Mr. Green stated:

But we also believe that nations which are not aligned with either of the 
two sides could play a constructive role in the renewed negotiations. (A/PV. 

1022 [prov.], page IS)

We have also noticed that direct or indirect support of the par
ticipation of neutralist States in the disarmament negotiations was 
voiced by other States Members of Western military blocs. In  any 
event, this is how we understood their statements. Thus, to make a 
long story short, it is quite clear that there are factors that favour the 
possibility of carrying out constructive negotiations on general and 
complete disarmament shortly.

But the Soviet Union deems it necessary to emphasize as forcibly 
as it can that the solution of the problem of general and complete 
disarmament is far from being ensured and that serious obstacles still

 ̂Ante, p. 428.
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line the path to the solution of this problem. The most sizable of 
these obstacles is of course the aggressive course of the policy of the 
Western Powers, a policy designed not to mitigate international ten
sions but to intensify them. This is not a policy which seeks to abolish 
the danger of war but, on the contrary, to increase it, a policy which 
does not seek to bring about disarmament but rather to intensify the 
arms race.

Disarmament will not come about by itself nor can it be achieved 
by means of resolutions, even the best of resolutions. In  order for 
the disarmament problem to be solved, it is necessary that all the partic
ipants in the negotiations should want it to be solved, that they should 
strive to reach agreement on a progranune of disarmament, that they 
should be desirous of translating into reality the general principles 
of general and complete disarmament.

The basic principles are of course an important factor. As we have 
already said, they are a step forward. However, they are only the 
outlines of the future edifice of general and complete disarmament. 
When an architect starts building a house, he only begins with a 
sketch; he does not wind up with a sketch. Under the direction of an 
experienced architect the sketch gradually turns into wor*king draw
ings and plans, and these plans and drawings and blueprints are used 
by the builder to construct a building with bricks and concrete.

However, up to the present time, we only have a sketch, and it is 
very possible that things may not go any further than the sketch if 
the United States and its allies in the military blocs are unwilling to 
proceed to the blueprint stage, to the elaboration, that is, of a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament, if they do not go on to the 
very construction of the building itself, to the implementation in 
reality of general and complete disarmament.

There are other alarming factors which the General Assembly and 
the First Committee cannot ignore in examining the problem of gen
eral and complete disarmament. One of these is the fact that during 
the bilateral Soviet-American negotiations one of the basic differences 
proved intractable: that is, the difference on the question of whether 
we must agree on general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control, as the Government of the Soviet Union has 
proposed and continues to advocate, or on the establishment of con
trol over armaments, in fact without disarmament, which the Govern
ment of the United States and its allies have for many years been 
inclined to favour.

The Soviet Government advocates the strictest international con
trol. Our proposals for control are worked out and have been put 
forward in detail in the basic provisions of the draft treaty on general 
and complete disarmament which we have circulated. We deem it
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essential that strict international control be established over all dis
armament measures at all stages, beginning with the very first. We 
are not naive, and we know that we cannot trust the word of those who 
today are preparing war but say that tomorrow they will disarm, un
less of course they are strictly controlled. We are in favour of having 
international control carried out in conditions of general and complete 
disarmament, without any veto, without any prohibitions and without 
any restrictions, so that international control inspectors should have 
access wherever they need it for the performance of their functions.

However, it should be clearly understood that what we are talking 
about is control over disarmament. If  control is to be instituted not 
over disarmament but over existing armed forces and armaments or 
over armed forces and armaments remaining in the possession of 
States at any given stage, this would be far from corresponding to 
the interests of the strengthening of peace but would, on the contrary, 
create unilateral advantages for States with aggressive designs, and 
of course we cannot accede to that. As a result of the establishment 
of control over armaments, a State that intends to commit aggression 
against another State would gain possession of the most treasured 
defence secrets of the intended victim. Far from ensuring the im
plementation of the disarmament programme by all States, this type 
of control would in reality be traducing the peace-loving States, leav
ing them at the mercy of a potential aggressor. Need it be stated 
that the Soviet Union will never acquiesce in this? To agree to the 
establishment of control over armaments would not only be unforgiv
able stupidity; it would be a crime against all peoples. But unfortu
nately the United States side in the bilateral Soviet-American nego
tiations has, with an obduracy worthy of a better cause, been advocat
ing the enforcement of control over armaments. Even after we had 
reached an understanding on the exclusion of this provision from the 
United States draft of basic principles on general and complete dis
armament, the Government of the United States kept pushing its 
own view on this issue. In  a letter dated 20 September 1961 addressed 
to the Soviet representative in the bilateral Soviet-American negotia
tions, from Mr. McCloy, the United States representative, it was em
phasized that the basic principles of the United States position include 
the fact that control should be carried out not only over disarmament 
measures but also over the armed forces and armaments remaining in 
the possession of States at any given stage.^ That may be seen in 
document A/4880, on page 16 of the Russian text.

Attempts to supplant disarmament with measures of control over 
armaments are no novelty. This is what the United States Govern
ment kept pushing forward in the past, and this is what, as is well

 ̂Ante, p. 442.
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known, has driven disarmament negotiations into a deadlock hereto
fore. When Mr. Dulles, the then Secretary of State of the United 
States, addressed the thirteenth session of the General Assembly in 
plenary meeting, as some representatives will surely remember, he 
quite candidly put forward his credo on control over armaments. Mr. 
Dulles then said that, in the field of disarmament, ‘‘most important is 
arms control”. This may be found in the verbatim record of the 749th 
plenary meeting of the General Assembly, held on 18 September 1958, 
on page 10 of the English text. In other words, the Secretary of 
State of the United States said that what is most important for the 
United States is not the cessation of the arms race or disarmament 
but control over armaments, and this was no accidental linguistic 
lapse.

During discussion of disarmament in the First Committee at the 
thirteenth session of the General Assembly, the United States repre
sentative, Mr. Lodge, insistently pushed to the foreground the question 
of control over armaments. I t  was our understanding that the new 
Government of the United States took a new and more constructive 
position on the disarmament problem. In  particular, what was note
worthy was the statement by the present President of the United States 
in the United States Senate on 14 June 1960, when Mr. Kennedy sub
jected the policy of the Eisenhower-Dulles administration to well 
deserved criticism in regard to the disarmament problem. He said:

We have displayed an unwillingness to agree to a disarmament plan and
we have proved incapable of putting forward our own constructive proposals/

This statement by Mr. Kennedy and statements by other leading 
figures in the new United States administration inspired a measure of 
hope and optimism. We wished to believe that, with the accession 
to power of the new administration in the United States, the whole 
question of disarmament would somehow move forward in a new and 
more successful way. We have not yet lost that hope, but we are beset 
by legitimate anxiety in regard to the question of why it is that the 
new United States administration again talks in terms of establishing 
control over existing armaments, thus following a course which can 
again remove all meaning from any disarmament negotiations. We 
want to make it clear once again that it is not the Soviet Union that 
has created difficulties on the question of international control over 
disarmament.

Our position is perfectly clear and simple. Precisely because the 
Soviet Union wishes that the question of control over disarmament 
should not become an obstacle on the path to the achievement of an

^This statement does not appear in the oflicial text of Senator Kennedy’s 
address of June 14,1960 {Congressional Record, June 14,1960, pp. 11629-11632). 
Of, Senator Kennedy’s remarks of Mar. 7, 1960 {Documents on Disarmament^ 
1960, pp. 58-65) regarding the need for disarmament planning.
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agreement on general and complete disarmament, we have not only 
put forward our own detailed proposals on control, but have likewise 
expressed our readiness to consent to any— repeat any— proposals 
of the Western Powers for international control over disarmament, 
provided they accept our proposals for general and complete 
disarmament.

A year ago, at a plenary meeting of the General Assembly, the Head 
of the Soviet Government, ISTikita Sergeevich Khrushchev, announced 
for the first time the readiness of the Soviet Union to accept the pro
posals of the Western Powers regarding control over disarmament, 
provided only that they would accept our programme of general and 
complete disarmament. Since that time the Soviet Government has 
had many occasions to reaffirm its position.

Instead of giving a clear and unequivocal answer to our statements, 
the Western Powers have only indulged in mealy-mouthed talk to the 
effect that control has to be worked out concurrently. In  the memo
randum of the United States dated 14 September 1961, which the 
Committee has before it, we find the following statement:

The United States believes that the elaboration of the means of verification 
is the joint responsibility of aU States interested in the achievement of general 
and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. The Soviet Union has for 
the past year suggested that, on the contrary, the West must carry the burden 
of elaborating a verification system. The United States urges the Soviet 
Government to join the United States in multilateral negotiations and in the 
conscientious and businesslike development of a verification system which 
would enable aU parties to repose trust in a disarmament agreement.

Time and again we have called upon the Western Powers to join 
in working out measures for general and complete disarmament, as 
well as measures for control over the implementation thereof. The 
United States has side-stepped that appeal.

We have gone further and submitted to the Western Powers for 
their consideration our own proposals for control over general and 
complete disarmament steps. They have refused to consider them. 
We then stated that we were prepared to accept the proposals of the 
Western Powers regarding control, provided only that they would 
accept our programme for general and complete disarmament. In 
other words, we left it to the Western Powers themselves to work out a 
control programme. But they do not want that either. What is it that 
they do want?

The impression is created, whether we wish it or not, that in reality 
the United States and its allies simply have no desire seriously to solve 
the problem of control over disarmament. All they do have a desire 
for is the utilization of the question of control for propaganda pur
poses. But the peoples of the world have long been sick and tired of 
this propaganda which has so sorely tried their patience.
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If  the United States and the other Western Powers do not take a 
constructive position on the question of international control over dis
armament, this will lead inevitably to a negative effect on future dis
armament negotiations. I t  is difficult to ignore the fact that, in its 
interpretation of the basic principles which we had agreed upon, the 
United States, in a number of instances, has sought to read into these 
principles a meaning which can only be calculated to make the solu
tion of the disarmament problem more complicated. We do not intend 
to dwell on these interpretations in detail, especially as we are prepared 
not to regard them as final and we wish to leave to the Government of 
the United States the opportunity to approach more realistically the 
principles agreed upon between us and to which the United States 
has added its signature. But some of these questions cannot be passed 
over in complete silence.

During the bilateral negotiations an understanding was reached ac
cording to which, together with an agreement on a comprehensive 
programme of general and complete disarmament, a useful purpose 
might be served by carrying out individual measures, without preju
dice to that programme and in the sense of contributing to its imple
mentation. In  full accordance with this understanding, the Soviet 
Government submitted to the sixteenth session of the General As
sembly for its consideration a memorandum on measures to ease inter
national tension, strengthen confidence among States and contribute 
to general and complete disarmament.^ Among these measures, the 
Soviet Union had in mind the following points: the freezing of the mil
itary budgets of States, the assumption of the obligation by the 
nuclear Powers to renounce the use of nuclear weapons, the prohibi
tion of war propaganda, the conclusion of a non-aggression pact be
tween the NATO coimtries and the Warsaw Treaty countries, the 
withdrawal of troops from foreign territory, measures to prevent the 
further spread of nuclear weapons, the establishment of nuclear-free 
zones in various parts of the world, and steps to decrease the danger 
of surprise attack.

Without going into detail on each of these steps at this jimcture, 
we should like to emphasize that these are precisely the kind of meas
ures which, if carried out, would help to reduce international tension, 
strengthen confidence among States, and thus create the most favoura
ble circumstances for general and complete disarmament. These 
measures would be beneficial to all and would furnish a one-sided 
military advantage to no one. They can and must be carried out, 
quite apart from and regardless of an agreement on a comprehensive 
programme of general and complete disarmament, just as an agree
ment on general and complete disarmament cannot and must not be 
conditional on decisions regarding these measures.

 ̂Ante, pp. 496-504.
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Proceeding from that consideration the Soviet delegation, as is well 
known, supported the proposal of the African States that Africa 
should be declared a denuclearized zone, as well as the proposal of a 
number of Asian and African countries that the use of nuclear weap
ons should be banned. Both of those proposals were adopted in the 
First Committee yesterday by an overwhelming majority over the 
resistance of the NATO countries, headed by the United States, which 
has talked a great deal about so-called initial measures but, when the 
chips are down and concrete decisions are called for, turns out to be 
their sworn opponent.^

In our opinion the proposal made at an earlier meeting of the First 
Committee by the Foreign Minister of Sweden, Mr. Unden, to the effect 
that States which did not possess nuclear weapons should state their 
refusal to take part in nuclear rearmament and declare that they did 
not intend to produce nuclear weapons themselves or to allow the 
stockpiling of nuclear weapons on their territories, either for them
selves or on someone else’s behalf, is a proposal which is worthy of 
careful consideration and one which has positive significance. That 
was the proposal for the so-called non-nuclear club.^

The United States has put forward something which is something 
quite different in character. In  his speech at the plenary meeting of 
the General Assembly on 25 September this year the President of 
the United States, Mr. Kennedy, said that the United States disarma
ment programme included such proposals as the signing by all States 
of a treaty banning all nuclear tests, the discontinuance of the produc
tion of fissionable materials for warlike purposes, the prohibition of 
the warlike use of outer space, the cessation of nuclear testing and of 
the production of strategic means of delivering nuclear weapons, and 
the like.®

We understood and continue to understand that all these measures 
must, of course, be carried out within the framework of a compre
hensive programme of general and complete disarmament, and can by 
no manner of means be carried out outside or without it. I t  clearly 
goes without saying that it is impossible to reach an agreement on 
the cessation of the production of fissionable materials for warlike 
purposes and, consequently, on the placing under international control 
of the whole atomic industry of States, unless an agreement is arrived 
at concomitantly for the destruction of existing stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons and the complete prohibition of such weapons, as is proposed 
in the Soviet programme of general and complete disarmament for 
the second stage.

 ̂The resolutions are printed post  ̂pp. 647, 648-650. 
 ̂See post, pp. 632-634, 693.

® Ante, pp. 469-470.
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In Mr. Kennedy’s speech, however, this crucial point becomes quite 
unclear and fuzzy. I t  is obviously quite impossible to institute con
trol over the production of means of delivery of nuclear weapons to 
targets unless an agreement is arrived at concomitantly to destroy 
such means of delivery, as provided in the Soviet Union programme 
of general and complete disarmament for the very first stage.

The impression may be current in some quarters that the United 
States Government has in mind carrying out these measures not in 
the framework of a programme of general and complete disarmament 
but separately, having torn them from the context of that programme. 
If  that is so it means that the United States Government here again 
is talking not of disarmament under international control but of the 
establishment of control over armaments—that is, the establishment 
of a legalized intelligence operation or system. For these measures 
do not propose that any given weapons should be destroyed or elim
inated at all. All that is proposed is that controls should be instituted 
over existing weapons, and that, of course, is quite unacceptable.

I  should be remiss if I  passed over in silence the point that in the 
programme of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world 
submitted by the United States Government to the General Assembly 
for its consideration on 25 September of this year ̂  there are, also, a 
number of provisions which appear to reflect the same unrealistic 
course for the establishment of control over armaments—arms con
trol—instead of the carrying out of disarmament under effective inter
national control. The Soviet Government is at the present time study
ing the new United States disarmament programme, and I  should be 
reluctant to offer our Jfinal judgement on this matter at the present 
stage. I  must make it clear, however, right away that even a first 
study of the United States programme strikingly demonstrates an 
obvious incongruity at the very first stage between the insignificant, 
exiguous disarmament measures that are proposed and the unjusti
fiably broad control measures which are suggested and which go far 
beyond the bounds of what is needed to verify the implementation by 
States of the proposed disarmament measures themselves.

Suffice it to say that in the first stage of the United States plan 
the only real disarmament measures that are proposed in practice 
are that the armed forces of the United States and the Soviet Union 
should be reduced to the level of 2.1 million for each country. How 
about control ? Well, control encompasses all remaining armaments 
and armed forces in the possession of States. I t  encompasses atomic 
industry, means of delivering nuclear weapons to targets, and a whole 
lot of other things.

As for the reduction of the armed forces of the Soviet Union and 
the United States to the level of 2.1 million, I  can recall that in the

 ̂Ante, pp. 475-482.
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course of the London negotiations in 1967, when the United States 
first named this figure,^ the United States representatives quite can
didly explained to us that a reduction of United States armed forces 
to that level would in no way impair the capacity of the United 
States to locate its armed forces at numerous military bases scattered 
throughout the world on foreign territories, and this requires no fur
ther comment.

There is another thing which flashes a warning light. At the very 
first stage the United States disarmament programme calls for specific 
measures in regard to strategic means of the delivery of nuclear 
weapons to target. But there is not a solitary word spoken about 
the military bases on foreign territories. I t  is an open secret that 
the Soviet Union is far ahead of the United States precisely in the 
field of the most highly perfected rocket means of delivery of nu
clear weapons to target. At the same time, however, the Soviet Union 
has no military bases on any foreign territories at all, while the 
United States has a dense network of such bases directed against 
the Soviet Union and while at the same time the United States lags 
in rocketry.

Therefore, one can see quite manifestly that they are trying to 
weaken the Soviet Union with regard to long-range rockets, which 
are the main striking force of the Soviet defence system against the 
attempts of any aggressors, but at the same time the system of United 
States military bases on foreign territories, which have a clear ag
gressive intention and potentiality, would remain intact. However, 
I  submit that this is clearly at variance with the principle which 
the United States has subscribed to, that the disarmament programme 
must at no stage provide either side with a military advantage. Is 
it not clear that these are measures which would create a clear ad
vantage to the United States and that we shall never agree to them ? 
So why should they be proposed at all?

I  am making all of these points not in order to enter into con
troversy on details. Our purpose is to make the position of the 
Soviet Union passing clear to everyone. We are prepared to enter 
immediately into negotiations on a programme of general and com
plete disarmament on the basis of the basic principles agreed upon 
by the United States and the Soviet Union, and we are prepared to 
sign a treaty on general and complete disarmament right now, if 
you please. Therefore, in speaking of some symptoms which we find 
alarming, we only wish to warn all the delegations represented here 
that before the problem of disarmament is solved, quite a few obstacles 
and difficulties will have to be overcome, and it is quite manifest that 
the opponents of disarmament have not yet put away their weapons.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 792-800.



ZORIN STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 15 615

Nevertheless, negotiations must be initiated. We cannot let go 
from our grasp the favourable possibilities which it would appear 
have arisen in connexion with the understanding between the United 
States and the Soviet Union on principles of general and complete 
disarmament. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, we are ready 
for negotiations. We are the advocates of the swiftest possible be
ginning of negotiations on working out an agreement on general 
and complete disarmament on the basis of the principles agreed upon 
between the Soviet Union and the United States. We consider that the 
General Assembly and the First Committee can make a useful contri
bution to the organization of such negotiations.

To that end the General Assembly might well, in its resolution, put 
its stamp of approval on the joint statement on agreed principles for 
disarmament negotiations which was agreed upon by the Governments 
of the Soviet Union and the United States as a result of a bilateral 
exchange of views. The General Assembly can approve of this as a 
basis for the achievement of agreement on a programme for general 
and complete disarmament and effective international control. The 
General Assembly should also establish, for the purpose of working 
out a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament, a committee 
on disarmament composed of representatives of the socialist States, 
the States members of the Western military blocs and the neutralist 
States.

In  our opinion the disarmament committee should have a specific 
deadline assigned to it, a time limit within which it would work out 
a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament. Let us say 1 
June 1962. In  that event it would be useful to provide for the con
vening of a special session of the General Assembly not later than 1 
June 1962 to examine the draft treaty on general and complete dis
armament worked out by the proposed committee on disarmament. 
We know full well that a substantial group of States which took part 
in the Belgrade Conference of September 1961 have already taken a 
stand in favour of the convening of a special session of the General 
Assembly on the question of disarmament. We support that proposal.

The Soviet delegation would be prepared to submit to the First 
Conmiittee for its consideration an operative draft resolution in which 
the above provisions would be listed and spelled out. But we consider 
that the basic principles of general and complete disarmament were 
agreed upon and jointly submitted by the Soviet Union and the 
United States of America to the General Assembly for its considera
tion. I t  would therefore be logical if the draft resolution in which 
these principles would be reflected and in which the sequence of 
forthcoming negotiations on working out a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament would be spelled out should also be jointly 
submitted by the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United
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States, and likewise possibly with the support of other delegations 
which might wish to co-sponsor it.

We are handing the appropriate draft resolution to the United 
States delegation right here and now  ̂ and we take it that within the 
next few days it may be submitted jointly to the First Committee 
for its consideration, provided, that is, that the Government of the 
United States is genuinely interested in the solution of the problem 
of general and complete disarmament and in the swiftest possible 
initiation of negotiations on this question as indicated by President 
Kennedy in his speech to the General Assembly on 25 September of 
this year.

General and complete disarmament has always been the dream of 
mankind. There are genuine possibilities now to translate this dream 
into reality and bring it to life. The needs of the times imperatively 
dictate to us the elaboration, signature and implementation of a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament. The world must be cleansed of 
the weapons which defile it. War must be excluded from the life of 
human society. This cause is within our hands; it is within our possi
bilities ; it is within our power. History has placed a great respon
sibility on the present generation of men, on the present generation of 
statesmen and political leaders, on the present generation of diplomats.

Let us be worthy of the task which our epoch has placed before us. 
Let us be worthy of the task which has been assigned to us by the 
peoples. Let us be worthy of our times. The Soviet delegation ex
presses the hope that as a result of the consideration of the disarma
ment problem at the sixteenth session of the General Assembly, the 
path to sober and productive and constructive negotiations on a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament will at last be open.

Statement by the United States Representative (Stevenson) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly, No
vember 15, 1961

The earlier portions of the remarks by the distinguished repre
sentative of the Soviet Union were devoted to a repetition of the 
Soviet version of the problem of Berlin and of Germany.^ While 
this is quite irrelevant, I  must remind the committee for the record 
that it is clear that the Berlin problem is a problem created by the 
Soviet Union for its own purposes. I t  is the Soviet Union which 
is trying to breach the agreements on Berlin. I t  is the Soviet Union

 ̂Not printed here.
* U.S. delegation to the General Assembly press release 3837, Nov. 15,1961.
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which has illegally erected a wall which divides that city. I t  is the 
Soviet Union which is seeking to perpetuate the division of Germany.

Eegarding the Soviet desire to liquidate what they call the vestiges 
of the war, I  would remind the committee that the Soviet Union re
gards as vestiges of the war only what is not to its liking, that is, the 
western presence in Berlin, the freedom of movement within that city, 
and the hope for the reunification of Germany. I t  evidently does 
not regard as a vestige of the war such things as the division of 
Germany and of Berlin.

I t  calls this a situation brought about by life itself.. But this prob
lem of Germany is not before us today and I  have no intention of 
pressing this matter further, but rather propose to turn my attention 
to the item on our agenda which is disarmament.

I f  I  understood Mr. Zorin, he sa,id that the American plan was 
ambiguous about the production, for example, of arms and fissionable 
materials. I  would invite his attention to paragraph c of Stage 
Three which reads as follows: ‘̂The manufacture of armaments would 
be prohibited except for those of agreed types and quantities to be 
used by the United Nations peace force and those required to maintain 
internal order. All other armaments would be destroyed or con
verted to peaceful purposes.”  ̂ But such misstatements will be dealt 
with when the details of disarmament are discussed.

I  agree with Mr. Zorin that this subject of disarmament is the 
most important question before this comimittee and, indeed, before 
this General Assembly. I  only wish that his misleading and fre
quently abusive speech had produced something new and some encour
agement for real disarmament. I  earnestly hope that on examination 
the draft resolution which he has presented to me just now will give 
us some greater hope than the speech portends.

War is one of our oldest institutions. I t  is deeply imbedded in the 
traditions, the folkways, the literature, even the values of most all 
countries. I t  has engaged talented men and produced national heroes. 
At the same time, civilized men and women for centuries past have 
abhorred the immorality of organized killing of men by men.

Yet let us confess at once, to our common shame, that this deep sense 
of revulsion has not averted wars, nor shortened one by a day.

While I  do not say that all wars have been started for unworthy 
purposes, let us also confess—^morality to the side— t̂hat most all past 
wars have served to promote what was conceived to be the national or 
princely or religious interests of those who fought them—or at least 
those who won them. For in past wars, there have been winners as well 
as losers— t̂he victors and the vanquished—the decorated and the dead. 
In the end, valuable real estate and other riches have changed hands.

" Ante, pp. 481-482.
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Thrones have been won—regimes transferred—rule extended—re
ligions and ideologies imposed—empires gained and lost—aggressions 
halted or advanced. Thus, wars in the past have sometimes been a 
means of settling international disputes, of changing political control, 
of inducing social transformation, and even of stimulating science and 
technology.

And I  suppose that on moral grounds it is only a difference of degree 
whether millions are killed or only thousands—whether the victims 
include children in the debris of a big city building or only young men 
lying on a battlefield in the countryside. Nor has war been a very 
efficient way of settling disputes. Yesterday’s enemies are today’s 
friends. First, the victor pays for destruction of his enemy, then for 
reconstruction of his friend.

But war in the future would differ fundamentally from war in the 
past—not in degree but in kind. I t  is this which seems so difficult to 
grasp. Thermo-nuclear war can not serve anyone’s national interest— 
no matter how moral or immoral that interest may be— n̂o matter how 
just or unjust— n̂o matter how noble or ignoble—regardless of the 
nation’s ideology, faith or social ^stem.

I t  is no satisfaction to suggest that the issue of morality in war 
thus has become academic. Yet this is the fact and perhaps it will 
serve to clarify the dialogue of war and peace. For we can now free 
our collective conscience of nice ethical distinctions, and face the stark, 
amoral fact that war has ceased to be practical— t̂hat no nation can 
contemplate resort to modern war except in defense against intolerable 
exaction or aggression. Therefore we must abolish war to save our 
collective skins. For as long as this nuclear death dance continues, 
millions—tens of millions—perhaps hundreds of millions are living 
on borrowed time.

I  suggested a moment ago that war is such an ancient institution— 
so deeply entrenched in tradition— t̂hat it requires a strenuous intellec
tual effort to imagine a world free from war. So it does, and I  shall 
have more to say about this later.

But I  submit that the alternative effort is to imagine a world at 
the end of another war—when great areas and great places have been 
turned into radioactive wasteland—^when millions upon millions of 
people are already dead while debris from those great mushroom 
clouds drifts ghoulishly over the living; when great parts of our in
stitutions, ideologies, faiths and beliefs—even our art and literature— 
lie smashed in the smoke and rubble of material destruction.

I  submit that however difficult the vision of a world without war 
may be, it is not only a happier but an easier vision to imagine than 
one of a world after war. In any event, we must choose between them.

I t is against this bleak reality that we meet once again, Mr. Chair
man, to take up the subject of disarmament.
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II.

The story of man’s efforts to do away with armaments is a long 
and sorry one.

At various times this or that measure of disarmament has seemed 
within our grasp. My own country has a proud record in this respect. 
We supported the two Hague Conferences. We took the lead in 
naval disarmament after World War I. We did our utmost to make 
the comprehensive Disarmament Conference of 1932 a success. And 
after World War I I  we stripped our armed forces to the bone, in the 
hope and belief that we had made some progress toward a peaceful 
world.

Disarmament was one of the first orders of business for the United 
Nations. Fifteen years ago, at the first meeting of this Assembly, 
the United States Delegation, of which I  was a member, made a pro
posal as revolutionary as the scientific discovery which prompted it.

At that time we proposed to destroy the few atomic weapons which 
the United States alone possessed— t̂o outlaw forever the manufacture 
of such weapons— t̂o place the development of atomic energy in all its 
forms under the full control of the United Nations and to turn over 
to this organization all facilities and all information bearing on atomic 
science and technology; all this to prevent an atomic arms race.^

The world does not need to be reminded here of the tragic conse
quences of the rejection of that initiative of a decade and a half ago. 
Since then there has been a long series of commissions, committees, 
subcommittees and conferences, inside the United Nations and out, 
which have tried to deal with the question of general disarmament 
and first steps toward it.

After the Soviet Delegation walked out of the Ten-Power General 
Disarmament talks in June 1960,̂  our main hopes were focused on the 
Three-Power negotiations at Geneva for a treaty to ban the testing 
of atomic weapons.

After two and a half years of patient negotiations— în the course 
of which significant progress was made— t̂he United States and 
Britain tabled a comprehensive treaty which they had every reason 
to believe would meet the remaining points of difference with the 
Soviet Union.® The United States and Britain were prepared to sign 
a comprehensive treaty at once—and still are.

Then on the last day of last August came the shocking news that 
the Soviet Union would break the moratorium which it had advocated 
and vowed never to break.^ The United States and Britain immedi
ately offered to agree with the Soviet Union to ban at once all tests

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
‘ SeeiUd., 1960, pp. 131 ff.
® Ante, pp. 82-126.
* Ante, pp. 337-348.
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in the atmosphere without inspection—to spare mankind the hazards 
of radioactive fallout.^ We regret that, like the Baruch proposals, 
this offer was also rejected by the Soviet Union.^

Since that time the Soviet Union has carried on a series of nuclear 
weapons tests with unprecedented pollution of the atmosphere. I t 
was climaxed by the explosion of history’s most appalling weapon, a 
super-bomb of more than 50 megatons, or more than 50 million tons 
of TNT. This weapon’s destructive power exceeds any known mili
tary requirements. So its principal purpose is to serve the political 
strategy of terror.

This action was taken in disregard of pleas from governments and 
peoples all over the non-communist world—and, finally, in defiance 
of an unprecedented resolution of the United Nations General As
sembly supported by 87 nations.^

To all our pleas the Soviet Union, for months past, has invariably 
replied that it will agree to a ban on nuclear tests only as part of an 
agreement for general and complete disarmament. By insisting on 
this link between an issue which we had nearly resolved and the diffi
cult issue of disarmament, the Soviet Union has tightened the knot 
and made it harder than ever to untie. Only last Thursday the Gen
eral Assembly rejected the idea of delaying a test ban treaty by calling 
once again, by a vote of 71 to 11, for the urgent resumption of negoti
ations to outlaw nuclear tests.^

So let me point out at once to the distinguished representative of 
the Soviet Union that it is his country alone which insists on making a 
genuine and effective test ban dependent on the achievement of gen
eral disarmament. And because it does so insist, the Soviet Union, 
as we now move into the debate on general and complete disarmament, 
becomes doubly answerable to world opinion. The world will look 
to them in this debate to answer not one but two burning questions: 
Do you or don’t you want disarmament? and—once again—do you 
or don’t you want an end to nuclear weapons, in fact or just in 
rhetoric?

And yet there is this much connection between the two subjects: 
The advance in weapons technology as a result of tests must ulti
mately increase our common peril. I t  is a measure of the tragic fail
ure of all our efforts to reach disarmament agreements. And it is 
a compelling challenge to my government to try again—to make a 
fresh start— t̂o insist with the utmost urgency that the weapons which 
have made war an obsolete institution be laid aside quickly before

 ̂Ante, p. 351.
 ̂Ante, pp. 384r-391.
® Ante, p. 552.
* Ante, pp. 578-579.
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others are forced in self-defense to carry this insensate race yet an
other stage toward ultimate folly.

No doubt there are those who will ask how we can dare realistically 
to speak of disarmament today—when the winds of conflict blow all 
about us. There are those who will ask whether this is mere wishful 
thinking—whether this is more than escapism.

To that we would reply; escapism, no—escape, yes. For man must 
escape— n̂ot in wishful dreams, but in hard reality. We must escape 
from this spiral of fear from the outmoded illusion that lasting se
curity for peoples can be found by balancing out the wildly destructive 
power in the hands of their governments.

As President Kennedy said to the General Assembly on September 
25:

Today, every inhabitant of this planet must contemplate the day when it 
no longer may be habitable. Every man, woman and child lives under a nu
clear sword of Damocles, hanging by the slenderest of threads, capable of 
being cut at any moment by accident, miscalculation, or madness. The 
weapons of war must be abolished before they abolish us.̂

President Kennedy informed the General Assembly then that the 
United States has prepared a new set of proposals for general and 
complete disarmament. These proposals were circulated subsequently 
to all members.

He also outlined my government’s conception of what is needed to 
create a world without war. I t  is a view which embraces first steps, 
subsequent steps, and the ultimate goal at the end of the road. And it 
goes far beyond the technical steps in arms reduction. I t  requires 
the reservation of outer space for peaceful uses. I t  includes interna
tional programs for economic and social progress. And it insists 
especially upon the essential need to build up the machinery of peace 
while we tear down the machinery of war—that these must go hand- 
in-hand— t̂hat these, indeed, must be but two parts of a single program.

For in a world without arms, military power would be taken out of 
the hands of nations; but other forms of power would remain^—and 
mostly in the hands of the same states which are the most powerful 
military states today.

Conflicting ideologies would still be with us.
Political struggles would still take place.
Social systems would still be subject to disruptive pressures from 

within and without.
Economic strength would still be a factor in—and an instrument 

of—^national foreign policies.
And the world would still be the scene of peaceful transforma

tions—for it cannot and should not remain static.

 ̂Ante, p. 467.
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Let US be clear about all th is:
Disarmament alone will not purify the human race of the last 

vestiges of greed, ambition and brutality—of false pride and the 
love of power. Nor will it cleanse every last national leader of the 
least impulse to international lawlessness. No sane and honest man 
can pretend to foresee such a paradise on earth—even an earth without 
arms. But it would be a safer earth where the contest and conflict 
could be waged in peace.

Clearly, then, disarmament will not usher in utopia. But it will 
prevent the wanton wastage of life and the wholesale destruction of 
material resources. And it will free the energies of man to engage 
in beneficent pursuits. How much could be done to improve the 
conditions of man— ĥis education, his health, his nutrition and his 
housing—if even a small portion of the funds and the ingenuity of 
man now devoted to improving the art of killing were transferred to 
improving the art of living!

Who would keep the peace in a disarmed world ? How would our 
disputes get settled when arms have been taken away?

If  we can answer these questions we are much nearer to a solution 
of the problem of disarmament. For these questions open up the 
unexplored ground between first steps toward disarmament and the 
vision at the end of the road. And the vision of a world free from 
war will remain a utopian illusion until means for keeping the peace 
lend it reality.

It, therefore, seems clear to me that the only way to general and 
complete disarmament lies along two parallel paths which must be 
travelled together. One leads to the absence of arms; the other to 
the presence of adequate machinery for keeping the peace. As we 
destroy an obsolete institution for the settlement of disputes we must 
create new institutions for the settlement of disputes—and simul
taneously.

Let me repeat for emphasis. We do not hold the vision of a world 
without conflict. We do hold the vision of a world without war—and 
this inevitably requires an alternative system for coping with con
flict. We cannot have one without the other. But if we travel the two 
roads together—if we build as we destroy—we can solve the technical 
problems of dismantling the vast apparatus of war.

in .
Let me come now to the United States proposals for dismantling 

the towering and costly machinery of war.^
To begin with, the United States emphatically embraces the com

mitment to general and complete disarmament. We proclaim the 
goal—without reservation—and in the shortest possible span of time.

 ̂Ante, pp. 475-482.
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And we take this terminology to mean exactly what it says—the gen
eral and complete disarmament of all national forces capable of inter
national aggression, and the safe disposal of all their arms.

I t  is interesting to note that the Conference of Non-aligned Na
tions which met in Belgrade in September of this year demonstrates 
how widely shared our goal is. I  quote their words:

The participants in the Conference consider that disarmament is an impera
tive need and the most urgent task of mankind. A radical solution of this 
problem, which has become an urgent necessity in the present state of arma
ments, in the unanimous view of participating countries, can be achieved only 
by means of a general, complete and strictly and internationally controlled 
disarmament/

Mr. Chairman, the United States proposal is, indeed, a ‘‘radical” 
one.

I t  calls for large reductions of armaments even in the first stageŝ — 
both conventional and nuclear armaments.

I t  calls for an end to production of fissionable materials for weapons 
purposes—and the transfer of such materials from existing stocks 
for non-weapons use.

The program calls for a stop in the further development of in
dependent national nuclear capabilities.

i t  calls for the destruction or conversion to peaceful uses of strategic 
nuclear weapons delivery vehicles.

I t calls for an end to the production of such delivery vehicles.
I t  calls for the abolition of chemical, biological and radioactive 

weapons.
In short, the United States program calls for the total elimination 

of national capacity to make international war. And, to ensure that 
all these steps are actually carried out by each side, every step of 
the way, the plan calls for l̂ he creation of an International Disarma
ment Organization within the framework of the United Nations.

I f  the United States program is comprehensive, it also is flexible. 
I t  does not pretend to be the final word—nor would we wish it to be. 
We expect it to be examined exhaustively—to be altered and to be im
proved. I t  certainly is not perfect, but it can stand up to close 
scrutiny—for it has been prepared at great pains and in good faith. 
I t  is presented in dead earnest—and in the conviction that propaganda 
on the subject of disarmament is a cynical and cruel mockery of man’s 
deepest hope.

IV.

At one point and one point alone the United States is, and will re
main, inflexible— t̂his is on the familiar question of verification—on the 
indispensable need for the world to know that disarmament agree

‘ Ante, p. 380.
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ments are, in fact, being carried out. Because of the confusion that 
persists on this point, I  must dwell upon it for a moment.

First of all, verification must be understood not as a technical point 
but as a fundamental principle—as the essential condition for any 
significant progress in disarmament—as its sine qua non. To pretend 
that there is enough confidence between the major armed powers to 
accept disarmament without verification is to deny the existence 
of the arms race itself. For the arms race is nothing if not living 
proof of the absence of mutual trust, and confidence has been rudely 
shaken by recent events.

I  will say quite bluntly that mistrust exists on our side—and 
how could it be otherwise? The hostility of Soviet leaders toward 
my country, its institutions and its way of life is proclaimed, docu
mented and demonstrated in a thousand ways. Yet we earnestly seek 
agreement with them—^through diplomatic methods—and through 
agreements recorded in words and deeds. So we may be excused, it 
seems to me, if we are wary of agreements deeply involving our na
tional security with a nation whose recent leader wrote th is: “Good 
words are a mask for the concealment of bad deeds. Sincere diplo
macy is no more possible than dry water or iron wood.” ^

These are the words of the late Marshal Stalin. I  am aware that 
his former absolute authority has been subject to a certain re-evalua
tion recently. But the present Premier of the Soviet Union who 
served Stalin so loyally still proclaims his indebtedness to Lenin. 
And after the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk  ̂Lenin said th is: “We must 
demobilize the army as quickly as possible, because it is a sick organ; 
meanwhile we will assist the Finnish Kevolution. Yes, of course we 
are violating the Treaty; we have violated it thirty or forty times.” ®

More recently we have seen wholesale violation of agreements 
pledging self-determination to the peoples of Eastern Europe— n̂ot 
to mention so contemporary an event as the erection of a wall through 
the middle of a city in violation of a post-war agreement.

Mr. Chairman, I  do not mention these matters to belabor the dead, 
nor to rub salt in wounds both old and fresh, nor to becloud 
the disarmament problem with irrelevant questions. They are not 
irrelevant—^because there can be no disarmament without agreement— 
and because clear warnings -and harsh experience have taught us to 
insist upon independent and international verification of agreements 
with the Soviet Union.

Our deepest hope—our most fervent prayer—is for proof that this 
acquired lack of trust will no longer be justified. Meanwhile, we

 ̂J. V. Stalin, Works (Moscow, 1953), vol. II, p. 285.
 ̂Jane Degras (ed.), Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy (London, 1951), pp. 

50-55.
^Ilid,, p. 59.
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do not ask that those who are suspicious of us take us at our word. 
We offer to them the same guarantees that we have the right and duty 
to demand of them. We offer to submit to verification procedures 
under international control at each step of disarmament.

Let me assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the United States has no 
interest in controls for the sake of controls. We do not wish to buy 
control or to trade something for it. We have no stake in playing the 
host to teams of foreign inspectors within our borders. But there is 
no other way to dispel mistrust— t̂o exorcise suspicion— t̂o begin to 
build the mutual confidence upon which peaceful cooperation ulti
mately depends.

So we accept the need for adequate verification procedures. We 
recognize the right of others to assure themselves that we in fact 
do what we say we shall do with respect to disarmament.

But in the meantime we must find a basis for workable agreement.
Last spring, as delegates here will recall, this committee agreed to 

postpone further discussion of disarmament so that the United States 
and the Soviet Union could “exchange views on questions relating to 
disarmament and to the resumption of negotiations in an appropri
ate forum whose composition was to be agreed upon.” ^

Beginning on June 19 and ending on September 19, meeting in 
Moscow, Washington, and New York, representatives of the Soviet 
Union and the United States discussed these two questions. The 
results of these talks were reported to the General Assembly by the 
United States and the Soviet Union in a Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles, which is before this committee, Document A/4879.^

This report shows that, although our conversations did not bring 
complete success, neither did they bring complete failure.

We were unable to agree on a forum for negotiations. But we 
did agree on a set of principles to guide negotiations on disarmament.

The U.S. Government welcomed this limited agreement with some 
hope—especially since the Soviet and American delegates agreed quite 
explicitly to the implementation of all disarmament measures from 
beginning to end, under international control. This looked like a 
very bright spot on a dark horizon—perhaps a real breakthrough 
toward a world without arms.

But, Mr. Chairman, our hopes have been restrained by the Soviet 
refusal to follow through on this aspect of the agreed principles. In 
his address to the Plenary Meeting of the General Assembly on Sep
tember 26, Mr. Gromyko made the following statement:

After aU, no one knows right now what armaments and armed forces the 
states possess. This is quite normal. For perfectly obvious reasons states do 
not reveal that kind of information and the same situation wiU endure after

 ̂Ante, pp. 79-80.
 ̂Ante, pp. 439-442.
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the implementation of disarmament measures provided for in this or that stage  ̂
pending the completion of general and complete disarmament.^

What can this possibly mean? The meaning is that to our Soviet 
colleagues inspection should apply to the destruction of armaments— 
but not to existing armaments or the production of new ones.

Apparently we are being asked to establish an elaborate interna
tional inspection force simply to witness the destruction of certain 
quantities and categories of arms with no knowledge of what re
mains—to watch while one weapon is junked without seeing whether 
two others are in production to take its place—^perhaps in reality to 
certify the disposal of inventories of obsolete equipment. I  am 
reminded of the story of the little boy who was showing off his con
juring tricks and said to his parents: “I  am going to do some magic 
for you, but you have to promise not to look”.

The Soviet position thus seems to be the same as it was when the 
representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Zorin, addressed a letter to 
the U.S. Disarmament Representative, Mr. McCloy, on September 
20, at the conclusion of the bilateral Soviet-American Disarmament 
negotiations.^ Mr. McCloy had noted that the Soviet Union had 
refused to accept, in the statement of Agreed Principles, a clause 
reading “such verification should ensure that not only agreed limita
tions or reductions take place, but also that retained armed forces 
and arms do not exceed agreed levels at any stage.” ®

Now, Mr. President, this sentence seemed to us to represent a sine 
qua non for any effective verification and control. But in his reply 
Mr. Zorin insisted that such control— t̂hat is, control over the armed 
forces and armaments retained by states at any given stage of dis
armament—would turn into what he called an international system 
of recognized espionage.

I f  it is the position of the Soviet Union that verification of agreed 
levels of armaments retained by states under a disarmament plan is 
espionage, then clearly there can be no general and complete dis
armament agreement, for armaments destroyed are of less concern to 
us than armaments retained. I t  is the latter and not the former 
which states attacked in war would have to fear. No matter how 
many weapons were destroyed it would be the weapons which were 
left that would be utilized in a military operation. This is a stum
bling block which could be crucial. Unless we can get a clear and 
satisfactory agreement on. this particular point, it is diflicult to en
visage very substantial progress in disarmament negotiations.

^A/PV.1016 (prov.), p. 37.
 ̂Ante, pp. 443-444.
 ̂Ante, p. 442.
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For under the Soviet concept of disarmament inspection, the arms 
race could continue and the arsenals of war could be larger and dead
lier at the end of the first stage of “disarmament” than at the be
ginning. In  short, we would disarm in public and be perfectly free 
to rearm in secret.

Mr. Chairman, this interpretation turns common sense on its head 
and makes mockery of logic. This turns reason into gibberish, mean
ing into nonsense, words into water.

The purpose of disarmament is to abolish war precisely by abolish
ing the means of making war—which is to say the armaments and 
armed forces with which wars are fought. I f  disarmament does not 
mean the reduction of the actual levels of armament it has no meaning 
at all.

I  can only hope that Soviet delegates will not persist in their atti
tude. I f  I  have misunderstood the position, I  shall be happy to be 
informed, and we can go forward. For on their face, the principles 
agreed between the United States and the USSR do provide sound 
and workable guidelines for serious disarmament negotiations—and I  
prefer to think that they represent an important step in the right 
direction.

V.

This brings us to the question of the proper forum. During our ex
changes with the Soviet Union on this point, we of the United States 
tried to reach agreement on a formula which could then be recom
mended to the other states concerned. Our position on the exact 
representation was and still is flexible. These proposals can be found 
in Document A/4880.^ In  fact we suggested four possible alternative 
solutions, but to no avail. The Soviet Union continued to insist on 
a formula which we felt was restrictive and based on artificial and 
arbitrary criteria.

Quite frankly, we have grown a little weary of the repeated Soviet 
demands for changes in the negotiating forum on disarmament. The 
history of the disarmament talks is full of them. The Ten-Nation 
Committee was established at Soviet insistence.^ This was because 
they seemed to set great store by what they called “parity” in numbers 
of delegations between their side and the west—even though on the 
western side there are several major powers, and on their side there 
has been only one. Then when the Soviets found that the negotia
tions in the Ten-Nation Committee were not to their liking, they 
abruptly broke off the talks and demanded an entirely new forum.

Now the latest Soviet proposal for altering the forum into three 
“groups” is all too reminiscent of the Soviet view, which is quite

 ̂Ante, pp. 271-273.
^Documents on Disarmamentf 194S-1959, vol. II, pp. 1441-1443.
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extraneous to disarmament and quite unacceptable to many other 
nations—the view that the world can be neatly divided into three 
so-called “blocs”.

The United States recognizes that all nations have a vital stake in 
the cause of peace and disarmament. On that basis we supported in 
past years the expansion of the United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion to include all members of the United Nations.^

We recognize, in fact, that the world outside the old Ten-Nation 
Committee is much larger and more populous than the countries 
represented in that Committee. Therefore, if we do expand its 
membership we would be inclined to include additional members to 
ensure the representation and the advice of the world at large. This 
is the sense of our proposal to add ten members to the Ten-Nation 
Committee which was carrying on disarmament negotiations in 1960, 
on the basis of equitable geographic distribution.

We hope the Soviet Union is ready to discuss with us the com
position of the negotiating forum. I  am sure most of the members of 
the Committee would welcome an agreement on this point which would 
enable us to get started on the substantive negotiations which have 
been interrupted ever since the USSR decided it did not like the Ten- 
Nation Forum it had demanded. The world wants disarmament and 
so do we, and not everlasting negotiations about the number of 
negotiators.

While we consider the j&rst moves toward disarmament, we can begin 
right away to strengthen our machinery for keeping the peace. We 
can do this without hampering our efforts to reach agreement on 
disarmament. Every step to improve the machinery of peace will 
make it easier to take the next step in destroying the machinery of war.

We need not even be at a loss as to where to begin or how to proceed. 
The experience of the United Nations itself gives us a starting point 
and a guideline. In  its earliest years the United Nations had success
ful experience with mediation and conciliation. I t  defended collective 
security and the independence of small nations against their assailants 
in Korea. Then, at a time of urgent need in the Middle East, the 
United Nations acquired an effective power to police the lines of an 
Armistice Agreement. At another time of great need in the Congo— 
it added an effective power to use force, if necessary, to restore order 
and to prevent a civil war. Out of such emergencies, the United Na
tions is becoming a stronger instnunent for keeping the peace.

I t  will have to be much stronger still. Our task, now, is to 
strengthen, refine and develop more fully the peace-keeping structure 
of the United Nations.

" Hid., pp, 1216-1217,1549.
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We can begin by drawing lessons from the United Nations’ most 
recent experience in the Congo. From this operation it is not difficult 
to see that effectiveness in such peace-making missions depends in large 
measure on four things: first, the ready availability and mobility of 
national units; second, their discipline and training and capacity to 
work with contingents of other nationalities; third, the length of their 
commitment; and, fourth, a clear chain of command flowing from 
United Nations Headquarters.

VI.

When the United Nations is so often pitted in a race against time, 
we risk a dangerous vacuum during the interval while military forces 
are being assembled. And we further risk a dangerous erosion in the 
political and moral authority of the United Nations if troops trained 
for national forces are thrust without special training into situations 
unique to the purposes and methods of the United Nations—or, if such 
troops are either kept on the job without rotation, are precipitately 
withdrawn when no replacements are at hand, or are insufficiently 
supported for lack of adequate financial resources.

We are all deeply in the debt of those officers and men who have 
served and are serving the cause of peace under the United Nations 
flag. We must proceed without delay to strengthen the context in 
which they act in this pioneering work of the United Nations as the 
guardian of peace.

The United States has suggested that all nations indicate the kind 
and quality of military units they might be prepared to send for serv
ice with the United Nations. My own country has provided very im
portant logistic support for both UNEF in the Middle East and the 
United Nations Forces in the Congo. We now suggest that member 
countries make available to the United Nations an inventory of the 
forces, equipment and logistic support which they would be prepared 
to put at the disposal of the United Nations for peace-preserving 
functions.

But to commit such facilities on paper is not enough. The functions 
of a United Nations Force are likely to be different from those of 
national forces. The United States believes that national units should 
be specially trained for the special character of United Nations opera
tions. Recent United Nations experience should be studied so 
manuals can be prepared to assist the United Nations in officer train
ing and to help member countries in training non-commissioned 
personnel.

Such steps would strengthen the United Nations capacity to serve 
as an international police force. But a stronger and better organized 
police force would be needed only when threats to peace have reached 
dangerous proportions. The police force, therefore, must be supple-
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mented with improved machinery for settling disputes before they 
reach an explosive stage. Our task, here again, is to build on the 
existing resources of the United Nations, including the International 
Court of Justice, and to avail ourselves more fully of the potentials 
for action within these existing resources.

The Secretary General may wish to present to the United Nations 
members his own ideas for the expansion and improvement of United 
Nations machinery for observation, fact-finding, conciliation, media
tion and adjudication. He undoubtedly will wish to make use of 
senior members of his staff in his conciliation activities. The political 
organs themselves may wish on occasion to avail themselves of the 
services of rapporteurs.

Moves such as these—and I  hope other members will have other 
suggestions—would permit us to get on with the job of creating the 
kind of peace-keeping machinery that will be essential for dealing 
with conflicts in a world free from war. And we can start them at 
once—even without waiting for agreement on disarmament.

VII.

Every such move will help to reduce danger, help to lower distrust, 
help to blunt fear. The way to start is to start; and a good place to 
start is ready to hand. I  refer to the proposed treaty whose objective 
it is to outlaw further testing of atomic devices in space, in the atmos
phere, on the ground, or under the ground or the water, which is still 
tabled at Geneva. We are flexible about first steps; we are adamant 
only on the point that we begin at once—immediately—to disarm.

Mr. Chairman: We can begin at once to disarm. To start now in 
no sense limits or postpones the goal of general and complete dis
armament; indeed, this is the way to reach it faster. For some steps 
can be taken sooner than others—without disadvantage to any nation 
or groups of nations.

Let no one doubt our seriousness. Six weeks ago the President of 
our nation presented in person to this session of the General Assembly 
the boldest and most comprehensive plan for disarmament that any 
nation has ever offered to the world. Since then he has signed into 
a law an Act creating a new Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,^ 
directly under his authority and containing an array of expert talent 
whose counterpart I  would be very happy to see in a similar agency 
in the Soviet Union.

Mr. Chairman, as I  said earlier, it is extremely difficult for the 
mind to grasp a clear vision of a world without arms, for it is a con
dition totally foreign to the human experience. But as I also said 
earlier, it is even more difficult to envision a world turned to a radio

 ̂Ante, pp. 482-495.
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active wasteland—^which may well be the alternative. Difficult as it 
is, then, we must grasp the easier and happier vision.

And I  do think we can see—however dimly—the general outlines of 
such a world. A world disarmed would not be utopia—but one sud
denly blessed by freedom from war. I t would not usher in world 
government—but the world community would have the capacity to 
keep the peace. I t  would not end national sovereignty—but the 
sovereign right to commit national suicide would be yielded up for
ever.

A disarmed world would still be a world of great diversity—in 
which no one nation could seriously pretend to have the wit and 
wisdom to manage mankind.

I t  would be a world in which ideas—for the first time—could com
pete on their own merits without the possibility of their imposition 
by force of arms.

I t  would be a world in which men could turn their talents to an 
agenda of progress and justice for all mankind in the second half 
of the twentieth century.

In  short, it would not be a perfect world—but a world both safer 
and more exhilarating for us all to live in.

There is nothing inherently impossible in creating the conditions 
for a world without war. Our basic problems are not technical, 
mechanistic, or administrative. The basic question is whether every 
nation will agree to abandon th^ means to coerce others by force.

I f  they will not, the arms race will go on. For those who love 
freedom and have the power to defend it will not be coerced. And 
imcertain as it is, free people prefer to live on borrowed time than to 
yield to terror.

Conceivably the world could survive on this perpetual brink of 
universal disaster. Conceivably fortune would spare us from the 
fatal act of a lunatic— t̂he miscalculation of an uninformed leader— 
the false step of a nervous young sentry.

But on behalf of my government and my people I  propose that 
this assembly set the world on the road toward freedom from war.

And I  propose that this committee take the first steps by approving 
a negotiating forum, endorsing the statement of agreed principles 
already worked out by the United States and the Soviet Union, and 
recommending that the new forum get on at once with the first business 
of this dangerous world—^general and complete disarmament.

I  ask Mr. Zorin whether his country cannot so conduct negotiations 
now, that we and our respective allies may be able to turn to the rest 
of the members here, and to the hundreds of millions for whom they 
speak, and say: “We have not failed you.”
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Statement by the Swedish Foreign Minister (Unden) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, Novem
ber 17, 1961 ^

The Swedish delegation, together with the delegations of Austria, 
Ceylon, Sudan, Ethiopia and Libya, has submitted a draft resolution 
concerning certain aspects of the question of nuclear weapons.^ We 
should like to have this draft resolution discussed and acted upon 
under the third item of the Committee’s agenda.

The agenda of this Committee includes four different items dealing 
with the question of nuclear weapons. The first two items were re
lated to the problem of nuclear weapons tests and, as we all know, have 
already been debated and acted upon by the Conmiittee. The third 
item on our agenda, now under discussion, covers the entire disanna- 
ment problem. The fourth item refers to the Irish proposals on how 
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.

The draft resolution which I  am going to introduce to the Commit
tee deals partly with the problem of nuclear weapons tests but is differ
ent from the proposals on this subject on which the Committee lias 
already decided. There will arise no question of incompatibility be
tween our draft resolution and the decisions recently taken by the 
Committee. The United Kingdom-United States resolution (A / 
RES/1649 (X V I)), which was approved last week by the General As
sembly, urged the three great Powers participating in the Geneva 
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests to resume 
their negotiations on the same basis as before. A report on the results 
of the negotiations shall be submitted to the Disarmament Commis
sion as early as 14 December of this year.^

Our draft resolution could be looked upon as a subsidiary to the 
resolution which has already been approved and which I  just men
tioned. I t  is based on the assumption that the forthcoming report to 
the Disarmament Commission on the subject of the Geneva test ban 
negotiations will reflect the same negative stand on the part of the 
Soviet Government as we have met with during the debates in this 
Committee. I f  so, it may also be assumed that the Soviet Government 
will give the same reasons for its attitude as we have heard here— 
that is, that the question of prohibiting nuclear weapons tests should 
not be treated separately but as a part of the problem of general and 
complete disarmament.

" A/C.1/PV.1196, pp. 2-22.
A/C.1/L.297 (identical with the resolution approved by the General Assem

bly on Dec. 4, post, p. 693).
® Resolution 1649 (XVI) is printed ante, pp. 578-579.
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Together with the questions relating to nuclear tests, our draft reso
lution includes a number of important points in the so-called Eapacki 
Plan.^ A link has hereby been established between the problem of 
prohibiting nuclear weapon tests and other disarmament problems. 
This aspect of our proposal is something which we feel would go a 
certain way towards bridging existing differences of views and might 
form an element in a compromise settlement of these differences.

Aside from this formal link which I  just spoke about, there also 
exists— ând this, of course, is far more important—a mutual relation
ship between any action to prevent further nuclear weapons tests, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, the ideas included in the Eapacki 
Plan to create an atom-free zone.

I f  an agreement is reached on a nuclear tests ban, one of the main 
purposes of this agreement will be to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons to coimtries which do not yet possess such weapons. An 
over-all ban on nuclear weapons tests would, in fact, prevent these 
countries from manufacturing nuclear weapons. These same coun
tries could take a step further by imdertaking also not to import nu
clear weapons or to store such weapons on their territories.

We shall find that the Irish proposals to prevent the spread of nu
clear weapons are based on a similar idea.  ̂ According to these pro
posals the nuclear Powers should undertake not to export nuclear 
weapons to countries which do not manufacture such weapons them
selves.

The Eapacki Plan envisages the creation of one particular atom- 
free zone, that is, in Central Europe. In  our proposal we should like 
toi apply the principles underlying the Eapacki Plan on a universal 
basis. Why should not Africa or a part of the African continent be
come an atom-free zone if the African States so wish ?  ̂ This ques
tion has already been raised in our Committee; it could be raised with 
regard to other areas of the world than Africa. We realize that there 
might be different degrees as to which one area or the other could be 
sealed off from nuclear weapons.

I t  may well be desirable, therefore, to lay down different rules for 
atom-free zones in different parts of the world. A rule that might be 
appropriate for conditions in Africa would, perhaps, not be equally 
fit or applicable in Central Europe. I t  is obvious that an over-all 
ban on nuclear weapons tests, as well as the establishment of atom-free 
zones, would call for certain controls. The problem of controls in

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 194^-1959, vol. II, pp. 889-892, 944r-948, 
1217-1219; I960, pp. 258-260.

*See iUd., 19J^->m9, vol. II, pp. 1185, 1474-1482, 1520-1526, 1547; I960, pp. 
212-213, 373.

® See post, pp. 647-648.
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connexion with disarmament is very complicated and important. In 
our view it cannot be solved by one single formula; the solution must, 
instead, be adapted to the object of the controls in each particular in
stance. But this is not the moment to go into details of the problem of 
controls.

Let me again only express my feeling that the demand for controls, 
as a condition for a treaty prohibiting nuclear tests, has been given 
excessive importance in the face of the possibilities existing today of 
detecting nuclear explosions by means of technical devices. On the 
other hand, a certain amount of controls is needed, no doubt. I  might 
add that this was acknowledged also by the author of the Eapacki 
Plan, which provides for the establishment of a control system.

I  should now like to draw your attention to another aspect of the 
draft resolution we have submitted. In  a statement in this Committee 
on 26 October (A/C.1/PV.1178) I  suggested that, in view of the fail
ure of the three great Powers to reach an agreement to ban nuclear 
weapons tests, another approach might be tried. I  then put the ques
tion whether the initiative could not be taken by the non-nuclear coun
tries themselves. I f  the report which the Disarmament Commission 
is to receive on 14 December indicates no hope that the Geneva nego
tiations will be resumed under present circumstances, we could in
stead take steps to find out if those many countries which have not 
participated in the Geneva Conference and are in favour of prohibit
ing nuclear weapons tests might be ready to assume a more active part 
in order to reach a solution; they might form a “non-atom club”.

In my previous statement I  suggested that an inquiry be made in 
the first place of the non-nuclear countries as to the conditions under 
which they might undertake not to manufecture, not to import or not 
to store nuclear weapons on their own territories on behalf of their 
own or any other country. Such an inquiry, which could be conducted 
by the Secretary-General, would supply valuable material for the 
Disarmament Commission, for publication and further study. I f  the 
results of this inquiry were encouraging, my own view as to the next 
step would be— b̂ut this is something that is not mentioned in the 
draft resolution—that a conference should be convened in order to 
work out some arrangement. Needless to say, any such arrangement 
would have, as a condition, the full and freely given approval of the 
non-nuclear countries, as well as of the nuclear countries involved.

In summing up, the draft resolution (A/C.1/L.297) which we have 
submitted and which, we hope, will be acted upon favourably by this 
Committee, calls for a new study to be made of the problem of nuclear 
weapons tests and of the possible establishment of a kind of Rapacki 
Plan on a universal basis. We have had no intention whatsoever of 
taking a position on this or that particular measure or solution. We 
are making an attempt to open new roads for further negotiations.



SOVIET NOTE, NOVEMBER 21 635

Soviet Note to the United States on Resumption of Geneva 
Nuclear Test-Ban Talks, November 21, 1961 ^

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics presents its compliments to the Embassy of the United 
States of America and, in reply to the Embassy’s note of November 13, 
1961,2 deems it necessary to state the following:

Throughout the entire postwar period, since the emergence of a new 
weapon of mass extermination of human beings—nuclear weapons— 
the Soviet Union has consistently pressed and is pressing for a ban 
on the use of these weapons, the cessation of their manufacture, the 
liquidation of their stockpiles, and, hence, the cessation of all kinds of 
nuclear tests for all time. To rid mankind of the threat of the out
break of a nuclear rocket war is the aim the Soviet Government has 
been invariably pursuing. The well-known Soviet proposals on gen
eral and complete disarmament, now under consideration at the United 
Nations, promote this aim.®

The Soviet Government, as before, is ready to do everything in its 
power to bring nearer the day when nuclear weapons will never again 
threaten human life. I t  is for this reason that on November 14 it 
voted at the Sixteenth Session of the United Nations General As
sembly for the draft resolution to ban the use of nuclear weapons.'* 
The Soviet Government would welcome corresponding efforts on the 
part of the Governments of the United States and Great Britain.

The Soviet Government’s stand on nuclear tests is undoubtedly well 
known to the Governments of the United States and Great Britain 
since it has been thoroughly and comprehensively set forth in a num
ber of documents of the Soviet Government and in statements by 
Nikita Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, published already after the suspension of these talks. Note
worthy in this respect is Nikita Khrushchev’s speech at a reception on 
November 7, on the occasion of the forty-fourth anniversary of the 
October Socialist Revolution, in which he expounded the Soviet Gov
ernment’s position on this question with due consideration of the 
present international situation and proceeding from the Soviet Union’s 
sincere desire to rid mankind of the threat of nuclear war as soon as 
possible.®

 ̂Soviet Embassy press r^ease, Nov. 21,1961.
 ̂Ante, p. 594.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 241-248. The 1980 proposals were 
recirculated at the 16th General Assembly.

* I.e., the resolution finally approved by the General Assembly on Nov. 24 (post, 
pp. 648-650). The Soviet note refers to the First Committee vote on the 
resolution.

 ̂Ante, pp. 572-573.
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If, at this moment, the Govenmients of the United States and Great 
Britain feel that the resumption of talks between the Governments of 
the USSR, the United States and Great Britain in Geneva on the end
ing of nuclear tests can help to narrow the gap between the viewpoints 
of the sides, the Soviet Government is ready to attempt once more to 
jointly push ahead this matter, proceeding from the assumption that 
the Three Powers participating in the talks have proclaimed general 
and complete disarmament as their common goal. In  so doing, the 
Soviet Government proceeds from the assumption that in accordance 
with the ^reem ent on the principles of general and complete disarma
ment achieved between the Governments of the USSR and the United 
States,^ the Sixteenth Session of the United Nations General As
sembly, as it is to be hoped, will adopt, in the near future, a decision 
on the resumption of talks on general and complete disarmament in 
their entirety and on setting up the negotiating body.

I t  goes without saying that if during the talks any power starts to 
test nuclear weapons, then through the force of circimistances to which 
the Soviet Government has pointed more than once, the other side 
would be compelled to draw appropriate conclusions with regard to 
nuclear tests as well.

Taking into account the aforesaid, the Soviet Government expresses 
its consent to the resumption of the Geneva Three Power nuclear 
test-ban talks as of November 28,1961.

Statement by the Department of State on Resumption of 
Geneva Test-Ban Negotiations, November 21,1961

The United States is today instructing the U.S. delegation to the 
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests to return 
to Geneva in preparation for the resumption of the negotiations 
November 28. The conference went into recess on September 9.

Soviet agreement to the U.S. proposal to return to negotiations is 
welcome. Many of the world’s hopes for progress in controlling the 
threat of war and of progressing toward the United Nations goal of 
general and complete disarmament had been centered in these nego
tiations, in which a wide area of agreement had been reached. The 
world will take hope anew with the reconvening of these negotiations.

The United States and United Kingdom tabled a full text of a 
draft treaty on April 18, incorporating all of the articles and annexes

* Ante, pp. 439-442.
® Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 11,1961, pp. 966-967.
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which had previously been agreed among the three delegations.^ The 
United States made a series of further compromise proposals on the 
outstanding issues confronting the conference as late as August 28, 
two weeks before the conference recessed.^ To date there has been 
no Soviet reply to these compromise proposals. I f  rapid and con
structive efforts are made, the United States believes that early agree
ment can be reached on a treaty which will insure the ending of 
nuclear weapons tests under effective control.

The United States and the rest of the world is fully aware that 
the Soviet Union has carried out within recent months the most ex
tensive testing series in history. This series of tests was obviously 
prepared and started during the period of the moratorium on testing 
which the Soviets had agreed to observe and was carried out in de
fiance of that moratorium. In these circmnstances the United States 
will continue to take such actions as it deems necessary to safeguard 
its national security interests until a controlled test-ban agreement 
is achieved.

Statement by the French Representative (Legendre) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 
22, 1961®

The French delegation considers that the time has come in the 
present state of our discussions and of disarmament negotiations to 
make a technical statement and to recall the constant principles 
guiding French policy.

The world is going through now some extraordinary years of its 
history. The pace of scientific progress and technique opens a new 
era, without a common measure with the past. But this progress is 
frightening through its military application. I t  upsets at every 
moment data which seems to be solidly founded. Weapons of mass 
destruction and their use are transformed and developed at such a 
pace and in such proportions that they go beyond all that could be 
imagined. Strategic facts change in the same conditions.

Two revolutions, in a few years, have broken up former norms, and 
increase at an ever accelerating pace that of the atom and that of 
space. The problem of disarmament, twice in a few years has thus 
been deeply changed.

 ̂Ante, pp. 82-126.
® See ante, pp. 161-162, S25, 327.
® A /C.l/PV. 1200, pp. 56-70.



638 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

The progress of the atom began a few years before the last world 
war. I t  so happens that France, because of a few famous scientists, 
has played a well-known role— t̂hat role may be decisive. The United 
States of America, the USSR, and Great Britain have begun to 
apply, on a military plane, nuclear energy. World stocks of fissile 
matters, such as bombs for military means, now amount to several 
himdred tons. Bombs of all calibre, from tactical to several megaton 
bombs, are now numbered in the thousands. These data must con
stantly be borne in mind when one studies the problems of 
disarmament.

France, faithful to the statement made by its representative in 
the Assembly in 1945, has for over ten years renounced all military 
application. I t  is only much later, its example not having been 
followed, that it decided, to its great regret, to undertake a few 
explosions. Its old experience in the nuclear field allowed it, in a 
few months, to realize a programme that has been completed, of four 
atmospheric explosions, three of a low yield, and all that where other 
countries had taken many years. I f  international life cannot be 
organized through effective measures and if true disarmament is not 
completed, others after us will obviously travel the same road.

The conquest of space is more recent. I t  should also have contrib
uted exclusively to the peaceful realization of age-old dreams of 
himianity. And yet, its military applications have multiplied the 
effects of nuclear development. However, through a strange evolu
tion, the use of space for military ends could, even today, if the main 
Powers accepted it, offer great possibilities in the field of disarmament.

The conquest of space, since 1957, has gone through spectacular 
progress. What we should remember, for the rest of this speech, as 
concerns military applications, is the rapid change of huge liquid- 
fuel propelled engines in lighter and solid fuel missiles, which can 
be launched from underground or mobile sites on the ground, on 
the sea and even under the sea; and also their greater range, speed 
and precision. Thus the absolute weapon is coming nearer; and as 
the nuclear bomb itself, it will be difficult to control. However, even 
today the number of the most important of these weapons is limited; 
i t  will only develop with the multiplication of assembly lines.

These, briefly summarized, are the fundamental elements of the 
problem. They change rapidly, at an ever-increasing pace which can 
be neither slowed down or stopped. Military applications, whether 
we want it or not, follow scientific progress. Thus if we seriously want 
to speak of disarmament, we must take into consideration new technical 
situations. In the same way that nuclear discoveries and their military 
applications have completely modified the problem of disarmament, 
the conquest of space and its military applications have again deeply 
transformed the problem since 1957.
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In view of these facts, several methods can be used. One of them, 
which is that of facility and impotence, would consist, through uni
lateral declarations or agreements, to take merely moral undertakings, 
without control or sanction, with unconditional moratorium, such as 
the one on the cessation of nuclear tests, or on prohibitions, for in
stance, thkt of not using the most devastating weapons. Such a method 
is sometimes inspired by generous feelings; sometimes also, it is true, 
by less respectable considerations.

In  any case, it does not at all take into account the real problems that 
we have to solve. To believe for a moment, after examples such as 
that of the Briand-Kellogg pact or the most recent moratorium on the 
cessation of nuclear tests, that such a method would enable us to reduce 
tension, to proceed towards true disarmament and to avoid conflicts, 
is to be almost completely devoid of realism.

In  the divided world of today, we must look for more concrete ways 
which alone will lead us towards a beginning of decreased tension and 
new progress. We do not reject the principle of moral undertakings 
which could be useful at a certain time in the disarmament process 
and in a certain context, but to want to begin disarmament by such 
measures is to undertake needless risks and can result in useless efforts. 
Everybody, in fact, is convinced of this, and if such proposals find an 
audience, it is more for political or sentimental reasons which have 
nothing to do with the real elements of the disarmament problem.

Th^ French delegation believes that this Committee should study 
these elements. The Committee should not be diverted by vain and 
ambitious projects from the only realistic way, that of true disarma
ment measures under effective international control.

The method which we have always advocated is that of general dis
armament, progressive and controlled, that is to say bearing at all times 
on the control elements of effective disarmament. This method must 
be applied, in our opinion, by stressing nuclear disarmament and that 
which is, in that disarmament, the most urgent, the most important 
and the easiest to control, taking into accoimt the new technical 
elements.

The cessation of the production of fissile material for military pur
poses is a measure which can, even today, be at least partially con
trolled. These fissile materials are produced in large installations 
and their number is not very great. Control is theoretically possible. 
However, it must be sufficiently precise because if there were clandes
tine production even in a very small proportion in coimtries that 
produce large quantities of this material, military stocks could rapidly 
be set up. On the other hand, simpler procedures of manufacture 
could be found and important quantities of fissile material could be 
used for military ends.
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The production of fissile material can be controlled in theory, but 
the stocks cannot. They have become, as we have said, quite consider
able, under the guise of enriched fissile material and bombs of various 
forms. This is a field where quantity is no longer the essential ele
ment. Even an important reduction of stock would not have any 
immediate consequence on the military level, since what remains would 
be sufficient to destroy huge territories. Furthermore, the relatively 
simple method of hiding a few tons of fissUe materials or a few hun
dred bombs would give decisive advantage to the State violating the 
agreement. This is the gravest problem and the most difficult one 
which has to be solved in -any negotiation on disarmament.

During the most recent negotiations, France insistently urged that 
a new way should be followed in accordance with current technical 
data, namely the controlled destruction of the main means of delivery 
of nuclear weapons. The use of those weapons is linked to the means 
of delivery. I t  is aU the more frightening since the means of delivery 
is fast, precise and difficult to intercept. I f  the nuclear bomb or fissile 
material cannot be controlled now, the means of delivery for its 
military application still can be.

I t  was Mr. Jules Moch who, for the first time in this Committee 
during the fourteenth session of the General Assembly, drew the atten
tion of all Governments to the new elements in the field of disarma
ment which result from technical developments. I  should like to re
call the document of the French delegation, which was submitted to 
this Committee on 27 October 1959 (A/C.1/821).^

According to our concept of the matter, nuclear disarmament must 
be urgently luidertaken and implemenited through true disarmament 
measures which would be efficient, that is to say controlled. I f  it has 
become difficult, if not impossible, to guarantee the elimination or the 
total conversion of military fissile materials and all nuclear weapons 
which, in their various forms, have become too important or too easy 
to hide, we think, on the other hand, in accordance with present studies 
that certain measures can be implemented and controlled and that 
they would play a decisive role in the field of disarmament. These 
measures relate to the means of delivery of nuclear weapons. Such 
weapons become militarily important only if they can be launched 
in quantity and with such precision at given objectives without pos
sible interception by the adversary.

We consider that respect for these measures of prohibition and 
destruction could be assured sufficiently through appropriate con
trol, but these measures should be taken rapidly because technical 
evolution is such that the “critical point”, that is to say the point be

 ̂An extract from Mr. Moch’s statement of Oct. 22, 1959 {Documents on Dis^
armament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1497-1506).
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yond which, destruction and control will become difficult, if not im
possible, may soon be reached. The perfecting and increasing number 
of weapons in the field of rockets, satellites and their means of launch
ing increase so fast that if decisions are not taken rapidly, it will 
then be too late to apply strict disarmament measures.

In 1946, the Governments concerned could not agree on a co-ordi
nated programme for the production of fissile materials, and we know 
the tragic consequences today of that disagreement. The controlled 
reconversion of stocks of fissile material has become impossible. The 
paramount question today in all disarmament negotiations and for 
peace for our generation and for future generations is to know whether 
the Governments concerned will again repeat the mistake of 1946 
and permit the coming of this “critical point”, this time with respect 
to the main means of delivery of nuclear weapons.

I would like to recall the position that we took in this Committee 
as early as 1959 :

We consider that it is necessary in any disarmament programme to grant 
priority to measure® prohibiting an increase in the fabriciatioai and possession 
of aU means of delivery of nuclear weapons: satellites, rockets, supersonic 
planes or long range planes, submarines, aircraft carriers, launching pads, 
and so forth. Since past intransigence has rendered vain any effective control 
of stocks of nuclear materials today, since peoples will never be certain that 
there has been a total reconversion of stocks for peaceful uses, we suggest 
that our concern and suspicion may be allayed if the disarmament efforts begin 
by the elimination of the most important means of delivery of weapons of 
mass destruction. This should be studied first of all.

This is the position of France. Numerous statements of the Presi
dent of the French Republic, in particular those of 25 April  ̂ and 
31 May 1960,  ̂ as well as the letters addressed to the President of 
the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, on 30 June^ and 12 
August,^ show that this has been our constant position. The French 
Government considers more than ever that the elimination of the 
main means of delivery of nuclear weapons should be the most 
urgent and paramount task in any true disarmament effort.

I f  true negotiations on disarmament begin, they should be on the 
study and implementation of measures towards bringing about those 
ends.

Such measures should be accepted as the basis for negotiations by 
partners really desirous of reaching concrete solutions. Some of 
these measures are already reflected in various forms in plans tabled 
by the Western Powers and the Soviet Union. I f  serious negotia-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 80-81.
 ̂Ifew York Times, June 1,1960, p. 9.

®Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to 
December 1960, pp. 9-11.

* Not printed.
629270—62----- 42
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tions should begin, France would propose a disarmament programme 
stressing essentially such measures, but with all necessary leeway to 
enable parties to come closer together. Thus present-day impera
tives imposed upon us by the accelerated evolution of technology 
compel us to re-think the hierarchy of disarmament operations. But 
we should not upset suddenly the balance of forces. There should be 
stages. There should be measures in stages which at all times ensure 
the security of all by way of efficient control and guarantees that all 
dutifully implement these undertakings.

The general principles on disarmament, in regard to which there 
has been agreement between Mr. McCloy and Mr. Zorin, have their 
value, but we must express certain reservations concerning them, for 
three reasons.

First, questions concerning control have not been solved—as is well 
known to all. There is no agreement on this fundamental issue, as 
has been stressed by the exchange of correspondence of 20 September 
1961.̂

On the other hand, these principles do not, in our opinion, suf
ficiently take into account present-day technological elements, which 
we have tried to describe.

Finally, on a more general level, we consider that these lengthy 
discussions—somewhat abstract in nature—on general disarmament 
principles should rapidly come to an end. I t  is the study of concrete 
disarmament problems that we should like to see urgently undertaken. 
I t  goes without saying that the final objective which all of us wish 
to reach is total disarmament, but it is just as clear that it will only 
be possible through progressive disarmament by various stages which 
are carefully controlled, parallel with the establishment of an inter
national disarmament and control organization, and the evolution of 
efficient procedures for the solution of international differences and 
the maintenance of peace.

Let us not lose months, or years, seeking agreement on things that 
should be quite clear. I t  is also clear that the implementation of a 
general disarmament programme would be facilitated if preliminary 
measures concerning, for instance, the publicity to be given to armed 
forces and armaments, on their stabilization, or first disarmament 
measures, and measures of control, could be agreed upon. But in order 
not to delay the study of the true problems such measures could, in 
our opinion, be studied at the same time as the general programme 
and its first elements.

In regard to deadlines for implementation, it would be illusory to 
set them too soon for such a bold undertaking. But reasonable dead
lines of given duration should be agreed upon.

^Ante, pp. 442-444.
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Finally, the transition from one stage to the next should no longer 
give rise to difficulties, since everyone recognizes that to pass on to 
the next stage there should be adequate implementation of previous 
measures and a report to the Security Council.

I  now come to the problem of control, and would like to welcome the 
eloquent plea for control made this morning by the representative of 
Peru. The French thesis has always been that disarmament must be 
strictly and effectively controlled by an international organization 
which would be impartial and possess the necessary means of investi
gation. I  would recall here the formula of President Jules Moch: “No 
disarmament without control, no control without disarmament but, 
progressively, all disarmament that can be effectively controlled.” We 
consider that this is the only realistic way of progressing towards 
disarmament and bringing about a solution of the fundamental prob
lem of the re-establishment of trust.

The Soviet Government has not the same ideas, and this is the essen
tial reason for the failure of all disarmament negotiations. The Soviet 
representatives at all negotiations have constantly accused the Western 
Powers of wanting only control over armaments, or legalized espio
nage, and not true disarmament. This was even repeated a few days 
ago. In  fact, they have also carefully avoided defining a practical 
and concrete doctrine of control and have never answered questions 
which, on the well-defined points, were asked of them during disarma
ment negotiations. They wish to make long speeches on control, but 
these speeches are vague and iuiprecise. Their last proposals consist 
of saying that the Soviet Union is prepared to accept the Western 
proposals in the field of control over disarmament, on condition that 
those Powers accept the Soviet programme for general and complete 
disarmament. Such a proposal, unless couched in more precise lan
guage, is not likely to ensure progress. The Soviet disarmament plan 
is imacceptable as a whole. Some of its elements could be acceptable, 
but only as long as they were effectively controlled; and it is the very 
negotiations on this control that the Soviets have always evaded.

Such concepts are not very realistic. Everyone knows that nothing 
serious can be done in the field of disarmament without adequate con
trol measures. In  our opinion there are only two possible approaches 
to such a problem. Either one begins boldly through important 
disarmament measures—and this is what France proposes, but such 
measures of course bring about other measures which are just as 
important to ensure an effective control and which must be studied 
and implemented at the same time as disarmament measures; or, one 
makes a modest beginning, through slight disarmament measures, 
under slight controls; for instance, previous notification of certain 
decisions or statements on armed forces and armaments, and their
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location; or in the form of measures, progressively applied on a 
world scale, to warn against surprise attack or to prevent a war 
through miscalculation or misjudgement.

Either of these two approaches could be taken into consideration, 
but one cannot reject both.

I  should now like to end my statement by giving the views of my 
Government on the question of the composition of a forum for nego
tiations. Our position has already been expressed—at the last session 
of the General Assembly—and I  should like to recall it now. On 7 
September 1959, the four Ministers of Foreign Affairs, those of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France and the Soviet Union, 
agreed upon the composition of the Committee of Ten on disarma
ment.^ France accepted such a composition only in order to allow 
a resumption of negotiations on disarmament. Hardly 10 months 
later—3 ^  months after the beginning of these negotiations— t̂he 
Soviet Government suddenly left the Geneva Conference under cir
cumstances that are well known. I f  this is a rejection of the agree
ment of 7 September 1959, the Soviet Government is fully responsible 
for it. I f  that Government wishes to resume serious negotiations 
with the Powers that are parties to that agreement it should approach 
them and discuss conditions for new negotiations. This does not, of 
course, prevent our Assembly itself, or its Disarmament Commission, 
from creating one or several working bodies which would study dis
armament problems. The contribution which such organs could make 
to the cause of disarmament could :̂ be quite useful. Some problems 
could be studied there.

The question of the composition of such organs is important, but 
not paramount. However, in our opinion, they should not be too 
numerous and their composition should not reflect in any way an 
alleged tripartite division of the world, which does not correspond 
to realities, and the idea of which we categorically reject.

Disarmament is the hope of humanity— f̂irst, for its survival, but 
also to ensure, through the necessary assistance of the most favoured 
to those that are less favoured, that harmonious development of the 
world without which there will never be a true peace.

Let us embark upon this task. Let us find solutions to the true 
problems that we have to solve. Let this appeal reach all men of 
goodwill so that together they may build the world of tomorrow.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1441-1443.
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Joint Communique by President Kennedy and 
Chancellor Adenauer, November 22, 1961 ^

The President and the Chancellor have had an extended exchange 
of views during the past three days on a number of problems of vital 
concern to their Governments. These exchanges took place in a 
frank and cordial atmosphere and established that there is substantial 
unanimity of view both on the substance of the problems and how 
to deal with them.

The visit of the Chancellor afforded an opportunity to the Foreign 
Ministers and the Defense Ministers of the two countries to par
ticipate in the discussion and exchange views among themselves.

Berlin, over which the Soviet Union has created an international 
crisis, was the subject of earnest consultation. The President and 
the Chancellor reaffirmed their clear determination to insure the con
tinuance of a free and vigorous life for the population of Berlin. 
They are in accord on the basic elements which will permit a peaceful 
resolution of this crisis through negotiation if there is reasonableness 
on the part of the Soviet Union. They agreed on the measures which 
should be taken in pursuing this objective in a manner consistent with 
the legitimate interests of all parties concerned. At the same time 
they also agreed on the necessity for maintaining and increasing the 
ability of the NATO Alliance to cope with any military developments. 
These discussions will be continued through the already announced 
meetings between Chancellor Adenauer, Prime Minister Macmillan 
and President DeGaulle and concluded in the Foreign Ministers meet
ing and the NATO Ministerial Meeting scheduled in mid-December 
in Paris.

The President and the Chancellor reaffirmed the ultimate goal of 
their Governments of achieving by peaceful means the reunification 
of Germany on the basis of self-deteimination. They were also in 
agreement that this objective could be realized without prejudice to 
the legitimate interests of the Soviet Union and Germany’s neighbors.

The President and the Chancellor reviewed the state of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. They welcomed the measures now 
in progress to strengthen the Alliance, but recognized the need for a 
sustained effort to further improve the ability of the Alliance to resist 
aggression.

The President and the Chancellor noted Soviet charges accusing 
the NATO Alliance of aggressive intent, and singling out the Federal 
Republic of Germany and its democratically elected government as 
the principal object of its false and unwarranted attack. In this 
regard, the President and the Chancellor reaffirmed that:

^Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 11, 1961, pp. 967-968.



646 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

(1) The North Atlantic Alliance is an alliance for defense against 
aggression which abides fully by the requirements of the Charter of 
the United Nations. The peaceful characteristics of its members and 
their freedom from coercion make it manifestly impossible for NATO 
to commit aggression against anyone.

(2) The Federal Republic of Germany has demonstrated that it 
looks to its legitimate security interests entirely within the North 
Atlantic Alliance, and to this end has integrated its entire effective 
defense establishment into the multinational NATO framework. The 
Chancellor, in emphasizing the defensive aspects of ^ e s t German 
armed forces, noted that the Federal Republic is the only nation of 
its size all of whose forces are under international command.

While agreeing on the need to take all measures essential to 
strengthen the defensive posture of NATO, the President and the 

' Chancellor recognized the necessity of not permitting Soviet pressure 
over Berlin to deflect them from urgently required constructive tasks 
vital to the welfare of their peoples and those of other nations.

The President reaffirmed the strong support of the United States 
for the movement toward European unity through the European 
Economic Community, the European Coal and Steel Community,, 
and EURATOM. The President and the Chancellor agreed on the 
important role that the development of the European communities 
can play in further strengthening and complementing the entire 
Atlantic community. They agreed particularly on the importance 
and significance of proposals now being considered for a European 
Political Union pursuant to the Bonn Declaration of July 1961.

They welcomed the recent decision by the OECD Council of Min
isters to increase the combined gross national product of the OECD 
member countries by 50 percent by 1970 and pledged themselves to 
work toward this goal.

The President and the Chancellor also discussed the urgent need 
to increase the flow of development assistance to the less-developed 
countries. They noted that the Development Assistance Committee 
of the OECD provides an excellent means of stimulating a greater 
effort in this field. They considered that in many cases the applica
tion of combined resources from several capital exporting countries 
to specific development assistance problems would be a valuable 
method of assisting the less-developed countries.

I t is the view of the President and the Chancellor that the fruitful 
exchange of views which they have had will facilitate the close co
operation between the United States and the Federal Republic and 
result in further strengthening the ties of friendship and mutual 
understanding which have characterized their relations in the post
war period.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION, NOVEMBER 24 647

General Assembly Resolution 1652 (XVI): Consideration 
of Africa as a Denuclearized Zone, November 24, 
1961 "

The General A sserrvblŷ
its resolutions 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 on 

general and complete disarmament,^ 1379 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 
on the question of French nuclear tests in the Sahara,® 1576 (XV) 
of 20 December 1960 on the prevention of the wider dissemination 
of nuclear weapons,^ and 1577 (XV) and 1578 (XV) of 20 December 
1960 on the suspension of nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests,®

Recalling further its resolution 1629 (XVI) of 27 October 1961 
which declared that both concern for the future of mankind and the 
fimdamental principles of international law impose a responsibility 
on all States concerning actions which might have harmful biological 
consequences for the existing and future generations of peoples of 
other States, by increasing the levels of radio-active fall-out,® 

Concerned about the present rate of nuclear armament and the pos
sible spread of nuclear weapons, as well as the resumption of nuclear 
tests in the continent of Africa which is being emancipated,

Recognizing the need to prevent Africa from becoming involved 
in any competition associated with the ideological struggles between 
the Powers engaged in the arms race and, particularly, with nuclear 
weapons,

Recognizing further that the task of economic and social develop
ment in the African States requires the uninterrupted attention of 
those States in order to allow them to fulfil their goals and to con-

*A/E.ES/1652 (XVI), Nov. 28, 1961. The resolution was approved by a vote 
of 55-0-44. The foUowing countries voted in favor: Afghanistan, Albania, Aus
tria, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cambodia, Congo (Leopold
ville), Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana, 
Guinea, Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Jordan, Leba
non, Liberia, Libya, Malaya, MaU, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Norway, 
Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Rumania, Sweden, Syria, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, 
Ukrainian S.S.R., U.A.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia. The foUowing countries abstained: 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, BoUvia, Cameroun, Canada, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville), Costa Rica, Ecua
dor, El Salvador, France, Gabon, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Israel, Italy, 
Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mauritania, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Portugal, South 
Africa, Spain, Turkey, U.K., U.S., Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela.

* Documents on Disarmament, 194^-1959, vol. II, p. 1545. 
pp. 1546-1547.
I960, p. 373. 
pp. 374-375.

® See ante, pp. 550-552.
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tribute fully to the maintenance of international peace and security. 
Member States:

{a) To refrain from carrying out or continuing to carry out in 
Africa nuclear tests in any form;

(&) To refrain from using the territory, territorial waters or air 
space of Africa for testing, storing or transporting nuclear weapons;

(c) To consider and respect the continent of Africa as a denuclear
ized zone.

General Assembly Resolution 1653 (XVI): Declaration 
on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear and Thermo
nuclear Weapons, November 24, 1961 ^

The General Assembly^
MiTidfuL of its responsibility under the Charter of the United Na

tions in the maintenance of international peace and security, as well 
as in the consideration of principles governing disarmament,

Grmely concerned that, while negotiations on disarmament have 
not so far achieved satisfactory results, the armaments race, particu
larly in the nuclear and thermo-nuclear fields, has reached a dangerous 
stage requiring all possible precautionary measures to protect hu
manity and civilization from the hazard of nuclear and thermo
nuclear catastrophe,

 ̂A/RES/1653 (XVI), Nov. 28, 1961. The resolution as a whole was adopted 
by a vote of 55-20-26:

jPor: Afghani-stan, Albania, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.B., Cam
bodia, Cameroun, "Central African RepubUc, Ceylon, Chad, Congo (Brazza
ville), Congo (Ij^opoldville), Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Ethiopia, 
Oabon, Ghana, Guinea, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Japan, 
Jordan, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mon
golia, Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Poland, Rumania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Togo, Tunisia, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., 
U.A.R., Upper Volta, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, China, Costa Rica, France, Greece, 
Guatemala, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Portugal, South Africa, iSpain, Turkey, U.K., U.S.

Abstaining: Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Denmark, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Finland, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iran, Israel, Malaya, 
Norway, Pakis'tan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Sweden, Thailand, 
Uruguay, Venezuela.

RollcaU votes were also taken on subpar. (a) of operative par. 1, operative 
par. 1 as a whole, and operative par. 2. These votes were identical with the final 
vote, except that Malaya voted in favor of subpar. (a) of operative par. 1 and 
operative par. 1 as a whole, and Costa Rica abstained; Japan, Mexico, and 
Ireland abstained on operative par. 2.



GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION, NOVEMBER 24 649

Recallmg 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 mankind 
and civilization to an even greater extent than the use of those weap
ons declared by the aforementioned international declarations 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 nu
clear 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 th a t:
{a) 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 Charter of the United Nations;

(6) The use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons would ex
ceed even the scope of war and cause indiscriminate suffering and 
destruction to mankind and civilization and, as such, is contrary to 
the rules of international law and to the laws of humanity;

(c) The use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is a war 
directed not against an enemy or enemies alone but also against man
kind in general, since the peoples of the world not involved in such 
a war will be subjected to all the evils generated by the use of such 
weapons;

(d) Any State using nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is to be 
considered as violating the Charter of the United Nations, as acting 
contrary to the laws of humanity and as committing a crime against 
mankind and civilization;

 ̂British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 58, pp. 16-17.
vol. 65, pp. 1081,1110-1111.

 ̂William M. Malloy, comp.. Treaties, International Acts, Protocols and Agree
ments Between the United States of America and Other Powers, 1776-1909, vol. 
II, pp. 2042, 2052,2269, 2285-2286.

* Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Disarmament and Security: A Colleo- 
tion of Documents, 1919-55 ( S. Com. print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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2. Requests the Secretary-General to consult the Governments of 
Member States to ascertain their views on the possibility of convening 
a special conference 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 General Assembly 
at its seventeenth session.

Interview Between President Kennedy and Izvestiya 
Editor Adzhubei (Extracts}, November 25, 1961 ^

Mr. A d z h u b ei: . . . Mr. President, what do you think about the 
present state of Soviet-American relations, and what in your opinion 
must be done by the American as well as the Soviet governments to 
improve the relations between our two countries?

T h e  P resident: Well, I  would say that the relations today are not 
as satisfactory as I  had hoped they would be when I  first took office. 
In  fact, one of the first things that I  did on becoming President was 
to commit the United States to an earnest effort to achieve a satis
factory agreement with the Soviet Union on the cessation of nuclear 
tests. As a result of that effort, at the end of March, we sent our 
representatives, along with Great Britain’s, to Geneva for the first 
time with a complete treaty which we tabled for discussion.^ I  had 
hoped that this would be one area where we could make real progress. 
I t  would lessen the contamination of the air, it would be a first step 
towards disarmament, and I  felt that if we could achieve an agreement 
in this area, we could then move on to the other areas of disarmament 
which required action.

We were not successful. And, as you know, we were in fact still 
at the table in Geneva in August when, still negotiating, the Soviet 
Union resumed its tests, tests which must have been in preparation 
for many months, at the very time that the conversations were going 
on. So that has been a disappointment.

In addition, Berlin and Germany have become, I  think, areas of 
heightened crisis since the Vienna meeting, and I  think extremely 
dangerous to the peace, which I  am sure— Î know— b̂oth of our people 
want.

I think that the Soviet Union and the United States should live 
together in peace. We are large countries, energetic people, we are 
steadily providing in both our countries an increase in the standard

 ̂White House transcript The interview took place at Hyannis Port, Mass. 
® See antBf pp. 82-126.
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of living. I f  we can keep the peace for twenty years, the life of 
the people of the Soviet Union and the life of the people of the 
United States will be far richer and will be far happier as the stand
ard of living steadily rises.

Where we feel the difficulty comes is the effort by the Soviet Union 
to communize, in a sense, the entire world. I f  the Soviet Union were 
merely seeking to protect its own national interests, to protect its own 
national security, and would permit other countries to live as they 
wish—to live in peace—then I  believe that the problems which now 
€ause so much tension would fade away.

We want the people of the Soviet Union to live in peace— ŵe want 
the same for our own people. I t  is this effort to push outward the 
communist system, on to country after country, that represents, I  
think, the great threat to peace. I f  the Soviet Union looked only to 
its national interest and to providing a better life for its people under 
conditions of peace, I  think there would be nothing that would dis
turb the relations between the Soviet Union and the United States.

Mr. A dzhubei : That is very interesting. However as a citizen of 
the Soviet Union, as a member of the Communist Party, I  cannot 
agree with you, in that part of your answer where you are saying 
that we are trying to “communize” the world. At the 22nd Party 
Congress, which, in our opinion, was an historic event, we adopted 
a program of communist development and we said that we are against 
any export of the revolution, but we are also against any export of 
counter-revolution.^ If  we turn to facts, there are many coimtries 
in the world in the affairs of which, from our point of view the United 
States is interfering. Yesterday, I  saw a T.V. program which was 
being shown to millions of Americans, where your commentator 
asserted that the whole world is under complete threat of the commu
nists to capture the world. We would like to see an end put to this 
situation.

Our government and our (>arty believe that every people chooses 
such a system of government as they like. Austria chose the capi
talist way of development, although American and Soviet troops 
were there. But Cuba has chosen another way of development. And 
we would be happy if you, Mr. President, were to state that the inter
ference in the affairs of Cuba was a mistake. We hope that the 
Cuban people will consolidate their own way of life—as well as the 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Brazil and many other countries.

T h e  P resident: May I  just say, without getting into a debate, that 
the United States supports the idea that every people shall have 
the right to make a free choice as to the kind of government they want. 
In the case of Cuba, let me remind you that the Castro revolution

 ̂See antCy pp. 555-^569.
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was originally supported by the great majority of the people. When 
Castro was leading the revolution, the statement was made that there 
would be free elections, and freedom for the people, and progress 
for the people. But Castro has not kept that commitment. Until 
the present government of Cuba will allow free and honest elections, 
in our opinion, it cannot claim to represent the majority of the people. 
That is our dispute with Cuba.

Mr. Jagan, on the other hand, who was recently elected Prime 
Minister in British Guiana is a Marxist, but the United States doesn’t  
object—^because that choicc was made by an honest election, which 
he won.

If  the people of any coimtry choose to follow a communist system 
in a free election, after a fair opportunity for a number of views to 
be presented, the United States would accept that. What we find to- 
be objectionable, and a threat to the peace, is when a system is imposed 
by a small militant group by subversion, infiltration, and all the 
rest.

I f  the Soviet Union and this country could develop their own 
resources, and if you permitted the peoples of the world to develop 
in the way they wish to develop, then, if any nation should choose a 
comimunist system, we would recognize and accept that. And if  
they chose another system, then we would hope that you would 
recognize and accept that, too. I f  we could get that on both sides,. 
I  believe the Soviet Union and the United States, which have so much 
to gain from peace, could live in peace.

Mr. A dzhubei : . . . Mr. President, what is your attitude toward 
the idea of concluding a pact of peace between the United States 
and the Soviet Union ? That would be a great step forward.

T he  P resident : I  think we should have not only an agreement be
tween our countries, but take those steps which make peace possible. 
I  don’t think that paper, and words on paper, are as significant as 
looking at those areas which provide tension between our two systems 
and seeing if we can dispel that tension.

One of those areas now is the problem of Germany and Berlin. 
I f  we could make progress there, then in my opinion it would provide 
a most important step in improving our relations in other areas.

I  stated that if we had been able to get an agreement on the nuclear 
tests cessation, that would lead to other agreements on disarmament. 
If  we can make an agreement successfully which provides peace in 
Central Europe, if we can conclude our efforts in Laos and insure a 
government and a country which are neutral and independent, as 
Chairman Khrushchev and I  agreed at Vienna,^ then we would be

'■ See Department of State Bulletin^ June 26,1961, p. 999.
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able to move into other areas of tension. I  believe, as I  have said, 
if we can now make an agreement on a satisfactory basis on Berlin 
and Germany, which is the most critical area—^because it represents 
a  matter of great interest to both our countries, and great concern 
to our peoples— t̂hen we could take other steps. I f  we can solve the 
problem of Germany and Berlin, I  believe we can find our relations 
substantially improved.

M r. A dzhubei : Thank you, Mr. President, this is a most worthy 
thought. Especially because, as I  understand you, you intend to 
talk seriously on these problems with our government. Let me say 
that the German problem is of great importance to our country, for 
many reasons. Not only for strictly political reasons, and not only 
because of prestige considerations. As you know we have allies— 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and a number of other countries. However, 
to date we haven’t heard any sober voices from the West affirming 
the integrity of the borders existiag in Europe and it would be very 
important to hear that. But there is also another aspect to the Ger
man problem. In  our country, in the Soviet Union there is not a 
single family that did not lose some kin in the war. You know we 
are trying to put out the smouldering coals of the last war in Central 
Europe. But we do not wish only to play the role of a political fire
man, as it were, though it is very important. In  the heart of every 
Soviet citizen, in the soul of every Soviet citizen, there are, as you 
know, coals still burning from the last war and they are burning his 
soul and do not let liim sleep quietly. Thus, solution of the question 
of a peace treaty is the hope and tranquillity in the heart of every 
Soviet man. After all we are still suiging songs about those who did 
not come home from the war. I  know that you participated in the 
war, that you are a hero of the war, and this is- why I  am talking to 
jo u  in such lofty words.

T h e  P resident : Let me say that I  know that the Soviet Union 
suffered more from World W ar I I  than any country. I t  represented 
a terrible blow, and the casualties affected every family, including 
inany of the families of those now in government.

I  will say that the United States also suffered, though not so heavily 
as the Soviet Union, quite obviously. My brother was killed in Europe. 
My sister’s husband was killed in Europe.

The point is that that war is now over. We want to prevent an
other war arising out of Germany. I  think the important thing be
tween the United States and the USSR is not to create the kind of 
tension and pressure, which in the name of settling World War I I  
increases the chances of a conflict between the Soviet Union and its 
.allies on the one hand and the United States and its allies on the
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other. What we should attempt to do is work out a solution through 
negotiation which will make it possible to keep the peace in Central 
Europe. And that is the aim of this government.

• • • • • • •

M r. A dzhtjbei : Mr. President, may I  ask you the following ques
tion ? I t  is well known that the Soviet government has declared its 
readiness to accept any proposal of the Western powers on inter
national control and inspection, if agreement on general and complete 
disarmament is reached. A t the same time, the Soviet government 
does not exclude the possibility of reaching agreement on a number 
of measures which may decrease the danger of war and which could 
be effected in the nearest future. Such proposals are, for instance, 
the proposals on the freezing of military budgets, renunciation of 
the use of nuclear weapons, the conclusion of a non-aggression pact 
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact countries, withdrawal of foreign 
troops from the territories of other countries, the establishment of 
a nuclear free zone, or measures against the danger of surprise attack.^ 
What, in your views, are the prospects of general and complete dis
armament, and of decreasing international tensions?

T h e  P resident: Inasmuch as the Soviet Union and the United 
States agreed in the declaration of principles in September,^ at the 
end of the McCloy-Zorin talks, on the goal of general and complete 
disarmament, the problem now becomes an attempt to implement that 
goal, stq,ge by stage. The Soviet Union and the United States have a 
basic disagreement which must be resolved on this question. We 
believe that there must be adequate inspection, to make sure that each 
side is disarming and staying in accordance with the agreements 
which they make. The Soviet Union has stated that it will permit 
us, or the international body, to inspect those weapons which are 
destroyed but will not permit us to carry out an inspection to see what 
weapons remain.^ One side could destroy a hundred bombers but 
still have a thousand or two thousand bombers left. I f  you are 
really going to provide for orderly disarmament, it seems to me you 
have to inspect not only those weapons which have been destroyed, 
but also these weapons that remain. Otherwise we do not have any 
guarantee of security for either side. I f  we can agree to an effective 
inspection system so that each country can know that the other is 
living up to its agreement, then, in my opinion, we can move into 
general and complete disarmament.

That is why I  thought it so vitally important that we make an agree
ment on cessation of nuclear testing as the first step, and then proceed

 ̂Cf. ante, pp. 496-504.
 ̂Ante, pp. 439-442.

® See cmte, pp. 443-444.
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step by step through atomic weapons, through missiles, through the 
level of ground forces, the Navy, and all the rest. If  we can get 
agreement on that, then we can move toward general and complete 
disarmament.

I  think it would be helpful if NATO and the Warsaw pact engaged 
in a commitment to live in peace with each other. I  certainly believe 
we should take every conceivable step to prevent surprise attack. I  
believe that if the relations between our countries can be normalized, 
there will be less military buildup on both sides, but we cannot now 
withdraw our troops from Europe, way back across the Atlantic 
Ocean, when you merely withdraw your troops to the Soviet Union 
which is only a few hundred miles away. That is why we need some 
understanding of what is going to be the situation in Berlin and 
in Germany. And that is why I  hope negotiations will take place be
tween our governments quickly and will come to a successful con
clusion.

The statement has been made on many occasions that we object to 
the signing of a peace treaty, that we regard that as a belligerent act. 
That is not the point. I t  is our view that the statement which the 
four powers made at Geneva in 1955 providing for the reunification 
of Germany represents the soundest policy.^ To divide a country, to 
divide a city, to put up a wall in a city, we believe, only increases 
tensions rather than diminish them. And we believe that, if the Ger
man people were permitted to be reunified, adequate steps could be 
taken to protect the security of all involved.

Now we recognize that today the Soviet Union does not intend to 
permit reunification, and that as long as the Soviet Union has that 
policy, Germany will not be reunified. The question now is whether 
the Soviet Union will sign a treaty with the East German authorities 
which will increase tension rather than diminish it. As I  said in my 
speech at the United Nations, we recognize that the Soviet Union 
can sign any treaty it wishes with the East German authorities.^ 
What we find to be so dangerous, however, is the claim that that 
treaty will deny us our rights in West Berlin, rights which we won 
through the war, rights which were agreed to by the Soviet Union, 
the United States, Britain and France at the conclusion of the war, 
and which we believe should be continued. But if you sign a treaty 
with East Germany and those rights are subject to the wishes of the 
East German authorities, it seems to me that that is going to increase 
tension. I f  the Soviet Union attempts in that treaty to turn over juris
diction over West Berlin to the East German authorities, against the 
wishes of the people of West Berlin—if the lines of communication 
and access, from West Berlin to the outside world and the West, are

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 492-494.
 ̂Ante, p. 473.
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completely under the control of East German authorities to cut any 
time they so wish— t̂hen this treaty does not bring peace, it only in
creases the danger.

Now I  am hopeful that, in the conversations and negotiations which 
we hope to have with the Soviet Union, assurances will be given which 
will permit us to continue to exercise the rights which we now have in 
West Berlin, as a result of the existing four power agreement, and 
will permit free access in and out of the city. We do not want to stay 
in West Berlin if the people there do not want us to stay. But they 
want us to stay. When they decide that they don’t want us, we will 
leave. But as long as they wish us to stay, it seems to me that the 
rights which are ours by agreement should be maintained. I  am hope
ful that the Soviet Union will agree with this, and in particular will 
agree to permit supplies and people to move in and out of West Berlin 
freely. Then we can, in my opinion, reach a peaceful settlement in the 
center of Europe, and if we can reach an agreement on this question, 
then I  believe our relations will greatly improve.

Mr. A dzhubei : Mr. President, since I ’m talking to you in a very 
frank and friendly manner, I  would like to ask you to imagine, at 
least for a moment, the following impossible thing. Imagine that you 
were an officer, a veteran of the Soviet Navy, who fought in World 
War II. You won the war, and then the very events occurred which 
are now taking place. One of the parts of Germany— t̂he Federal 
Republic of Germany—does not recognize the borders which have been 
established after the war. I t  is again building up its armed forces. 
The Chancellor of that country goes to the United States to talk to 
the President of the United States and they have secret talks. The 
spirit of revanchism is very high in that part of Germany. What 
would your attitude be toward this, if you were a veteran of the 
Soviet Navy ?

T h e  P resident : I f  I  were a Soviet veteran, I  would see that West 
Germany now has only 9 divisions, which is a fraction of the Soviet 
forces. Nine divisions. I t  has no nuclear weapons of its own. I t  has 
a very small Air Force—almost no Navy, I  think perhaps two or three 
submarines. So it is not a military threat. Its nine divisions are 
under the international control of NATO, and subject to the com
mand of the NATO organization, which is made up of 15 countries 
of Europe which altogether have, in West Germany now, about 22 or 
23 divisions—about the same number as the Soviet divisions in East 
Germany. So that I  do not see that this country represents a military 
threat now to the Soviet Union, even though I recognize how bitter 
was the struggle in World War I I—in the same way that Japan today 
represents no threat to the United States, even though twenty years 
ago there were four years of war in the Pacific against the Japanese.



KENNEDY INTERVIEW, NOVEMBER 25 657

The power of countries changes—weapons change—science changes— 
without missiles, without nuclear capability, with very few divisions 
today, I  don’t  believe West Germany is a military threat.

Then I  would look at the power of the United States, and I  would 
look at the power of the Soviet Union, and I  would say that the impor
tant thing is for the Soviet Union and the United States not to get 
into a war, which would destroy both of our systems. So as a Soviet 
veteran, I  would want the Soviet Union to reach an agreement with 
the United States which recognizes the interests and the commitments 
of the United States, as well as our own, and not attempt to enforce 
single-handedly a new situation upon the United States which would 
be against previous commitments we had made. The Soviet Union 
made a commitment in regard to Berlin in 1945. Germany today is 
divided. Germany today is not a threat to the Soviet Union 
militarily.

The important thing is to attempt to reach an accord which recog
nizes the interests of a ll; and I  believe that can be done with respect 
to Germany. I  recognize that there are going to be two Germanies as 
long as the Soviet Union believes that that is in her interest. The 
problem now is to make sure that, in any treaty which the Soviet 
Union reaches with East Germany, the rights of the other powers are 
recognized in Berlin. That’s all we’re talking about. We are not 
talking about encouraging revanchism, building a great German 
military machine, or anything else you mention. In any peace treaty 
which is signed with East Germany, there must be a recognition of 
the rights of the United States and the other powers.

Now that does not seem to me to be a threat in any way to the secu
rity of the Soviet Union. That does not provide for any increase in 
the Western military forces, which are rather limited there. I  think 
we could have peace in this century in Central Europe if we can 
reach an accord over West Berlin. To pursue another course in the 
name of ending World War I I—a course which threatens to increase 
the chance of World War I I I—represents a wholly unwise policy, for 
you and for us.

So, if I  were a Soviet officer and wanted peace, I  would think 
peace can be won and my coimtry’s security can be assured. The 
Soviet Union is a strong military power. I t  has great nuclear capac
ity. I t  has missiles, planes,—it has a great number of divisions—it 
has countries associated with it. No one is ever going to invade the 
Soviet Union again. There is no military power that can do that. 
The problem is to make an agreement which will permit us to have 
our interests recognized, as well as yours. That should not be beyond 
the capacity of us both.

Chairman Khrushchev did not, nor did I, make the arrangements 
in 1945 in regard to Berlin. Our responsibility, given the situation

629270—62----- 43
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which is a difficult one, is to bring about peace, and I  believe it can be 
done.

In short, if I  were a Soviet naval officer, I  would feel that the 
security of the Soviet Union was well protected, and that the impor
tant thing now is to reach an accord with the United States, our 
ally during that second war.

Mr. A dzhubei : Mr. President, I  am about to finish. Of course, you 
answered this question not as a veteran of the Soviet armed forces 
but as President of the United States, and that is quite natural. How
ever, as I  understand you, Mr. President, you are against West 
Germany’s having nuclear weapons at her disposal, or in any degree 
of control over such weapons?

T h e  P resident : The United States, as a matter of national policy, 
as I  said at the United Nations, will not give nuclear weapons to any 
country, and I  would be extremely reluctant to see West Germany 
acquire a nuclear capacity of its own. Chancellor Adenauer stated 
that they would not, in 1954.̂  That is still the policy of that govern
ment, and I  think that is the wise policy.

Mr. A dzhtjbei : But you know perfectly well that many top posts in 
NATO are occupied by German generals, and you know that Europe is 
very far from the United States. Don’t you think that at some point 
it might happen that German generals might become too influential 
in NATO?

T h e  P resident : That is why I  believe it to be so important to stress 
the West German army is integrated in NATO. NATO is now com
manded by an American; and, in my judgment, as long as German 
forces are integrated in NATO—and NATO is under the control of 
the 15 NATO countries, none of which wants another war—there is 
security for all. And I  think that will continue.

Now if this situation changed, if Germany developed an atomic 
capability of its own, if it developed many missiles, or a strong na
tional army that threatened war, then I  would understand your con
cern, and I  would share it. After all, we have had two wars in Europe, 
as well as you. But the situation today, and the situation for the fu
ture, is as I  have described it. If  it changed, then it would seem to 
me appropriate for the United States and the Soviet Union and others 
to consider the situation at that time. But it is not that way now, so 
why take the risk of having the United States, which is a powerful 
country, and the Soviet Union, which is also powerful, getting into 
difficulty with each other, when there is no real threat in Europe 
to you or to us. I  think that we should look at things as they are in 
1961.

 ̂See Americcun Foreign Policy  ̂ 1950-1955: Basic Documents^ vol. I,
pp. 980-981.
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Yovi have stated that you are realists. This is not 1939,1940 or 1941. 
Look what has happened. As I  said, in the Far East, Japan’s strength 
was entirely different in those years. China’s power was also entirely 
different. Countries change. Situations change. And we have to 
be realistic enough to see where the real danger lies. The real danger 
today is the fact that both of us possess in our nuclear stockpiles the 
means to impose great devastation upon each other—and we are the 
ones that have the most to lose from war.

Therefore I  think, if we look at it realistically, we should be able 
to reach an accord which protects the interests of our two great coun
tries, and permits us both to go ahead with increasing our standard 
of living and meeting other problems. In  the United States in the 
last 14 years our living standard has increased 40 percent. In the 
Soviet Union it has gone up sharply. Nobody can benefit more from 
peace than the Soviet Union and the United States.

I  would hope that rather than attempting to talk about conditions 
in Germany as they were twenty years ago, we would look at them 
as they are today. We have had peace, really, in Europe for 15 years. 
The problem now is to see if we can reach a negotiation which can 
settle this matter for another 15 years. Nobody knows what is going 
to happen in the world over the long run, but at least we ought to be 
able to settle this matter of Berlin and Germany.

Statement by the Soviet Government in Connection With 
the Resumption of Negotiations on the Discontinuance 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, November 28, 1961^

The Soviet Government is firmly and consistently upholding the 
cause of general and complete disarmament. This problem has been 
placed before the peoples of our planet by the whole course of his
torical development. In our time, when States have at their disposal 
monstrous means of destruction and annihilation, concern about the 
life and welfare of present and future generations is inextricably 
bound up with the struggle for general and complete disarmament. 
There is now no other way out for humanity but to throw the whole 
war machine on to the scrapheap and create a world without armies 
and armaments. Otherwise the devastating tornado of nuclear missile 
warfare will overtake the peoples of the world, and then in a matter

 ̂GEN/DNT/122, Dec. 11, 1961. The statement was released in Moscow on 
Nov. 27 and submitted at the 341st meeting of the Geneva Conference on the 
following day.



660 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

of minutes, not only will individual cities and inhabited places disap
pear from the face of the earth, but also entire countries may be laid 
waste.

The 22nd Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
after analysing the present international situation in all its aspects, 
confirmed with the utmost conviction that the preservation of peace 
in our time is a practical and feasible task.^ The true and sure path to 
this goal lies through the realization of general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control. The Soviet Union believes 
in the force of ideas, and not in the force of weapons. I t  is precisely 
for this reason that the Soviet Government proposes that all arma
ments, conventional and thermo-nuclear, be thrown into the deepest 
part of the ocean.

There can be no doubt that if the matter had depended only on the 
Soviet Union the problem of disarmament would have been solved 
long ago: armies woidd have been disbanded, stockpiles of arms elimi
nated and their production stopped. But it is obvious that the Soviet 
Government cannot solve this problem on its own, in isolation from the 
actual international situation, when the aggressive NATO bloc is 
feverishly increasing its armed forces, improving its armaments and 
openly threatening us with war. In these circumstances the Soviet 
Government could not and cannot ignore its own security interests and 
those of all peace-loving States.

The Soviet Union is compelled to seek a solution of the disarmament 
problem through agreement with the Western Powers, who in fact, 
unfortunately, still have no desire for this. The Soviet Union be
lieves, however, that this state of affairs cannot go on forever. 
Sooner or later the Western Powers, if they are not just bent on 
self destruction, will be forced to agree to general and complete 
disarmament.

The Soviet Government notes with satisfaction that the idea of gen
eral and complete disarmament, put forward by N. S. Khrushchev at 
the fourteenth session of the General Assembly of the United Nations,^ 
enjoys the widest support throughout the world, even though the 
Western Powers are evading the conclusion of an appropriate agree
ment. A certain hopeful element is the submission by the Soviet 
Union and the United States of America of a Joint Statement of 
Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations for consideration 
at the present session.® The Soviet Government assumes that the 
present session of the General Assembly will, as may be hoped, adopt 
on the basis of this Statement a resolution on the resumption of nego
tiations on the whole of the questions relating to general and complete

 ̂Ante, pp. 555-̂ 559.
'Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1452 flf.
•An<e, pp. 439-442.
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disarmament and the establishment of a body within which these 
negotiations will be conducted.

Agreement on general and complete disarmament will also remove 
the difficulties regarding the establishment of a system of international 
control. The Soviet Government has repeatedly stated that it is pre
pared to accept any control proposed by the Western Powers, if they 
will agree to general and complete disarmament.

In the conditions when there will be neither armaments nor armies, 
States will have no grounds for fear that control may be used for 
espionage and intelligence purposes. In a completely disarmed world, 
control will become a means of verification alone, and will be really 
effective and comprehensive.

With the achievement of general and complete disarmament, the 
question of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests will be solved 
automatically, since nuclear weapons themselves will have been de
stroyed and, consequently. States will have no need for testing and, 
indeed, nothing to test.

. The Soviet Government is convinced that precisely this path ensures 
the most reliable solution of the question of the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapon tests for all time.

The Soviet Government, in steadfastly striving to achieve the 
primary aim, namely, general and complete disarmament, considers 
that the utmost use must be made of all means and opportunities that 
would facilitate the achievement of this aim. Proceeding precisely 
from this premise, it has agreed to the resumption of negotiations 
on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, and has sent its repre
sentative to Geneva with instructions to try once again to reach agree
ment on this question with the representatives of the Western Powers.

The Soviet Government has given careful study to the question of 
resuming negotiations at Geneva and, above all, to the means of mak
ing them succeed. Do the peoples need yet another fruitless con
ference ? They have a right to expect and justly demand concrete and 
positive results.

I t may be asked whether there is a way out of the situation that 
has arisen. Yes, there is. The Soviet Government has reached the 
conclusion that a new approach to the question of the discontinuance 
of nuclear weapon tests is now necessary, one which would eliminate 
the difficulties and obstacles which have hindered agreement in the 
past.

The whole experience of the three-year negotiations at Geneva 
shows that they could not fail to reach a deadlock because our partners 
were trying to secure for themselves unilateral advantages to the 
detriment of the security interests of the other side. This in the end 
blocked a solution of the question of the discontinuance of nuclear 
tests. On such a completely discredited basis it is, of course, impos-
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sible to achieve the discontinuance of nuclear tests, especially now 
when the Member States of the NATO bloc are going at full steam 
along the path of military preparations and threatening to reply to 
the conclusion of a German peace treaty by resort to war.

The question arises whether it is still possible in the situation which 
has come about to solve the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear 
tests so as to take a practical step towards the achievement of the 
main task—^general and complete disarmament.

Yes, it is possible.
With this end in view, the Soviet Government submits for examina

tion by the Governments of the Western Powers the following pro
posal : to conclude immediately cm appropriate agreement on the dis
continuance of nuclear tests in the atmosphere^ under xoater and in 
•outer space  ̂ that is, in these environments where the implementation 
•of control is not fraught with any serious technical diflGiculties.

The fulfilment of these obligations could be reciprocally verified 
with success and sufficient reliability by the already existing national 
technical systems. I t is well known that national systems of detec
tion have hitherto successfully coped with their tasks and that in prac
tice no nuclear test, whether carried out by the Soviet Union, the 
United States, the United Kingdom or France, has remained unre
corded or undetected by them.

The President of the United States, Mr. J. Kennedy, and the Prime 
Minister of the United Kingdom, Mr. H. Macmillan, spoke of this 
practical possibility of exercising control in their joint statement of 
3 September 1961, in which, as is well known, they proposed the 
prohibition of nuclear tests in the atmosphere while relying “on exist
ing means of detection”, which, in their opinion, are completely 
adequate and do not need any additional international machinery.^ 
This approach proposed by the leading statesmen of the United States 
and the United Kingdom could be extended also to nuclear weapon 
tests under water and in outer space, since the possibilities of control 
over such tests are also not limited in any way from the technical 
point of view and could certainly be realized by the already existing 
national systems of detection. Moreover, the whole world would 
also keep a vigilant watch on the observance of an agreement of the 
Powers not to conduct nuclear tests, and that, too, would be a very 
important restraining factor.

In regard to underground nuclear weapon tests, the Soviet Govern
ment is of the opinion that States should undertake not to conduct 
such tests until agreement is reached on a system of control over 
underground explosions as a constituent part of an international 
system of control over the implementation of a programme of general 
and complete disarmament.

 ̂AntCj p. S51.
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The method proposed by the Soviet Union for the solution of the 
question of the discontinuance of nuclear tests would make it possible, 
without delay, to save mankind from all nuclear explosions and at the 
same time it would not place any State in a position of advantage, 
nor would it cause any detriment to the safeguarding of the national 
security of States. Such an approach would completely dispel all the 
suspicions that have legitimately been aroused in connexion with the 
wide opportunities for using the envisaged control system for in
telligence purposes.

I t goes without saying that an agreement by all nuclear States not 
to conduct any kind of nuclear tests while the negotiations are going 
on would contribute to the success of the negotiations. The Soviet 
Government, although it has carried out considerably fewer nuclear 
weapon tests than the United States, the United Kingdom and France, 
is nevertheless prepared to give such an imdertaking, if the other 
States do likewise.

The Soviet Government also considers that the time has come to 
include France in the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapon tests. I t  is time to put an end to this double game of the 
Western Powers, in which some members of NATO negotiate on the 
prohibition of testing while others with the tacit approval of their 
allies continue to explode and develop nuclear bombs, thereby re
inforcing the military potential of the NATO bloc.

Obviously, if any of the Western Powers, including France, start 
to carry out nuclear tests, then the Soviet Union will again be con
fronted with the necessity of drawing the appropriate conclusions.

Wishing to guide into a practical channel the negotiations that are 
about to begin in Geneva, the Soviet Government has prepared a draft 
agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons tests, which it submits for consideration by the Western 
Powers.^

The Soviet Government expresses its confidence that the proposals 
it is introducing provide a practical opportunity for the prompt 
achievement of agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests and will help to create a favourable atmosphere for the solution 
of the problem of general and complete disarmament, the relaxa
tion of international tension, and the strengthening of peace.

 ̂Infra.
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Soviet Draft Agreement on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
and Thermonuclear Weapon Tests, November 28, 
1961 "

The Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland and the French Republic,

Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest possible achieve
ment of an agreement on general and complete disarmament which 
would abolish for all time the threat of an outbreak of war, put an end 
to the armaments race and eliminate the incentive to the production 
and testing of all kinds of weapons, including nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons,

Believing that the renimciation by States of the testing of nuclear 
and thermonuclear weapons would facilitate the achievement of 
agreement on general and complete disarmament.

Have for these purposes agreed as follows:

Article 1

The States Parties to this Agreement solemnly undertake not to 
conduct tests of any kind of nuclear or thermonuclear weapons in the 
atmosphere, in outer space or imder water.

Article 2

For the purpose of exercising mutual supervision of compliance 
with the undertaking contained in Article 1 of this Agreement, the 
States Parties to this Agreement shall use their national systems of 
detecting nuclear and thermonuclear explosions.

Article 3

The States Parties to this Agreement undertake not to conduct any 
underground tests of nuclear weapons until they have agreed together 
on a system of control over such tests as a constituent part of an 
international system of control over compliance with an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament.

Article 4

This Agreement shall enter into force immediately upon its sig
nature by the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
the United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and N'ortliem Ireland, and the French Republic, and shall be open 
for adherence to it by all States.

 ̂GEN/DNT/122, Dec. 11,1961. The draft agreement was released in Moscow 
on Nov. 27 and submitted at the 341st meeting of the Geneva Conference on the 
foUowing day.
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Statements by the United States Representative (Dean) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu
clear Weapon Tests, November 28, 1961 ^

Mr. Chairman, in your capacity as the representative of the United 
Kingdom you have just stated most clearly the circumstances in which 
your country and the United States again find themselves at this table 
in negotiations with the Soviet Union for a sound and effective inter
nationally controlled nuclear test ban treaty. We welcome the Soviet 
representative, Mr. Tsarapkin, with or without his gavel.

In accordance with the General Assembly resolution of 8 November, 
which we adopted by an overwhelming majority of seventy-one to 
eleven,  ̂the two Western Governments took the initiative of proposing 
to the Soviet Government that our Conference to negotiate a nuclear 
test ban treaty resume discussions along the lines of that resolution.

As you have stated, Mr. Chairman, we have already prepared the 
complete text of a treaty with its annexes and have made certain other 
suggestions, and we earnestly hope that we shall be able to report sub
stantial progress in these talks to the General Assembly by the dead
line of 14 December 1961 set in the United Nations resolution.

Nevertheless, it would be foolish to pretend that the eleven-week 
recess just concluded resembles in any way any of the previous recesses 
in these nuclear test ban negotiations.

On the contrary, the interim adjournment decided upon at the three 
hundred and fortieth meeting on 9 September last ® occurred against a 
dramatic, staccato background of noise of the first Soviet nuclear ex
plosions of its new series of weapons tests— t̂hat is, its first series of 
tests in 1961. The entire recess was indeed puctuated by an extraor
dinary succession of nuclear blasts at fairly regular intervals, and now 
that this series has apparently been concluded—for a time at least— 
there is a sorry record of some fifty nuclear detonations, most of which 
took place in the atmosphere. All this was accomplished by one of 
the three States at this table, the Soviet Union, a nation which on 28 
August 1959 pledged itself never to be the first to resume nuclear 
weapon tests  ̂and which on 20 December 1960 solemnly voted in the 
United Nations for a moratorium on further nuclear weapon testing.®

Although this nuclear test ban Conference now has another chance 
to bring its work to a successful conclusion, I  regret to say it cannot 
merely take up from where it left off. In the first place, the Soviet

" GEN/DNT/PV.341, pp. 8-11,25-31.
pp. 578-579.

* Ante, p. 403.
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1440-1441. 
 ̂Ibid., 1960, pp. 374r-375.
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Union has been involved in an unwarranted attempt to gain for itself 
a unilateral advantage in the nuclear field. This means that there 
is naturally no chance whatsoever—and I want to make this very 
clear—of any pre-treaty commitment by the United States not to con
duct any nuclear tests of any character in any environment which it 
deems essential for the national security of itself and its associates. On 
the part of the United States, we do not believe in test-and-run diplo
macy or in saying or voting for one thing and then doing quite another. 

Of course, as President Kennedy stated on 2 November last:
The United States does not find it necessary to explode fifty-megaton nu

clear devices to confirm that we have many times more nuclear power than 
any other nation on earth and that these capabilities are deployed so as to 
survive any sneak attack and thus enable us to devastate any nation which 
initiates a nuclear attack on the United States. It is essential to the defence 
of the free world that we maintain this relative position . . . .

In view of the Soviet action, it will be the policy of the United States to 
proceed in developing nuclear weapons to maintain this superior capability 
for the defence of the free world against any aggressors. No nuclear tests 
in the atmosphere will be undertaken as the Soviet Union has done for so- 
called psychological or i>olitical reasons. But should such tests be deemed 
necessary to maintain our responsibilities for free world security, in the 
light of our evaluation of Soviet tests, they will be undertaken only to the 
degree that the orderly and essential scientific development of new weapons 
has reached a point where effective progress is not possible without such 
tests—and only within limits that restrict the fallout from such tests to an 
absolute minimum. In the meantime, as a matter of prudence, we shall make 
necessary preparations for such tests so as to be ready in case it becomes 
necessary to conduct them.̂

Therefore, the decision as to whether we test and in what environ
ments will be solely a United States decision with no commitments 
whatsoever. Let us be very clear about that.

The second reason is that the Soviet tests have been a dramatic 
object lesson to the entire world in something which the Western 
delegations to this Conference have stressed again and again, namely, 
the supreme importance and, indeed, vital necessity of having an 
effective, reliable, workable and objective international monitoring 
system to detect, to control and to report nuclear tests. The world 
just cannot rely upon a single government’s word to guarantee the 
fulfilment of its obligations in the disarmament field.

The manner and character of the Soviet violation of the moratorium 
have reinforced and fortified us in our determination to insist on 
sound and impartial international controls which are scientifically 
and technically adequate and which do not primarily depend for their 
enforcement upon the nationals of the country being controlled.

The third reason why no return to the qybo of a few months
ago is possible is that these negotiations can progress only if the Soviet

pp. 556-507.
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Union completely reverses the attitude it revealed between March 
and September of this year. During that entire period, while the 
United Kingdom and the United States made one compromise pro
posal after another in a constructive effort to resolve still-outstanding 
issues at this Conference, the Soviet Union rebuffed or ignored or dis
regarded all these Western efforts and instead introduced new and 
intentional, calculated obstacles to agreement.

Of course, we now understand that all of this negative Soviet ap
proach was a carefully prepared and intentional part of the prepara
tions already well under way in the Soviet Union to resume nuclear 
tests, so as to ensure that no international agreement on a test ban 
could in any way hinder the Soviet determination to test in its own 
interest.

At the present time, however, with this particular Soviet test series 
apparently concluded, the Soviet Union must at last get down to the 
serious business of dealing honestly and seriously with the f ar-reach- 
ing, constructive and imaginative Western proposals for settling the 
outstanding nuclear test ban issues. In  this connexion, we are still 
waiting for Soviet acceptance in line with the General Assembly 
resolution of the essentials of effective treaty control such as a single 
administrator unliampered by national vetoes, control post chiefs who 
are not host country nationals, inspection teams on which no citizens 
of the country being inspected or of its allies may serve, a really 
adequate number of control posts, such as nineteen in the USSR, an 
annual quota of inspections of from twelve to twenty on the territory 
of each original party, truly meaningful criteria for determining the 
right to inspect and actual effective workable controls over low-yield 
nuclear detonations, and prompt and efficient initiation of control 
operations on an international basis of which we can all be proud.

The Soviet Union has much disgraceful and not-to-be-condoned 
conduct to answer for on this nuclear test ban question. This was 
made fully evident by the great majority of speakers in the recent 
debates in the First Committee and plenary meetings of the United 
Nations General Assembly.

The Soviet Union’s unilateral and reckless resumption of such tests 
has not only inflicted great harm on this Conference, but indeed quite 
unjustifiably has helped to cause a general rise in international 
political tensions.

Nothing that the Soviet Union does now can entirely eradicate this 
black blot on the Soviet record. Let us hope the Soviet Union will 
now adopt a sincere and constructive attitude to these negotiations on 
a realistic basis at long last.

In any event, the Western Powers have done their level best to make 
this Conference a success. We have painstakingly tried to meet the
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Soviet point of view in order to get a nuclear test ban treaty. The 
fate of this Conference now rests completely in Soviet hands.

I  join my United Kingdom colleague in calling on the Soviet repre
sentative to come forward in good faith with some sign that his 
country is not totally deaf to the hopes and aspirations of people the 
world over for a sound, workable and effective international treaty 
with proper controls to end nuclear weapon tests in all environments.

Mr. Chairman, I  have listened with great interest to what you 
have had to say in your capacity as representative of the United King
dom, and on behalf of the United States I  share your surprise at the 
statement we have heard from the representative of the Soviet Union 
liere today. Unfortunately this new Soviet proposal—I can only char- 
lacterize it as a propaganda proposal; it certainly cannot be character
ized as a complete draft treaty, carefully worked out, but appears to 
l>e merely a proposal for a completely uncontrolled ban on nuclear 
Weapon tests—sounds no better, as I  had hoped it might, when pre
sented by the representative of the Soviet Union at this table than 
it looked in print in the newspapers after its publication in Moscow 
yesterday.^ So far as I  am aware—I may be mistaken, but so far 
as I  am aware— n̂o text was given to either the United Kingdom 
or the United States Embassy in Moscow, but it was given to a con
ference of the unaligned countries. Nevertheless nothing can hide 
the very apparent fact that it marks a very real Soviet retreat from 
every previous commitment—I  repeat, every previous commitment— 
for international treaty control made by the Soviet Union at this 
Conference.

This proposal that we have heard today would appear to be merely 
an attempt to make it impossible for any other Power than the Soviet 
Union to conduct nuclear tests despite the recent tremendous Soviet 
test series. I t  would appear to be quite an apparent and transparent 
propaganda gesture put forward by the Soviet Union in a vain hope 
to mislead and to deceive world public opinion into thinking that it 
really wants a nuclear test ban treaty. I t is, of course, quite apparent 
that it does not. The Soviet Union seems to be saying to other nations 
“What you do not know about our testing will not hurt you, so do not 
try to find out. Testing is out except when we, the Soviet Union, 
flout.” That is what I  got out of this statement.

This latest Soviet scheme, in essence, calls upon the United States, 
the United Kingdom, France and the Soviet Union to obligate them
selves to conduct no nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, 
underwater or underground, but there is to be no international control 
machinery whatsoever to monitor this prohibition in the first three

 ̂The Soviet proposal is printed supra.
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mentioned environments, where total reliance will be placed upon 
national control capabilities, with apparently no international super
vision and without even the means of finding out about what the na
tional stations discover or disseminating the findings of the national 
control system. Perhaps the representative of the Soviet Union 
would elaborate on this point, for we can find no evidence whatsoever 
of any treaty control organization or administration.

As regards verification of the ban on underground tests, even the 
Soviet Union still appears to acknowledge that international controls 
are essential here, but, if we understand it, the Soviet proposal de- 
dares that no such control machinery can be set up except in the 
context of machinery established to monitor a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament.

As the Soviet representative is well aware. President Kennedy of 
the United States on 25 September of this year laid before the United 
Nations a broad, comprehensive and far-reaching proposal for general 
and complete disarmament in a peaceful world and, as the represent
ative of the Soviet Union is also aware, we are currently trying to 
agree in discussions in New York with Mr. Zorin, the Deputy Foreign 
Minister of the Soviet Union, on an appropriate forum where such 
disarmament talks can be carried on. Mr. Zorin, on behalf of the 
Soviet Union, walked out of the ten-nation conference on disarma
ment here in Geneva in June 1960,2 and despite very determined 
efforts on the part of the United Kingdom and the United States 
since that time we have not been able to get the Soviet Union to agree 
to any forum where further disarmament talks could take place. The 
Soviet Union has probably its own reasons for delaying this matter 
and for not wanting this meeting on disarmament to take place, but 
as we understand its proposal there is nevertheless to be a new mora
torium of indefinite length on such underground tests, with whatever 
controls there are to be put off until some vague indefinite future date 
when a total disarmament programme will have been agreed upon. 
Since the Soviet Union has very clearly indicated that it will not 
negotiate a real nuclear test ban treaty I  suppose we should thank 
it very much for this cold comfort.

I t  seems to us almost incredible that the Soviet Union representa
tive here should have the sheer effrontery to talk about tliis barefaced 
plan, which would deceive the world, that we have heard today with
out either blushing at the colossal hypocrisy of his Government or 
laughing out loud at the total inconsistency of his present position 
with the past positions agreed to by the Soviet Union at this very 
Conference table.

 ̂Ante, pp. 475-482.
* See Documents on Disarmament, I960, pp. 131 ff.
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Three years have passed since these negotiations began, but at that 
time, too, the Soviet Union was trying to convince the United States 
and the United Kingdom to adopt an abbreviated treaty. That treaty 
was known as document GEN/DNT/1.^ That document involved 
little more than a hollow, unpoliced declaration of test cessation, to 
which the Soviet Union, despite the three years of conference here, 
is apparently now reverting. At least, however, that Soviet draft at 
that time did refer to the Geneva Conference of Experts of July and 
August 1958 and did require the establishment of some control meas
ures by the three Powers in line with the experts’ recommendations.* 
Now, apparently, all of that is to be totally ignored or conveniently 
forgotten.

I  should like to ask the representative of the Soviet Union if that 
is correct. I  should further like to ask if every Soviet commitment 
to the concept and practice of effective international controls is to 
be repudiated and if we are to be left to the uncontrolled will or 
whim of the Soviet Union, of whose worth we have just had some 
very concrete evidence.

This Soviet demand that the Western Powers trust its good inten
tions comes at a moment when the Soviet Union has just given proof 
to the entire world of its complete disrespect for the Soviet Union’s 
prior promises. After having solemnly pledged, on 28 August 1959, 
that the Soviet Union would never be the first Power to resume nu
clear weapon tests  ̂ it broke its solemn word two years later, at the 
end of August last, and has brazenly carried out a nuclear weapon 
test series, mostly in the atmosphere, during the last three months.

This series of tests was unparalleled in its intensity and radioactive 
fallout. The representative of the Soviet Union appears to lay great 
stress on the arithmetical number of the Soviet tests, most of which 
not only took place in the atmosphere but were of very large yield. 
Indeed, the total yield of the Soviet nuclear test series in 1961 far 
surpassed the total yield of all tests undertaken by the United King
dom, the United States and France from 1945 on. I t  appears to us 
that he is comparing ants and elephants.

Furthermore, this Soviet test series must have taken well over a 
year—indeed it may have taken several years— t̂o plan and prepare, 
and all the while the Soviet Union and its Premier were engaging 
in the most cynical talk of the Soviet Union’s continued opposition 
to any further weapon tests and of its desire for peace. This could 
probably go on record as one of the greatest exhibitions of crocodile 
tears the world has ever seen. Now the Soviet Union has the

 ̂Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Testa: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 313-314.

* Documents on Disarmament, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
" IMd., pp. 1410-1441.
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audacity to ask the West to make it possible for the Soviet Union to 
repeat this shabby performance by recreating an micontrolled mora
torium situation which the Soviet Union can break at any time, when
ever in its judgement it pleases—whenever, indeed, the Soviet Union 
finds this desirable and whenever it has again completed the neces
sary preparations to test. I  call it to your attention that apparently 
there is nothing in this document which the Soviet representative has 
termed a treaty with respect to preparations to test.

Now that this Soviet nuclear test series has outraged world public 
opinion, as the voting in the United Nations General Assembly clearly 
indicated, the Soviet Government would like nothing better than to 
divert public attention from its perfidious and dangerous actions. 
Having completed its own 1961 series of tests it would now like to 
resimie the benevolent pose of being against all nuclear weapon tests.

The Soviet Union motto seems to be “Let’s all join Atomics Anony
mous until the Soviet Union wants to fall oft the no-test wagon and 
test again”.

But everyone can see, as we just have, that a test ban without effec
tive international controls is no ban at all; it is only a declaration 
which cannot be either policed or enforced.

Of course, an atmospheric ban, even without controls, such as Presi
dent Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan proposed on 3 September 
of this year at the very start of the Soviet tests in September,^ in an 
attempt to spare the world from the radioactive fallout of those Soviet 
tests, might possibly have been of some value at that time if it had 
not been rejected by Chairman Khrushchev of the Soviet Union.^ At 
the present juncture, after that offer expired on 9 September by its 
terms, and after these extensive Soviet tests, an entirely new and 
totally different situation has been created and presented to the world.

Meanwhile, the United States, in any case, cannot forget its respon
sibilities for contributing through its military and scientific strength 
to the security of the free world. The Soviet Union conducted its test 
series for its own selfish objectives. Chairman Khrushchev and Mr. 
Tsarapkin at the First Committee of the United Nations General 
Assembly both told us that this was so. So be it. My Government has 
no intention whatsoever of letting the Soviet Union gain any unilateral 
advantage from its own misdeeds. Pending the conclusion of a rea
sonable treaty resulting from true negotiation for a nuclear test ban 
treaty of the type which has been proposed here by the United King
dom and the United States, my Government in every respect reserves 
its complete rights with regard to testing in any and all environments 
and the United States will undertake no paper commitments or mean
ingless gestures which can reward only the one Power, the Soviet

 ̂Ante, p. 351.
 ̂See ante, pp. 384r-391.
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Union, which has done its cynical utmost heretofore to thwart a 
sound internationally controlled nuclear test ban treaty. The Soviet 
Union is either trying to lead these talks to a collapse or is trying to 
bury them indejfinitely in general and complete disarmament 
negotiations.

I t  would be one thing to agree here, at long last, to a sound and 
effective internationally controlled test ban treaty which could help 
relieve world tensions and mark a first step on the path to general and 
complete disarmament. That is something that the United Kingdom 
and the United States have been trying to do for many a weary month. 
But it would be quite something else to accept what we have heard 
today from the Soviet Union representative with respect to this Soviet 
plan, if it can be so dignified, which dishonours every past Soviet 
pledge in these negotiations and which is unashamedly a propaganda 
move, and a propaganda move only.

I t  seems to us that the Soviet representative’s proposal that an 
additional State be invited to join these talks is just one more Soviet 
attempt to prevent the successful conclusion at an early date of a 
sound and effective internationally controlled treaty for the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests. I t  appears to us to be an obvious Soviet at
tempt to impose one further obstacle to constructive resumption of 
negotiations by attempting to reorganize the Conference in the midst 
of its deliberations. The Republic of France was not a nuclear Power 
at the time we started these negotiations in October 1958. My Gov
ernment not only did not aid or encourage France, but did not give 
France any technical information or “know-how”, or any reactors 
or fissionable material, or otherwise help France in any way. So far 
as we are aware, France became a nuclear Power entirely on its own 
initiative. To our knowledge France has not asked to be invited 
to this Conference. However, although we believe that it would be 
better to press on with these negotiations in an effort to get agreement, 
we should be glad to consider any request by a nuclear Power to join 
in the deliberations at this table. Let me be clear, however; we do 
not consider the participation of any other State to be either necessary 
or useful at this advanced stage of these negotiations when so many 
articles and annexes have been agreed by the three Powers represented 
here. I  would assume that any other State would have to examine 
everything we have done. Certainly the Soviet Union cannot claim 
that Conference participation by any other State or group of States 
is required in the Soviet Union’s security interests. The United 
States-United Kingdom draft treaty, both in its “parties” article and 
in its phasing provisions for the extension of the control system on 
a worldwide basis, affords adequate assurance to all parties equally 
that invitations will be extended in a timely manner to States whose 
adherence to the treaty is deemed essential for the fulfilment of the
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purposes of the treaty.^ I f  there is anything the Soviet representative 
would like to suggest with respect to the “parties” article or the phas
ing provisions we should be very happy to hear it.

But, I  submit, now is not the time for such invitations, although 
it is the time for any suggestions on the treaty itself. I  believe we 
should first agree on the framework of obligations to which other 
States may be invited to adhere. As I  said in my earlier statement 
this afternoon, the draft treaty which was submitted by the Western 
delegations on 18 April this year is before this Conference for con
sideration. As everyone at this table knows, it is the product of 
lengthy give-and-take negotiations among the three of us here and 
provides the basis for a workable agreement. We should be most 
happy to receive suggestions from the Soviet Union with respect to 
it. I t  would have as its objective the ending of all nuclear weapon 
tests by all countries whether they are at present nuclear Powers or 
not. One of the main purposes of the treaty, as we understood our 
deliberations, was to attempt to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons 
to other Powers.

My delegation would deeply appreciate an answer from the Soviet 
representative to the question whether the Soviet proposal which he 
has presented this afternoon means that the Soviet Union now wishes 
to cast aside all the agreements reached in the preceding three years 
of these negotiations. I  ask further whether the Soviet Union wishes 
to cast aside all forms of international control over nuclear tests and 
whether the Soviet Union wishes to strike out now in an entirely 
different direction. While the United States is prepared to consider 
any reasonable proposals which the Soviet Union may wish to make 
which would provide for an effective internationally monitored ces
sation of nuclear tests, my delegation is convinced that the carefully 
formulated draft treaty of 18 April does indeed provide the basis for 
concluding an agreement between the three of us at an early date. 
We submit that the Soviet proposal outlined here today definitely does 
not. I t  seems to us that such an approach as is outlined in the Soviet 
proposals which we have heard here today can only result in much 
delay in signing a sound and effective internationally controlled treaty, 
and in consequent failure to end nuclear tests.

In order that there may be no doubt as to what the Soviet Union 
has in mind by its new proposals, my Government wishes to obtain a 
clear and explicit answer from the Soviet representative to this ques
tion : is or is not the Soviet Union now willing to proceed in good 
faith with the drafting of a treaty providing for international and 
effectively monitored control of cessation of nuclear testing? If  we 
could have an answer to that question, while it might not advance our 
work it might at least clarify the problem before us.

 ̂See ante, pp. 82-126.
629270— 62-------44
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, November 28, 1961 ^

We cannot but express regret that the United Kingdom and United 
States delegations have been in such a hurry to give utterance already 
to negative comments, I  would even say attacks, without having 
familiarized themselves either with the Soviet Government’s state
ment  ̂ or with the draft agreement,^ without having studied both 
these documents carefully and without having examined attentively 
the argumentation which we have expounded, and that they have 
declared offhand that this new proposal by the Soviet Union, this 
new initiative of ours, is virtually unacceptable. Mr. Godber, speaking 
as the United Kingdom representative, and Mr. Dean, speaking as 
the United States representative, put forward a number of arguments 
which show that the Western delegations have learned absolutely no 
lesson at all from the previous stage of the negotiations on the dis
continuance of nuclear weapon tests. They continue to approach both 
the appraisal of events and the solution of the problem in a purely 
technical manner, and without taking into account the existing situ
ation they attempt to solve this problem separately from the problem 
of general and complete disarmament. But life nevertheless makes 
one learn sense. I t  shows indeed that the problem of the discontinu
ance of nuclear weapon tests together with the establishment of 
international control separately from general and complete disarma
ment cannot be solved radically and definitively. A radical and defin
itive solution of this problem can only be achieved conjointly, only 
as a constituent part of a plan, a constituent part of a programme of 
general and complete disarmament. In  the Soviet Government’s 
statement the question is asked whether this means that we cannot at 
present take any steps that would make it easier for us to solve the 
problem of general and complete disarmament. No, it does not mean 
that. The Soviet Government has studied the question and reached 
the conclusion that it is possible to take steps in this direction and 
reach agreement on the basis of the new Soviet proposal as an inter
mediate preliminary solution of the question. I t  was in accordance 
with this constructive approach to the matter that the Soviet Govern
ment submitted its new proposal. Let us look at things realistically. 
As a result of the negotiations which we have been conducting here 
over a period of three years, we have come to the final conclusion and 
conviction that unless the problem of general and complete disarma

 ̂GEN/DNT/PV. 341, pp. 31-35.
“ Ante, pp. 659-663.
® Ante, p. 664.
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ment is settled, in the present situation when the arms race is becoming 
more intense, when the Western Powers’ intensive preparations for 
war are going on and when the danger of war is increasing, it is 
impossible to reach agreement on international control. To link now 
the question of the discontinuance of tests with the question of inter
national control means trying to settle a problem the solution of which 
is absolutely unfeasible in practice. Does this mean that one must 
reject everything and throw the problem of the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapon tests into the dustbin, and not try to find some such 
solution, some such approach, as would, in the present circumstances, 
yield something useful, something positive? We believe that we 
ought to try to find such an approach as would make it possible for 
us in the present circumstances to solve this problem. What does this 
approach consist in ? In the present circumstances the approach con
sists in reaching agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests and at the same time in somehow removing the difficulties which 
have cropped up before us on the path to a treaty on the discontinuance 
of tests. I  refer to the difficulties raised by the demand for the estab
lishment of international control. Since it is impossible to settle the 
question of international control in present conditions, let us solve at 
present the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests 
without international control but with the use of national systems 
of detection and identification. After all, we know and you, Mr. 
Godber, should know quite well, and if you do not know, your experts 
can tell you, that nuclear tests in the atmosphere can be controlled 
by the United Kingdom, France, the United States and the Soviet 
Union separately and independently, without any kind of international 
control. Nuclear explosions in the ocean, under water, at great depths 
can also be recorded by national detection systems in the Soviet Union, 
the United States, the United Kingdom and France. Here again 
no international control system is necessary. At high altitudes in 
outer space, nuclear explosions can also be recorded by national means. 
The United States in any case possesses such national means, let alone 
the Soviet Union. Consequently, we find substantial possibilities, 
we see that it is possible, apparently, to arrange for the discontinuance 
of nuclear weapon tests without establishing at present a system of 
international control, we ourselves being able to carry out control with 
our own national systems. We shall be able to verify that this agree
ment is being carried out by the United States, the United Kingdom 
and France, and you in your turn will be able to verify that it is being 
carried out conscientiously by us. There remain underground nuclear 
weapon tests. What is to be done in this respect ? I t  will be necessary, 
until effective methods of control over underground nuclear explosions 
have been devised, to agree to what you call a moratorium or what we 
call an undertaking by States not to conduct such tests. An agreement
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of this kind would undoubtedly help us to bring about a situation in 
which all tests of any type will have ceased throughout the world. 
That is the path which we could and should take so that—until an 
agreement on general and complete disarmament has been reached 
and all the provisions for a wide-spread system of control over dis
armament have been elaborated—we could during the present interval 
of time come to an agreement on the question which is now set before 
us. That is at present the only way that is feasible in practice. The 
only one. There is no other way in the present circumstances. Control 
at present is impracticable. And you know why—it has already been 
adequately explained to you at this Conference and at the General 
Assembly. So we shall not revert to that question, although in today’s 
discussion you indulged in expressions which should, perhaps, be 
answered in the same scathing and blunt manner of expression as that 
to which you resorted in this discussion, but for the time being I  shall 
refrain from doing so. I  should like to draw your attention to this 
aspect of the matter, namely, that it is necessary to weigh everything 
calmly, to approach this question in a practical manner and to refrain 
from putting artificial demagogic questions.

You know perfectly well why it is impossible at present to reach 
agreement on the establishment of international control, and if you 
do not know, I  can show you volumes of our statements, and you will 
see the reasons. I  repeat once more, is there an arms race ? Yes, there 
is. Can we allow during the arms race your control posts or inspection 
teams on our territory ? No, we cannot. Are you pursuing intensive 
military preparations? Yes, you are. While these intensive prepara
tions are going on, can we allow your technicians and specialists with 
their apparatus on the territory of the Soviet Union ? No, we cannot. 
Are you starting threats of war against us ? Yes, you are. In  these 
circumstances can we allow your sp^ialists of various kinds to come 
to us? No, we cannot. I f  the circumstances change—then we shall 
see and settle the question in another way. This must be taken in 
account, but you do not want to take it into account. Gentlemen. What 
we have proposed to you today is a serious attempt once again on 
our part to settle the question, to find, so to speak, an intermediate 
solution until we agree with you on a programme of general and 
complete disarmament. Then establish any control you like. Gen
tlemen, on the territory of the Soviet Union, for then neither you 
nor we will have any army, navy or air-force, nor will there be any 
guns, rockets or nuclear weapons. Then we shall have nothing to 
conceal from you; you can go throughout the length and breadth of 
our territory, wherever you like. Gentlemen; there will be no objec
tions on our part. But first it is necessary to secure an agreement on 
general and complete disarmament, but while this has not been brought
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about, while the danger of war is increasing, while the international 
atmosphere is becoming ever more tense and extremely heated so that 
one has only to throw a match to blow up the whole world and let 
loose a nuclear missile war—in these circumstances, Gentlemen, talk 
of control cannot be taken seriously, because control in these circum
stances would simply be a means for espionage and military intel
ligence. We will not agree to this; we cannot allow this. And you 
know it. If  you do not want merely to engage in propaganda but are 
really anxious to find some way to agreement, then let us begin by 
taking at least a preliminary step in the right direction which would 
be practicable in present circumstances, let us agree on the basis of 
the proposal which we have submitted to you today. Of course, we 
will make a careful study in the verbatim record of what you have 
said here today, and I  retain the right to reply. We assume, however, 
that you will report to your Governments what has been submitted 
by us today, and we are expecting that you will show goodwill and 
a well-disposed approach, and we shall be able to reach agreement 
on this basis as an intermediate preliminary solution.

General Assembly Resolution 1660 (XVI): 
Question of Disarmament, November 28, 1961 ^

The General Assembly^
’Welcoming the agreement between the Governments of the United 

States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics, as a 
result of negotiations between them, that general and complete dis
armament should be accomplished and their agreement on the prin
ciples which should guide disarmament negotiations.^

Noting that the two Governments are desirous of resuming dis
armament negotiations in an appropriate body, whose composition is 
yet to be agreed upon,

Considering it essential that these two principal parties should 
agree to and accept a negotiating body.

Having regard to the success of negotiations between these two par
ties resulting in the emergence of an agreement on principles,

1. Urges the Governments of the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics to reach agreement on the com
position of a negotiating body which both they and the rest of the 
world can regard as satisfactory ;

 ̂A/RES/1660 (XVI), Nov. 30, 1961. The resolution was unanimously approved.
® See ante, pp. 4S9-^42.
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2. Expresses the hope that such negotiations will be started without 
delay and will lead to an agreed recommendation to the General 
Assembly;

3. Requests the Governments of the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics to report to the General As
sembly, before the conclusion of its sixteenth session, on the results 
of such negotiations.^

Statement by the British Representative (Godber) at the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, November 29, 1961^

Yesterday in concluding my second intervention in the discussion 
I  said that the United Kingdom would study what Mr. Tsarapkin had 
said, as well as the text of the so-called draft treaty which he had 
presented, and would wish to revert to the subject at later meetings. 
In  particular I  said I  should wish to ask for explanations of the 
numerous obscurities in the Soviet proposal. I  said that these ob
scurities and the circumstances in which the proposal had been put 
forward called for a good deal of explanation. I  also said that in 
my view the good faith of the Soviet Union was deeply involved.^

Naturally I  have communicated to my Government in London an 
account of the discussion yesterday and I  know that the full text 
of the Soviet Government’s statement and draft agreement have now 
reached London as well through the medium of the Press.^ My Gov
ernment is not yet, of course, ready to comment in detail, but it would 
be of great assistance to it, in considering the Soviet proposals, if 
Mr. Tsarapkin could here offer us some clarification of certain aspects 
of them.

As I  understand it, the following is a brief summary of the present 
Soviet position. I t is argued that tension in the world, and particu
larly tension between the East and West—^between the United States 
and its allies on the one hand, and the Soviet Union and its allies on 
the other— ĥas increased dangerously in the past year and has now 
reached such proportions that it is impossible for the Soviet Union to 
accept on its territory the measures even of impartial international 
control envisaged in the earlier stages of this Conference. This is 
what I  understand to be the argument put forward yesterday by the 
Soviet representative. These measures, he said, could only be accepted

' See V08t, pp. 722-728, 741-742.
 ̂GEN/DNT/PV.342, pp. a-7.

* GBN/DNT/PV.341, pp. 20-25.
* The Soviet statement and draft agreement are printed ante  ̂ pp. 65^-604.
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in the context of general and complete disarmament, which would cre
ate an entirely new situation. In the meantime, however, a treaty pro
hibiting tests in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space 
controlled only by national detection systems and accompanied by a 
moratorium on tests underground would, in the Soviet view, con
tribute to the goal of general and complete disarmament.^ That is 
what I  imderstood yesterday to be the gist of the Soviet Government’s 
argument.

Mr. Tsarapkin yesterday referred to the previous discussions that 
had been conducted here as being finished. He said that his delegation 
would not enter into further discussions on this basis.

In  view of the time and effort that have been expended on these 
discussions over the last three years, and in view of the Soviet Gov
ernment’s full participation in them up until the beginning of Sep
tember this year, I  think we are entitled to be given some further 
explanation of the reason for the Soviet change of attitude on this basic 
question.

I t  would appear that there must be one of two reasons for this. 
Either the Soviet Union was never serious in its desire for a treaty 
under international control and verification and it was merely in
dulging in deceit and trickery during the whole of the previous nego
tiations with a view to giving itself time to prepare for a massive 
series of tests, or it was negotiating in good faith but some factor has 
changed the whole basis on which the discussions here were going 
forward and it is this change that has led the Soviet Union completely 
to alter it-s attitude.

I f  that is so, what basic change has there been? Mr. Tsarapkin 
seems to pretend that there has been a basic change in NATO military 
dispositions. Really, this is nonsense. There may have been some 
increase in preparedness on the part of NATO countries over the 
last six months, but this was inevitable in the light of Mr. Khrushchev’s 
aggressive annoimcements and threats in relation to Berlin and it is 
certainly no greater than the build-up of Soviet forces in Eastern 
European countries. There may have been some change in degree here 
as a result of these Soviet threats, but I  would submit that there has 
been no basic change to justify such a complete renunciation of the 
work of three years.

There is, in fact, only one basic change in the situation and that 
change is that the Soviet Government, having prepared a massive 
series of tests under cover of its pledge never to be the first to resume 
nuclear tests, has broken its pledged word and has carried out this 
enormous and unprecedented series of tests. That is the basic change. 
I t  seems to provide very hollow ground for Mr. Tsarapkin to say that

 ̂See antCy p. 664.
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in the light of what has happened his country cannot now accept a 
system of international verification and control in relation to nuclear 
tests, and to propose that we should have an unpoliced, uncontrolled 
ban on future testing, relying solely on our own national verification 
measures. Having shown complete bad faith, he now expects us to 
trust his country once more and not to seek to rely on international 
checks of any kind. This really is an absurdity and I  think we are 
entitled to expect from Mr. Tsarapkin a much fuller explanation of 
why his country now tells us that it is not prepared to accept the 
system of international verification which we believed he was work
ing sincerely with us to achieve up until the beginning of September 
this year.

Moreover, surely one of the best methods of inspiring new confidence 
in the world, reducing suspicion between the two sides and inspiring 
hope for a lasting peace would be to conclude a treaty here at the 
earliest possible moment on a question which raises more alarm, sus
picion and anxiety in the minds of peoples all over the world than any 
other international question today. What the world wants is an 
agreement in this vital field under international auspices. We in the 
West are prepared to accept such an agreement; we are prepared to 
sign such an agreement tomorrow. I t  now seems that the Soviet 
Union is not. I  only hope that our first impressions of this new 
Soviet attitude will be proved wrong.

I  speak of an agreement under international auspices because some 
kind of international supervision is necessary in the present situation 
in the world to give confidence. Unfortunately there is no confidence 
at the moment. So far as we are concerned harsh experience has 
taught us that in dealing with the Soviet Union we must insist on 
independent and international verification of agreements.

I  am sure, in fact I  know, that this is an attitude which is not con
fined to the Western Powers. Mr. Tsarapkin has only to read again 
resolution 1649, which was adopted at this session of the General 
Assembly  ̂and which I  quoted at some length yesterday, to acknowl
edge that the great majority of governments in the world think that 
international supervision of a treaty such as we are discussing here is 
not only desirable but essential.

Furthermore, I  should say in connexion with this question of in
ternational supervision—^international control, if you will—that the 
Western countries, and particularly the United Kingdom and the 
United States, for which I  think I  can speak here, are prepared to 
accept this supervision tomorrow—if we can get a treaty here. We 
are prepared to accept Soviet technicians on our territories—and 
this despite the hostility, the suspicion and the tension which exist

M nfe, pp. 578-579.
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between East and West today. We are prepared to accept this, but 
the Soviet Union is not. We think that acceptance would lead to a 
reduction of tension; the Soviet Union refuses to accept and it thereby 
maintains the tension. This is a pretty clear picture and one for 
which the Soviet Government must answer a good deal more clearly 
and more convincingly than it has so far.

Now let me turn to the question of the system of control, the degree 
of international supervision, which we have discussed at this Confer
ence in the past. We are anxiously and vitally interested in the 
Soviet attitude to this question. We want to know whether it has 
changed and, if it has changed, we want to know how much. And 
we want to be told all this very frankly and clearly.

The first and most important question that we wish to put to the 
Soviet Government through Mr. Tsarapkin is whether or not that 
Government continues to accept the experts’ report of 1958.̂  I f  it 
does not accept it in whole, then does it nevertheless still accept it in 
part? In  other words, has the Soviet Union, basing itself on its 
arguments about international tension, thrown the experts’ report 
out of the window, as I  suggested yesterday, and with the report all 
idea of international and impartial supervision?

Next, what about the agreed articles which are embodied in the 
Western draft treaty ?  ̂ These articles were agreed after months, 
indeed years, of patient negotiation and have never been explicitly 
repudiated by Mr. Tsarapkin—unless his statement yesterday is to 
be taken as repudiation. This is what we should like to know. Do 
these articles still exist, in the Soviet mind, as a foundation on which 
to build further agreement, or are they, too, now on the rubbish heap ?

Finally, while I  am dealing with this subject of impartial and in
ternational supervision in general terms, let me ask Mr. Tsarapkin 
one further question. I f  impartial international control, as heretofore 
conceived and discussed during the past three years at this Confer
ence, is no longer acceptable—and if the reason for this latest about- 
face on the part of the Soviet Union lies in the increased tension in 
the world—why were we confronted with this new and vastly im
portant situation only yesterday, and then at first through the medium 
of the international Press? Surely we might have been told many 
months earlier what was in the Soviet Government’s mind.

How long did it take the Soviet Government to prepare for its 
recent massive series of tests—which in themselves have done so much 
to increase this tension of which the Soviet Government speaks? 
Would Mr. Tsarapkin have us believe that the Soviet Government was 
not preparing for the tests even while here he was paying lip service 
to the experts’ report and doing nothing to repudiate the agreed arti

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 19i5-1959f vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
* lUd,, I960, pp. 376-387.
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cles of our treaty? We are told that the tests were necessary because 
of world tension; we are told that international control is impossible 
in conditions of world tension. I t  is incontrovertible that Soviet tests 
have contributed to world tension; yet all the time the Soviet Govern
ment was preparing for these tests Mr. Tsarapkin was paying homage 
to the experts’ report and the agreed treaty Articles which embody 
the idea of international control. How does Mr. Tsarapkin honestly, 
in all sincerity, explain away what I  can only describe as colossal 
hypocrisy?

These are some of the initial reactions which I  have in regard to the 
document which was presented yesterday. Obviously, we shall want 
to examine it further and, as I  have already indicated, we shall wish 
to get the considered reactions of our Government in relation to this 
entirely new approach. But I  felt bound to bring forward these 
questions which I  think underlie the whole of our approach to this 
very sharp change with which the Soviet Union has now confronted 
us. I  do think we are entitled to some clear answers to these questions 
before we can proceed very much further. As I  say, we are quite 
willing to go into detail and look at these matters very carefully, but 
I  do think we must at any rate try to clear the air in the light of 
what I  can only describe as this very disturbing new development 
with which we have been confronted.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) at 
the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu
clear Weapon Tests, November 29, 1961 ^

Does any other representative wish to speak? I f  no other repre
sentative wishes to speak at this time, I  shall make a few remarks 
in my capacity as representative of the United States.

At the three hundred and forty-first meeting of this Conference, 
the real nature of the latest Soviet proposal for a nuclear weapon test 
ban without an effective international treaty with scientific controls 
became apparent. At that time, the Soviet representative told us 
that, although his country had carried out an unprecedentedly large 
series of nuclear detonations, especially in 1961, no other country had 
any right to conduct any further nuclear tests. He informed us, 
further, that even though the Soviet Union had recently broken its 
pledge and its solemn word never to test again unless the United States 
or the United Kingdom first did so, nevertheless the Western Powers 
should now undertake a new exchange of unpoliced, no-testing prom

" GEN/DNT/PV.342, pp. 7-17.
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ises with the Soviet Union without an effective treaty organization 
or control.

Mr. Tsarapkin even declared that all of his country’s commitments 
to work out international control machinery for a nuclear test ban— 
which machinery has been so patiently and painstakingly developed 
at this Conference table—were now scrapped and that all of the 
extraordinarily patient negotiating efforts which have gone into work
ing out an international treaty> must be written off as so much junk 
and scrap.^

This is surely a rather extraordinary record of which to be proud. 
Nevertheless my Soviet colleague appears somewhat sardonically to 
revel—indeed, if I  may say so, to rejoice— în this new Soviet position 
of inconsistencies, repudiations, back-sliding and retreats. My Soviet 
colleague was even obliging enough to furnish us with the key— say 
the key—for explaining this strange attitude of the Soviet Govern
ment. Everything can be understood, it is said, and everything in
deed is justified, if we, the so-called Western Powers, will only please 
keep in mind the fact that “the situation has changed”.

Now as I  understand it, as Moscow would have it some sort of 
special crisis was cooked up by the Western Powers in 1961. Un
fortunately the Western Powers were not bright enough to know about 
this crisis, but Moscow did. Therefore this super-natural knowledge 
possessed by Moscow made it all right for the Soviet Union to abandon 
its no-testing pledge and to disgust and alarm the world with its 
huge series of nuclear explosions. This same supposedly new type of 
tension also means to the Soviet leaders that international controls 
are suddenly unacceptable, that is unacceptable at least until general 
and complete disarmament bursts upon us any day now. Therefore, 
the best that can be done in this rather miserable state of affairs is to 
assume another uninspected, uncontrolled, unsupervised obligation 
not to test and at the same time to trust your fellow nuclear Power, 
who has just broken his word, to abide by his new commitment.

I  have really been trying very hard* to recall how calm, tranquil and 
idyllic were those wonderful days of 1958 and 1959, in fact, when the 
international situation was such that the Soviet Union was ready to 
pledge itself not to test, and when the Soviet Union undertook to 
negotiate for an effective internationally controlled nuclear test ban 
treaty. However, I  am unable to remember, try as I  will, any such 
idyllic and beatific time.

Of course NATO and the Warsaw Pact already existed even in 
those halcyon days, and both sides were developing intercontinental 
missiles or supersonic bombers or nuclear submarines with which to 
challenge or frighten one another. Indeed, the November 1957 Mos-

 ̂See ante  ̂pp. 674-677.



684 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

COW Conference of World Communist Parties had already strongly 
denounced supposedly aggressive Western intentions as a great danger 
to world peace. We must of course believe that the Soviet Union 
was peace loving because it said so itself. Both Pmvda and Izvestia 
incessantly called the United Kingdom and the United States polite 
names, the least of which was ‘̂ imperialist warmongers”. Premier 
Elhrushchev was even threatening to use Soviet missiles and nuclear 
weapons to destroy the United Kingdom and France over the Middle 
East troubles of that year/ and it was hardly an accident that almost 
all of the windows in the United States Embassy in Moscow were 
smashed—^presumably by American students on vacation in Moscow. 
The Berlin crisis had already been launched by a form of Soviet 
ultimatum issued by Chairman Khrushchev in November 1958,̂  which 
caused such international tension and gloom that a Foreign Ministers’* 
Conference had to be summoned in mid-1959.

From this record it is not at all apparent why the Soviet Union was 
ready to contemplate an international control system on its own ter
ritory in the crisis-laden years of 1958 and 1959, but because the 
situation has changed it is quite unprepared to do so today. After 
all, the Soviet Union was, if my recollection serves me well, clamouring 
as much about the well-worn and constantly-trotted-out issue of es
pionage at that time as now. Yet the Soviet Union at that time was 
discussing controls with the United States and the United Kingdom. 
I  assume that this was because Soviet and Western scientific experts 
in August 1958 had found that there was an objective need for inter
national controls to monitor a nuclear test ban.  ̂ In  any event, I  sim
ply cannot believe that the Soviet willingness to work out effective 
international controls in 1958 and 1959 actually resulted from any 
feeling that those were years of general international peace and good
will. I  wish it were really so.

Our latest crisis over Berlin has again been initiated solely and 
quite unjustifiably by the Soviet Government—at least, the Soviet 
Union brought up the whole matter anew just about six or seven 
months ago.  ̂ Yet, on the basis of past experience, we know that 
preparation for a huge, scientifically conducted test series of approxi
mately fifty explosions, such as the one just conducted by the Soviet 
Union, takes far more than a mere six or seven months. Thus one 
must assume that the decision to test and the preparations for the 
detonations were begun long before the Berlin crisis was created.

 ̂See United States Policy in the Middle East, September 1956-June 1957: Docu
ments (Department of State publication 6505, 1957), pp. 183-186.

* Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Documents on Germany, 1944^1961 (S. 
Com. print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 348-303.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 194S-19S9, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
^Documents on Germany, 1944-1961, pp. 642̂ *645.
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That deflated crisis merely happened to be conveniently on hand and 
conveniently could again be blown up when the Soviet testing prepara
tions had been completed. Thus I  am not entirely reassured by my 
Soviet colleague’s promise that this time— repeat, this time—if only 
we all take a no-nuclear-testing commitment everyone will stick to 
the agreement. Surely, I  submit, he would have said this about the 
no-testing pledge of 28 August 1959 by the Soviet Government  ̂ if 
anyone had asked him about it before the Soviet test resumption 
declaration of 30 August 1961.̂  In  fact Mr. Stelle, who was then 
acting as chairman of the United States delegation, did bring up the 
matter at the three hundred and thirty-second meeting, on 28 July, 
this past summer, because Mr. Stelle was disturbed by a public state
ment by Chairman Khrushchev on 21 Jime 1961 advocating nuclear 
testing as militarily desirable.

The denial of Mr. Tsarapkin, the representative of the Soviet Union 
at this table, was rather indignant. His feelings were very much 
ruffled. He said:

We have oflacially notified the whale world that we are not carrying out 
nuclear weapon tests, and we have not undertaken, we are not undertaking, 
nor do we intend to undertake, any clandestine activities of that kind. 
{QEN/DNT/PV,3S2, mge 12)

In fact Mr. Tsarapkin was still complaining at the same meeting about 
alleged United States plans to resume tests. He commented:

That . . . revolts the conscience of the peoples of the world. The peoples 
of the world demand cessation of tests. (Ibid., page 10)

At this Conference table we were all duly impressed by Mr. Tsarap- 
kin’s righteous indignation, as indeed he intended that we should be. 
Nevertheless, as we now know, the Soviet Union at that very moment 
was feverishly preparing its huge nuclear test series, and just a few 
months later the Soviet public stand had also switched some 180 
degrees. My Soviet colleague has since then ascribed this to his 
famous claim of a changed world situation. Indeed, as I  understand 
it—and of course I  may well be wrong— ît is a tenet of his Marxist 
ideology of dialectic materialism and the inexorability of history that 
nothing is static and that changes are forever and constantly taking 
place. What I  should like to know, therefore, is why the Soviet Union 
believes that in this one matter of not testing the situation will never 
change again and that any no-testing pledge will be fully respected 
and observed.

I  must also note that when we really examine the present Soviet 
position, as set forth here all last summer, we find the theme that any 
controls must amount to espionage as long as great armies exist on 
each side. But this shows that the Soviet repudiation of test-ban

Documents on Dimrmamentf 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1440-1441.
* Ante, pp. 33T--348.
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controls is not actually tied to any sudden crisis after a ll: rather, or 
so it appears to me, the Soviet Government is saying that it made a 
mistake in 1958 in accepting internationally effective controls under 
a treaty system and has now radically altered its position on such con
trols. This appears to be the Soviet Union’s stand even though we 
know that by any objective standard the Western-proposed inter
national test-ban controls pose no possible danger of espionage at all 
to the Soviet Union: indeed we have been most careful to try to meet 
all of the Soviet susceptibilities on this point. I  must say that from 
our standpoint it is not correct to imply, as does the Soviet proposal, 
that technical considerations of adequate control require an inter
national effort only in the undergroimd environment. I  submit that 
the atmospheric, under-water and outer-space environments demand 
adequate international treaty control and an appropriately co-ordi
nated international effort just as much as does the underground 
environment.

As my Soviet colleague will recall, we discussed for many meetings 
at this Conference the reconmiendations of the 1958 Geneva Conference 
of Experts for special aircraft sampling flights over national terri
tories. These, of course, were to be used in certain circumstances to 
verify that an atmospheric nuclear explosion had occurred. Obvi
ously, in the absence of an effective international control system these 
special aircraft sampling flights would be quite impossible.

Further than this, my Soviet colleague should remember the experts' 
recommendations for placing radio-active sampling equipment at the 
various control posts. This equipment was to be useful in detecting 
smallish atmospheric explosions that occurred in the same country 
where the control post was located, as well as for larger explosions 
occurring farther away. Thus, without the international control sys
tem with adequate supervision, small atmospheric nuclear explosions 
of weapons that might be highly important militarily could escape 
detection.

Again, in the case of under-water explosions an international system 
embodying under-water hydroacoustic gear at control posts placed 
along the shores of and on islands in the major waters of the world 
was recommended by the experts. In  addition, some ten ships, 
manned by the international control organization, were envisaged. 
Without an international control system such installations would range 
from the impossible to the very difficult.

Let me now turn to the question of detecting nuclear test explosions 
in outer space. In  the outer-space environment the experts recom
mended that explosions should be monitored with a combined system 
of satellites and ground-based detection gear.^ The latter was to be 
located at each of the control posts. Indeed our draft treaty contains

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1427-1434.
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in this respect language which was very carefully worked out and for
mulated with our experts.^ While we do not claim that it is perfect, 
we do claim that it was most carefully formulated on an objective 
basis. Elimination of detection equipment at any part of the control 
post system would certainly lead to less than adequate scientific 
control, and such would also be the case without an international, 
properly supervised control network.

So far I  have spoken in very brief outline of the strictly technical 
and scientific requirements which demand an international control 
system. There are still other factors closely related to the scientific 
and technical ones. First of all there is a great difference in the 
confidence—I would like to stress the word ‘‘confidence”— t̂he nations 
of the world would place in observations reported by an impartial, 
objective, scientific, international organization on the one hand and 
those reported, if reported at all and if reported with complete regu
larity, by only one side in the cold-war struggle on the other hand.

As the Soviet Union itself has suggested in its own proposal,^ 
world opinion can be a powerful deterrent to a would-be treaty 
violator. However, it is submitted that without an effectively moni
tored system imder an international control organization in which the 
nations of the world would have full confidence, world opinion might 
well not be responsive. Confidence is a very difficult thing to build 
and it is a very easy thing to lose.

Furthermore, I  must remind my Soviet colleague that for adequate 
control we have always envisaged an international system which in 
its minimum requirements would be extensive and expensive. The 
United States has always been ready to assume its full and fair share 
of this expense. To replace the one international system we have 
always discussed with a series of national systems without any inter
national or impartial control and without any assurance that the 
reporting would be done on a unified basis, with each national system 
only partially effective and not under international supervision, 
would not only be an immense extravagance and an immense fraud 
upon the world but would be a deception of world public opinion, 
which is relying upon the three parties at this table to do a truly 
effective job. The world has watched with approval the patient way 
in which we have worked out our nuclear test ban treaty by careful 
formulation, and I  submit that it would be a great mistake on the part 
of any one of us, or on the part of all three of us, to let down the world 
in this respect.

I t  is entirely true that the United States and the United Kingdom, 
on 3 September last, after the third Soviet explosion in the atmosphere, 
did propose a test ban for the benefit of humanity, in the atmosphere

 ̂See art. 11 of Annex I to the -draft treaty {ante, pp. 113-115).
® Ante, p. 062.
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only, to be monitored solely by national systems which, on the whole, 
were thought to be adequate.^ We did not suggest a non-controlled 
ban on nuclear tests for any other environment. The offer was limited 
to the atmosphere where, we all concede, there are some— t̂hough not 
by any means complete—unilateral national control capabilities. I t  
depends on where the explosions take place and on their yield. At 
that time, after having negotiated here for three years in an attempt to 
work out an effective international treaty organization, we felt that 
the joint responsibility of the United Kingdom and the United States 
to humanity to try to prevent radio-active health hazards from the 
announced imminent, large-scale atmospheric testing to be undertaken 
by the Soviet Union obliged us to accept the very real risks involved 
in an atmospheric ban without effective international controls. In  the 
interests of humanity, after weighing the risks, our two Governments 
made this offer. I t  is well known that the offer was open only until 
9 September and it was rudely rejected by the Soviet Union before 
it expired. The Soviet Union then went on with testing, in the 
interests of what Chairman Khrushchev, Deputy Foreign Minister 
Zorin and Mr. Tsarapkin have described as its own military security; 
it went on with some forty-seven more tests in its own military interest, 
without any regard for the rest of the world or the effect of those 
tests on humanity. Our offer was made after three tests in an effort 
to induce the Soviet Union not to make further tests. I t  was made 
under certain circumstances and it has expired under its terms.

Now the situation has altered radically after the recent big Soviet 
test series, largely carried out in the atmosphere. We were unable 
to persuade the Soviet Union not to make these tests. The entire 
purpose of our making the offer has now disappeared. Therefore, we 
see no reason now to run the risks of successful cheating by further 
tests in tlr?. atmosphere, by accepting any nuclear test ban without 
adequate, effective and properly policed international controls, because 
this would not only deceive the world but would reward the Soviet 
Union for its past violation of its solemn pledge not to be the first 
to resume testing; I  submit there could be no real or lasting confidence 
that the new pledge of the Soviet Union would not be violated, just 
as the pledges made by the Soviet Union have been violated in the past.

I f  the Soviet Union says now that it will agree to the very no
testing pledge which it summarily rejected some two months ago, 
this cannot be because the world situation has suddenly improved, 
but must be a result of the completion of the nuclear test series which 
the Soviet Union had planned for the year 1961. This reflects a rather 
high degree of Soviet cynicism about a nuclear test ban. The world 
at large, and the United States in particular, will not be led thereby

 ̂Antet p. 351.
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to allow the Soviet Union to gain any unilateral advantage from the 
breaking of its solemn word.

At this juncture of our negotiations I  must again call on the Soviet 
Union, as I  have been calling on it for some months past, to give up 
its transparently false and illogical position and, in the interests of 
the world, to resume honest negotiations for a sound nuclear test ban 
treaty, with proper international controls. Such a document rests 
on the table as GEN/DNT/110, Adds/1,2 and 3,̂  and the very impor
tant United Kingdom-United States proposal of 28 August.^

I t behooves us now to come to grips with this problem honestly and 
to work out the remaining problems. The United States, and I  am 
sure the United Kingdom, are quite prepared to sit down to patient, 
negotiating drafting work with the Soviet Union to resolve these 
remaining problems. We are quite prepared to undertake this work 
and we are quite sure that, with the co-operation of the Soviet Union, 
we can arrive at a mutually acceptable treaty. Then the world will 
at last have a test ban in which it can have confidence and whose 
implementation will be guaranteed. This, and only this, will give us 
that political gain and step forward towards true disarmament which 
the world eagerly wants us to accomplish.

I  pledge to my Soviet colleagues that if they will meet us on these 
points they will find us most co-operative, very patient and very under
standing of any problems which the Soviet Union brings forward. 
We pledge that we shall spare no effort and shall use all the means at 
our command in working out a mutually satisfactory agreement. This 
is what the world expects of us and, I  submit, we can do no less.

In  closing I  should like to ask the representative of the Soviet Union 
a few questions; I  ask these in order that we may have a better and 
a more correct understanding of the new proposal made by the Soviet 
Union, which we heard for the first time yesterday.

1. Does the Soviet Union now repudiate the conclusions and the 
recommendations developed jointly by Soviet scientists with Western 
scientists in the report of the high altitude experts of July 1959 and 
now embodied in our draft treaty ?

2. Does the Soviet Union now reject or does it wish to modify in any 
way the conclusions of the Geneva experts’ report of 1958 concerning 
the detection and identification of atmospheric tests?

3. Does the Soviet Union now reject or does it wish to modify in 
any way the conclusions of the Geneva experts’ report of 1958 con
cerning the detection of explosions in, on or under the oceans?

4. Does the Soviet Union still recognize the need for international 
controls on underground tests? Does it still accept the conclusions of

" Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162, 825, 327.
® See ante, pp. 296-300, 304-307.

629270— 62 i5
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the 1958 Geneva experts and the subsequent technical working groups 
on the means of detecting and identifying such nuclear tests ?

5. Which of the agreed treaty articles and annexes of this Confer
ence —̂which we have so patiently worked out in the many working 
hours we have spent together—does the Soviet Union still accept? 
Which of the treaty articles and annexes does it wish to modify? 
I t  would help us in our work and be of great benefit to all of us if the 
representative of the Soviet Union would be specific on these points.

6. Does the Soviet Union now repudiate or wish to change in any 
way the agreements reflected in the correspondence between Chairman 
Khrushchev, President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillan 
with respect to an internationally controlled nuclear test ban treaty? ^

7. The Soviet proposal speaks of controls over underground tests. 
Are these controls over tests to be national or organized on the basis 
of “you control us—we control you”, or are these controls over under
ground tests to be truly international in administration ? What are 
they to be? We should greatly appreciate some enlightenment with 
respect to these controls over underground tests.

8. What guarantee would the Western Powers have that the Soviet 
proposed moratorium on underground tests would not prove to be an 
indefinite one?

9. What kind of duration clause does the Soviet Union envisage in 
its new approach? Does the Soviet Union recognize the validity of a 
unilateral finding of violation by the other side? What system of 
reporting by each country’s national system would it set up? Who 
would review this system of reporting? How would such a system 
of reporting be evaluated? Would there be a uniform method of 
reporting? Would the Soviet Union recognize a right of withdrawal 
from the treaty if there were a imilateral finding of violation by the 
other side? We are greatly puzzled as to the meaning of the draft 
proposal we heard from the Soviet Union yesterday and would 
greatly welcome any further enlightenment we could obtain from 
our Soviet colleague with respect to it.

10. How would the world be assured under the Soviet scheme either 
that obligations are being observed or that violations which are alleged 
have in fact taken place? Would there be any system of inspection or 
verification? I f  so, how is it envisaged that it would operate?

11. Would the Soviet Union accept the kind of verification and 
control arrangements represented in the United States-United King
dom draft treaty within a framework of general and complete dis
armament? I f  the answer to this question is in the affirmative, we 
would be most interested to hear how our Soviet colleagues propose 
to work this out.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, I960, pp. 37&-38T.
* I'bid.y 1945-1959f vol. II, pp. 1392-1412, passim.
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These are some of the questions that occur to us from a reading in 
the past twenty-four hours of the Soviet proposal, which we heard 
for the first time yesterday. We would very much appreciate replies 
to these questions by our Soviet colleague. We assure him that we 
will give his replies the most careful consideration because we wish 
to ensure that we fully understand this Soviet proposal. I  may 
have further remarks to make following the replies by our Soviet 
colleague.

Statement by the United States Representative (Yost) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Spread 
of Nuclear Weapons, November 30, 1961 ^

As this Committee is well aware, the United States was probably 
the first Government to recognize the danger which attends prolifer
ation of national nuclear capabilities. Our internal law and our 
policy expressly seek to prevent the spread of manufacturing capa
bilities of nuclear weapons, as well as ownership of such weapons. We 
have strongly urged measures which we hope will lead to general 
and complete disarmament. We have urged acceptance of a nuclear 
test ban treaty and proposed to the Soviet Union, and they agreed, 
that we return to the negotiating table to seek agreement on ending 
nuclear tests—although, unfortunately, the present Soviet position 
in this respect is not encouraging.

We are anxious to prevent the spread of control of nuclear weapons 
capabilities to additional individual States, believing that control 
over nuclear weapons by large numbers of individual countries in
creases the possibility of nuclear war.

Stage I  of the United States Programme for General and Complete 
Disarmament clearly sets forth our position on this question:

States owning nuclear weapons shaU not relinquish control of such weapons 
to any nation not owning them and shall not transmit to any such nation the 
information or material necessary for their manufacture. States not owning 
nuclear weapons shall not manufacture such weapons, attempt to obtain con
trol of such weapons belonging to other States, or seek or receive information 
or materials necessary for their manufacture.*

We believe that if these principles can be generally accepted and 
applied, the nuclear threat will be substantially reduced.

We appreciate the sincerity of the intentions of the sponsors of this 
draft resolution;  ̂ we are aware of the objectives they wish to attain.

*A/C.1/PV.1208, pp. 21-22.
 ̂Ante, p. 478.

® Infra.
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Certainly all men of goodwill would share these intentions. I t  does 
not seem to my delegation, however, that the draft resolution we are 
discussing represents the best approach to this subject. With all re
spect, we would suggest to the sponsors of that draft resolution that its 
subject matter touches the very centre of defensive arrangements in 
the crisis-ridden world of today. False steps in this area, or harmful 
restrictions on the peaceful ability of peaceful States to protect them
selves against aggression would only injure the cause of peace and 
security and make real progress towards genuine disarmament 
impossible.

That in our view is exactly the situation as regards this draft resolu
tion. I t  has been said that it is only an authorization for an inquiry, 
but clearly it is more than that. The very terms of the fourth pre
ambular paragraph seem to us to prejudge the question itself; and 
operative paragraph 2, which envisages the possibility of future 
United Nations action on the basis of this doubtfully formulated ques
tion, certainly foreshadows a chain of events which might lead to the 
undesirable result to which I  have just referred. To put it in another 
way, the Swedish proposal seeks to shift the emphasis in this matter 
entirely to non-nuclear Powers receiving nuclear weapons on their 
territory in behalf of any other country, and thus to prejudice exist
ing defensive arrangements.

We believe the answer to this aspect of the inquiry called for by 
this draft resolution is so obvious as to render the inquiry academic. 
Quite clearly, the conditions which created the need for defensive 
arrangements will have to be removed before these defensive arrange
ments can be terminated. Until general disarmament is achieved or 
until political and military threats cease to exist once and for all, the 
United States must continue to give its allies the military support 
which they request and which they consider necessary for collective 
self-defense.

I t seems to us that this draft resolution, in its reference to the dis
position of nuclear weapons, calls into question the right of free na
tions to join together in collective self-defence, including the right of 
self-defence with nuclear weapons if need be.

Because this draft resolution represents what seems to us a mis
taken approach to an admitted problem of great importance and sensi
tivity, my delegation will be forced to vote against it.
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General Assembly Resolution 1664 (XVI): Prevention 
of Further Spread of Nuclear Weapons, December 4, 
1961 ^

The General Assembly^
Gonvinced that all measures should be taken that could halt further 

nuclear weapons tests and prevent the further spread of nuclear 
weapons,

Recognizing that the countries not possessing nuclear weapons have 
a grave interest, and an important part to fulfil, in the preparation 
and implementation of such measures,

Believing that action taken by those countries will facilitate agree
ment by the nuclear Powers to discontinue all nuclear tests and to pre
vent any increase in the number of nuclear Powers,

Taking note of the suggestion that an inquiry be made into the 
conditions under which countries not possessing nuclear weapons 
might be willing to enter into specific undertakings to refrain from 
manufacturing or otherwise acquiring such weapons and to refuse 
to receive, in the future, nuclear weapons in their territories on behalf 
of any other country,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to make such an inquiry as soon 
as possible and to submit a report on its results to the Disarmament 
Commission not later than 1 April 1962;

2. Requests the Disarmament Commission to take such further 
measures as appear to be warranted in the light of that report;

3. Calls wpon the nuclear Powers to extend their fullest co-opera
tion and assistance with regard to the implementation of the present 
resolution.

 ̂A/RES/1664 (XVI), Dec. 5, 1961. Tlie resolution was originally submitted 
by Sweden and 7 other countries. There was no rollcall vote in the plenary 
session. The vote in the First Committee (Nov. 30, 1961) was 57-12-32:

For: Afghanistan, Albania, Austria, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian 
S.S.R., Cambodia, Canada, Celyon, Congo (L^opoldviUe), Cuba, Cyprus, Czecho
slovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Finland, Ghana, Guinea, Hungary, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, 
Libya, Malaya, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Norway, Paki
stan, Poland, Rumania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Sweden, Syria, 
Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., U.A.R., Yemen,
Yugoslavia.

Against: Belgium, France, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Nicaragua, 
Portugal, Spain, Turkey, U.K., U.S.

Al)staining: Argentina, Australia, Bolivia, Cameroun, Central African Re
public, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville), Costa Rica, Dahomey, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Gabon, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iran, Liberia, Madagascar, Mauritania, New Zealand, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Uruguay, Venezuela.
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General Assembly Resolution 1665 (XVI): Prevention 
of the Wider Dissemination of Nuclear Weapons, De
cember 4 ,1961 ^

The General Assembly^
Recoiling its resolutions 1380 (XIV) of 20 November 1969  ̂ and 

1576 (XV) of 20 December I960,*
Convinced that an increase in the number of States possessing nu

clear weapons is growing more imminent and threatens to extend and 
intensify the arms race and to increase the difficulties of avoiding 
war and of establishing international peace and security based on the 
rule of law,

Believing in the necessity of an international agreement, subject to 
inspection and control, whereby the Powers producing nuclear wea
pons 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,

1. Calls upon all States, and in particular upon the States at pres
ent possessing nuclear weapons, to use their best endeavours to secure 
the conclusion of an international agreement containing provisions 
under which the nuclear States would undertake to refrain from 
relinquishing control of nuclear weapons and from transmitting the 
information necessary for their manufacture to States not possessing 
such weapons, and provisions under which States not possessing nu
clear weapons would undertake not to manufacture or otherwise ac
quire control of such weapons;

2. Urges all States to co-operate to those ends.

Statement by the Soviet Government in Connection With 
the Negotiations on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, December 4, 1961^

The Soviet Government notes with satisfaction that the new pro
posals of the Soviet Union on the question of the discontinuance of 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons tests have been appreciated at

^A/RES/1665 (XVI), Dec. 5, 1961. The resolution was originally submitted 
by Ireland. It was unanimously approved.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 194 -̂1959  ̂vol. II, p. 1547.
I960, p. 373.

* GBN/DNT/123, Dec. 11, 1961. The statement was submitted by the Soviet 
delegation at the 344th meeting of the Geneva Conference.
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their true worth by the peoples of the whole world.^ All who are 
interested in the consolidation of peace have rightly seen in these 
proposals a practical opportunity for putting an end without delay 
to all types of nuclear weapon tests.

In  submitting its proposal for the conclusion of an a^eement on 
the discontinuance of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space 
and under water, the implementation of which would be mutually 
controlled by the parties by means of national systems of detecting 
nuclear explosions, and in proposing the establishment of a mora
torium on underground tests of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Govern
ment assumed that these proposals would meet with a positive attitude 
on the part of the Western nuclear Powers— t̂he United States of 
America, the United Kingdom and France. Indeed, it is well known 
that quite recently the President of the United States of America, 
Mr. Kennedy, and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Mr. 
Macmillan, themselves recognized that national systems of detecting 
nuclear explosions are quite adequate to ensure mutual control over 
compliance by the parties with an agreement on the discontinuance 
of nuclear explosions in the atmosphere, and expressed themselves 
in favour of such an approach to the solution of the question of the 
discontinuance of nuclear tests.^ Thus there is a basis for the speedy 
achievement of an agreement which would save the peoples from 
experimental explosions of nuclear weapons.

However, one cannot fail to be put on one’s guard by the fact that, 
in connexion with the resumption of the negotiations in Geneva on 
28 November, during which new Soviet proposals were to be con
sidered, government circles in the United States made statements 
to the effect that the United States intended to continue conducting 
nuclear weapon tests in the future. A similar statement was also 
made by the United States representative at the Geneva Confer
ence.  ̂ Preparations are now openly being made for the next nuclear 
explosion in the State of New Mexico.

The United Kingdom Government, for its part, has stated that “it 
cannot undertake not to conduct or not to support the conducting of 
further nuclear tests.” ^

The Government of France, which conducted tests at a time when 
attempts were being made in Geneva to reach an agreement forbidding

 ̂Ante, p. 664.
 ̂See antey p. 351.

* Cf. ante, pp. 665-666.
* The British Foreign OflSce made the following statement on Nov. 23, 1961: 

“Her Majesty’s government must make it clear that pending the conclusion of 
such a treaty they cannot bind themselves not to engage in or support the 
conduct of further tests” {Washington Post and Times-Heraldj Nov. 24, 1961).
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such tests, has still not expressed its willingness to undertake not to 
conduct such tests.

I t  is permissible to ask what are the United States and its allies 
really after? Is it the discontinuance everywhere of nuclear tests 
or the continuation of their race to achieve an illusory superiority in 
nuclear weapons?

Who does not realize that the continuation of nuclear weapon tests 
by the Western Powers anywhere—^underground, in the atmosphere, 
in outer space or under water—^would inflict a blow on the expecta
tions of the peoples of the world, particularly at the time when, thanks 
to the new initiative of the Soviet Union, the green light is given 
for the immediate conclusion of an agreement on the discontinuance 
of all nuclear weapon tests.

The Soviet Union is sincerely striving to reach an agreement with 
the Western Powers. I t  would be futile, however, to expect the other 
side to look on cahnly while the Western Powers conduct tests with 
the object of improving nuclear weapons and try in that way to 
secure military advantages for the aggressive NATO bloc. The 
Soviet Government declares with all firmness that if the Western 
Powers continue nuclear weapon tests, including tests under ground, 
the Soviet Union will be compelled, in order to safeguard its security, 
to conduct such nuclear weapon tests as it deems necessary for the 
strengthening of its defensive capacity.

We should like to believe that common sense will nevertheless 
prevail in the leading circles of the Western Powers and that they 
will at last take the path leading to the cessation of the dangerous 
game with nuclear tests, the path to the conclusion of an agreement 
on the prohibition of such tests for ever, as proposed to the Western 
Powers by the Soviet Union.

Implementation of the new Soviet proposals would make it possi
ble to improve to a considerable extent the international situation and 
to create favourable conditions for the speediest possible solution of 
the major problem of our time— t̂he problem of general and complete 
disarmament. Thereby a valuable contribution would be made to the 
cause of preserving and strengthening peace on earth.
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Statements by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinu
ance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, December 5, 1961 ^

The statement of the Soviet Government that has been read into the 
record of our Conference today"' and, I  must say, some of the ac
companying observations of the Soviet representative are of a shame
lessly cynical character. They hardly deserve a serious answer. This 
is the statement of a Government which in September 1961 violated 
its own solemn pledge of 28 August 1959 never to be the first nuclear 
Power to resume nuclear weapon tests.^ I t  is the statement of a 
country which has recently concluded a monumental series of about 
fifty unprecedentedly large tests for the avowed purpose of improving 
its military capacity in relation to that of the West. And yet when 
the United States, in response, does no more than conduct some nuclear 
weapon tests for its security and that of its allies, the Soviet represent
ative is ready to shed copious crocodile tears.

I  cannot forget that in 1960 the Soviet Government and the Soviet 
representative warned that if the United States even carried out any 
nuclear detonations for research purposes without Soviet Union con
sent and observation, the Soviet Union would consider those detona
tions to be weapon tests and would answer with tests of its own.  ̂ When 
the Soviet Union pretended to believe that the shoe was on the other 
foot— t̂hat is, that the United States was planning to resume tests— 
it minced no words in saying that it would not allow itself to be thus 
put into an imequal position. After all, a certain status quo or balance 
was established—and it does not matter in whose favour this was— b̂y 
the de facto moratorium on testing which began at about the time that 
this Conference started. I f  one side changes the status guo  ̂ it must 
expect the other side to restore it.

Mr. Dean, the United States representative, said immediately at the 
three hundred and forty-first meeting that the United States had no 
intention whatsoever of entering into another explicit or implicit 
agreement not to test while these talks went on.̂  We have been 
severely burned once on paper pledges by the Soviet Union on 
this score, and we do not intend to be victimized a second time. 
Therefore, I  can repeat unequivocally that while we earnestly seek 
to make progress in these negotiations towards a sound, controlled 
test ban agreement we shall not undertake any commitment whatso

" GEN/DNT/PV.344, pp. 7-^, 14-19.
* Supra.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 19Jf5-1959  ̂vol. II, pp. 1440-1441. 
 ̂See ibid,, 1960, p. 125.
Ante, p. 666.
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ever in regard to limitations on testing until an appropriate agreement 
with international control has taken effect.

Whether the Soviet Union chooses to assert that this stand of the 
United States leaves the Soviet Union free to test is totally immaterial 
to us. Indeed, such an assertion is entirely redundant in any case since 
the events of the last few months have shown conclusively that the 
Soviet Union tests when and how it wants to, whether it has prior 
commitments to the contrary or not.

In any case, it is foolish to waste more time on this matter when 
we could be working on the specific problems involved in establishing 
a controlled end to nuclear testing.

• • • • • • •

For the last six months, that is since the Soviet memorandum of 
4 June 1961,̂  the United Kingdom and United States delegations at 
this Conference have been listening to Mr. Tsarapkin’s theme that in 
the present state of world tension and the aimaments race the estab
lishment of an effective international control system over a test ban 
treaty is unacceptable to the Soviet Union because it would be an 
instrument for conducting espionage against the Soviet Union.

Of course, before 4 June there was also some talk of espionage, but 
then it was in another context. In  fact, at that early time, the Soviet 
line was that the controls recommended by the 1958 Geneva experts 
and approved by our three Governments  ̂were tolerable but that the 
Western Powers were seeking additional control measures which were 
excessive and which posed a risk of espionage to the Soviet Union.

After 4 June the Soviet representative at first indicated that al
though his country now preferred to resolve the test ban problem in 
the framework of general disarmament, it would still sign a controlled 
test ban treaty provided that the control measures were no greater than 
those proposed by the Soviet Union. This supposed Soviet readiness 
to sign its own treaty was, however, progressively played down more 
and more until, in its note of 9 August,® the Soviet Union made it clear 
that no treaty, not even one on its own past terms, would any longer 
be acceptable.

From that moment on it was the Soviet position that since the Soviet 
Union would accept controls only for the implementation of a com
plete disarmament treaty a test ban would have to be arranged, if 
at all, as part of such a treaty. Implicit in this Soviet approach was 
the idea that a test ban agreement did indeed require some control ar
rangements to monitor its implementation, but that these now had to 
be postponed for some period, and that the ban on nuclear weapon 
testing therefore also had to be put off. There was at that time no

 ̂Ante, pp. 162-166.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
’ Ante, pp. 273-274.
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Soviet hint of a totally uncontrolled test ban agreement. That latter 
monstrosity is something at which the Soviet Union has arrived only 
very recently, after having carried out approximately fifty nuclear 
detonations in its weapon test series of September, October and No
vember this year. No doubt the Soviet Union is now quite willing to 
go back on all of its innumerable earlier commitments to a controlled 
test ban because the new uncontrolled paper pledge which it is advo
cating would keep the United States from conducting whatever nu
clear tests the United States may now find necessary for its military 
security and the security of the free world. Obviously, the United 
States has no intention of undertaking any such one-sided commit
ment.

Ambassador Dean pointed out at the three hundred and forty-sec
ond meeting that the pretext of a worsening international situation, 
advanced by the Soviet Union for refusing now to accept controls to 
which it agreed in 1958, will not stand up under analysis.^ Unfortu
nately, world conditions have not improved in the last three years, 
but they are not essentially worse either, and the types of tensions 
which exist today were all with us in the same acute form in 1958. 
Knowing the long-standing Soviet preoccupation with espionage, 
which certainly antedates this Conference, I  am confident that all of 
the recommendations of the 1958 experts on test ban control measures 
were carefully examined by the Soviet Government at that time from 
just this point of view; and I  am equally sure that the Soviet Govern
ment in 1958 found no grounds for worrying about espionage in the 
suggested control system.

In fact no other conclusion about the nature of the proposed control 
system would have been possible in 1958 or would be possible today for 
an objective analyst. As the United Eangdom and United States 
delegations have pointed out on many occasions, none of the control 
arrangements contemplated in the Western draft treaty could possi
bly create any danger of espionage to the Soviet Union, whatever 
might be the state of international relations. Let me review the con
trol provisions again in specific and concrete terms instead of, as is 
the Soviet representative’s custom, in sweeping, unsupported and un- 
supportable generalizations and charges about an .alleged potential for 
espionage in the control system.

First of all I  must stress that the controls proposed by the Western 
Powers are by no means all-embracing. On the contrary they are 
greatly restricted in scope and tailored to meet the particular require
ments of monitoring a test ban. In this respect they are directly de
rived from the recommendations of the 1958 experts, which the Soviet 
Government approved and which Mr. Tsarapkin used to quote as his 
bible.

 ̂Ante, pp. 682 £P.
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In connexion with controls over general and complete disarmament 
there would obviously be required a very wide variety of measures, 
such as the stationing of foreign inspectors at all sorts of production 
facilities, at airports, at railroad and road junctions and at space 
rocket launching sites, to say nothing of carrying out unannounced 
inspections of military installations and photographing national terri
tory from patrolling aircraft. But nothing suggested for a test ban 
control system would be as extensive as such measures. Instead there 
would be a network of nineteen fixed control posts in the Soviet Union, 
plus a maximum of twelve to twenty annual on-site inspections in 
scientifically determined areas.

As far as the control posts are concerned, they would be stationed 
not where any other country might prefer to put them but at fixed dis
tances on an established grid pattern. Moreover, the exact site could 
not be chosen, under the Western draft treaty, without the consent of 
the host country— t̂hat is, of the Soviet Union. The control post staff 
would not constitute teams to be sent on expeditions into the neigh
bouring countryside; on the contrary, the posts would be self-con- 
tained installations inside established boundaries.

In  this connexion it must not be forgotten that the activities of the 
control post staff would also be fully known to the authorities of the 
host country. One third of the technical and scientific staff and all of 
the auxiliary staff would be made up of host country nationals, that is, 
Soviet citizens in the case of posts on Soviet territory. Thus, at a post 
in the Soviet Union of, let us say, a technical personnel of thirty-six 
and twenty-five supporting staff, only twenty-four, plus the director, 
would be foreigners, imder the Western proposals, whereas thirty- 
seven would be Soviet citizens. In  such circumstances it would strain 
anyone’s credulity to be asked to believe the Soviet claim that espi
onage activities—or indeed anything prejudicial to the host country—• 
could take place at a control post. In  truth there would be no oppor
tunity for anything to happen at a post except the carrying out of the 
control operations prescribed by the test ban treaty and by directives 
from control system headquarters. Anything else would immediately 
become known to the host country, and could be stopped.

The situation is not essentially different in regard to on-site inspec
tion, which is the other major control operation now projected. The 
number of on-site inspections per year would be strictly limited to a 
maximum figure by the agreed quota written into the treaty. Even 
then an inspection could take place only when the criteria which dem
onstrated that an unidentified seismic event had occurred had been 
fulfilled. Moreover, the inspection could not be carried out at any 
spot chosen by the investigators but only within a small area surround-
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ing the presumed epicentre of the unidentij&ed seismic event. Thus 
the specific inspectable area of 200, or sometimes somewhat more, 
square kilometres would be chosen solely on the basis of objective in
strument readings and not in the slightest degree on the basis of the 
whim or caprice of any party to the treaty.

Going beyond this, it must also be recognized that the procedures 
for conducting an on-site inspection would also preclude the acqui
sition of espionage data. I  have in mind the fact that in getting to 
the investigation area the host country would provide the means of 
transport and choose the route. The apparatus that would be used 
would be only those instruments that had previously been approved 
and provided by system headquarters. No equipment not needed for 
the operation would be brought along.

I  mention this because, at the three himdred and forty-first meeting, 
Mr. Tsarapkin made some remark about the intolerable nature of hav
ing foreigners roaming around the Soviet Union under present condi
tions with all sorts of instrumentation.^ This is certainly far-fetched, 
particularly in view of the fact that the control measures envisaged by 
the West do not permit any roaming at all, but only visits to limited 
areas determined by set criteria, that the nature of the instrumenta
tion will be determined in advance, and that the entire inspection team 
and all of its activities can be watched by as many observers as the 
Soviet Government might care to name. We would not care if it had 
two or three of its own observers for each member of the inspection 
team, as long as the observers did not interfere with the legitimate 
prescribed work of the team.

I  could mention that the control system would also have the possi
bility of conducting special air sampling flights. However, this does 
not change the picture at all. This is because there would be only a 
very small number of such flights, if any, and because the aircraft and 
its crew would be supplied by the government of the country being 
overflown, because there would be only approximately two foreigners 
on the aircraft representing the control system and because, in any 
event, the aircraft would be limited to flying along certain routes 
agreed to in advance by the control organization and the government 
of the country being overflown.

On top of what I  have said thus far, it cannot be forgotten that 
there is one further safeguard against espionage in control system op* 
erations. Not only would the host country be able to leam effectively 
what was going on at each control post, on each inspection team and 
aboard every special aircraft flight; not only would the movement in 
a country of foreigners employed by the control organization be care

^Ante, p. 676.
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fully circumscribed and not only would all instrumentation and work 
procedures be detailed in advance; but there would also be an alert and 
balanced headquarters staff supervising everything taking place 
throughout the control organization. Both nuclear sides would have 
the fullest representation at each and every level of the headquarters 
staff, from top to bottom, and no arrangements of prejudice to either 
side in any component of the system could survive the observation of 
this staff or could fail to come to the attention of the top policy-making 
body, the control commission.

From what I  have said today it should be obvious that Soviet 
<;harges that the control system over a test ban treaty could somehow 
be employed for espionage purposes against the Soviet Union are 
devoid of any substance. They are in truth merely a subterfuge to 
mislead those who are gullible and who do not know the facts. The 
Soviet aim in all this is, clearly, to divert criticism from itself for at
tempting to torpedo these negotiations, for abandoning the system of 
control to which it agreed in 1958, 1959 and 1960, and for smashing 
the foundations of agreement represented by previously adopted 
articles and annexes of a sound test ban treaty.

Whoever may have doubted that the Soviet arguments about an 
espionage risk were only a pretext for frustrating the success of this 
Conference must surely now perceive the self-serving nature of this 
line from the massive test series which the Soviet Union has just con
ducted. Quite evidently, a country that has been preparing for well 
over a year to conduct a test series, in violation of its solemn pledge 
not to be the first to test again, would not wish to find itself confronted 
with an effectively controlled test ban treaty. And Soviet behaviour 
at these talks has, since mid-1960, clearly been directed at preventing 
agreement by any means and on any pretext.

I t has been a cynical performance, and the latest Soviet proposal fits 
in with this perfectly. I  am referring to the Soviet scheme for a 
totally uncontrolled test ban agreement announced last week. My 
Government is still studying the Soviet proposal, and to assist that 
study we are awaiting answers to the questions we have put to the 
Soviet representative. But I  must say I  believe no one will be fooled 
by such a transparent device as the Soviet proposal for a perpetual 
uncontrolled moratorium, and it is high time for the Soviet Union to 
review its own illogical and inconsistent position in this Conference, 
to give up its obstructionist tactics and to return to serious negotia
tions for a reasonable and adequately controlled test ban treaty along 
the lines of the plan agreed to by our three countries over three years 
:ago.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) at the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, December 5, 1961 ^

Mr. Chairman, today you, in your capacity as representative of the 
United Kingdom, and the representative of the United States have 
again stated that the answers to the questions put by Mr. Dean and Mr. 
Godber will be of grave importance for the adoption of a decision in 
regard to the position to be taken by the Western Powers on the Soviet 
proposal and the draft agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests.

Pirst of all, I  must point out that the Soviet proposal contains 
nothing that is not clear. I t  has an answer to everything that interests 
you. And I  should like to observe once again that your arguments in 
connexion with the questions that have been put are far-fetched and do 
not derive from the substance of the matter. But since you keep re
verting to this all the time, I  will endeavour now to give you our 
answer.

The questions put by the representatives of the United States and 
the United Kingdom at our earlier meetings fall into two groups.

The purpose of one group of questions is to clarify our attitude in 
regard to the possibility of concluding at the present time a treaty 
on the old basis, that is, a treaty which would provide for the establish
ment, in some form, of international control. Our attitude to this 
side of the matter has been expounded with the utmost fullness, clarity 
and cogency in earlier correspondence between the Governments of our 
countries and in Soviet statements, including the Statement by the 
Soviet Government dated 27 November last,^ which I  read out at the 
meeting on 28 November. I t  is pointed out in that Statement that in 
the course of the previous negotiations the Conference reached a dead
lock because the Western Powers were striving to secure for themselves 
unilateral advantages to the detriment of the security interests of the 
other side.

I t was precisely this circumstance which, in the end, blocked a solu
tion of the question of the discontinuance of nuclear tests. I t has be
come obvious that on such a completely discredited basis it is, of 
course, impossible to achieve the discontinuance of nuclear tests, espe
cially now when Member States of the NATO bloc are going at full 
steam along the path of military preparations and threatening to 
reply to the conclusion of a German peace treaty by resort to war.

After duly weighing the situation and striving to find ways of 
solving the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests.

" GEN/DNT/PV.344, pp. 20^23.
 ̂Ante, pp. 659-663.
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the Soviet Government came to the conclusion that what is needed 
now is a new approach to the question of the discontinuance of tests. 
Such an approach is needed as would eliminate the diflSiculties and 
obstacles that hindered agreement in the past and would enable the 
sides to reach speedy agreement and thus take a practical step towards 
accomplishing the main task—general and complete disarmament. 
This new approach was in fact reflected in the draft agreement on 
the discontinuance of nuclear and thermonuclear weapon tests sub
mitted by the Soviet Government on 28 November.^

The essence of the new approach is that control over nuclear and 
thermonuclear explosions in the atmosphere, at high altitudes and 
under water would be carried out by national systems of detection 
and identification, which is quite feasible, and you yourselves do not 
deny it.

As regards underground nuclear explosions, we propose that the 
sides undertake not to conduct any underground nuclear weapon tests 
pending the establishment of an international system of control over 
the implementation of an agreement on general and complete disarma
ment. With such an approach the complicated, controversial and 
contradictory question of international control is moved somewhat 
aside, but this at the same time does not hinder the conclusion of an 
agreement between us on a modus vivendi in regard to the discon
tinuance of nuclear tests. This new initiative of the Soviet Union 
makes it possible to come to a speedy agreement on such a modus 
mvendi in regard to the discontinuance of nuclear tests, which will 
be received with great relief and satisfaction by the peoples and coun
tries of the whole world.

The other group of questions concerns the new Soviet proposal. 
One of these questions is: What underground explosions does the 
Soviet Union have in mind in its proposals ? The answer to this ques
tion is simple. In article 3 of the draft agreement we propose that 
the States Parties to the Agreement shall undertake not to conduct 
any underground nuclear weapon tests. I  repeat—not to conduct any. 
As regards the time-limit of a moratorium on underground nuclear 
explosions, this time-limit, as is indicated in article 3 of the draft 
agreement, will end as soon as a system of control over underground 
nuclear explosions is agreed upon, which will be a constituent part 
of an international system of control over the implementation of an 
agreement on general and complete disarmament. The Soviet Union 
cannot, of course, give a guarantee in regard to a definite time-limit 
for the conclusion of such an agreement, because this does not depend 
on its will. I t  depends on the goodwill of the Western Powers. So 
far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it is ready to conclude immedi
ately an agreement on general and complete disarmament together

 ̂Ante, p. 664.
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with the establishment of the necessary control, including control over 
tests.

With regard to means of detection, article 2 of the Soviet draft 
agreement provides, I  repeat, for the utilization of national systems, 
of detecting nuclear and thermonuclear explosions. I f  anyone should 
have suspicions regarding the data of national systems, about which 
the United Kingdom representative made a special point today, then 
it will be necessary to carry out mutual consultations, during which 
the sides could exchange data recorded by national systems of detecting 
nuclear explosions in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space. 
I t  is precisely the purport of our proposal to find such an approach 
to the solution of the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests as would make it possible to reach agreement on the substance of 
the question at the present time, in the existing conditions, in the 
existing situation. This means, above all, that we have to find a way 
towards agreement which would not be obstructed by the difficulties 
arising out of the demands for the establishment of international 
control in the existing situation, when the arms race is going on at a 
feverish rate and the military preparations of the Western Powers 
are being intensified. I t  is beyond doubt that the demands for inter^ 
national control in such conditions are impracticable and the diffi
culties arising in this connexion are insurmountable.

With regard to Mr. Stelle’s assertion that the Soviet fear of espio-̂  
nage is groundless and that this is merely a pretext which the Soviet 
Union is using in order to prevent international observers from enter
ing its territory and secretly to carry out violations of the agreement,, 
all these arguments are ludicrous and entirely baseless. The Soviet 
Union is large enough and powerful enough to have its own judge
ment regarding its defence needs and to carry out all the necessary 
measures for this defence openly, as we did recently when we an
nounced officially and openly that we were about to resume nuclear 
weapon tests.

As to Mr. Stelle’s argument that the Soviet Union has no reason to 
fear espionage by the United States or other Western Powers, I  should 
like to remind him of the U-2 incident and incidents connected with 
other American aircraft which invaded the territory of the Soviet 
Union like bandits in violation of international law and photographed 
it. What right had you to fly over us? But you did. I  could also 
refer to other facts. You are even recruiting your own and other 
foreign tourists, using them as your agents who travel about the terri
tory of the Soviet Union, clicking their cameras, photographing mili
tary objects and carrying out other espionage work on the territory 
of the Soviet Union. The recent court cases in Soviet Russia are

629270—62----- 46
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evidence of this. And you are telling us here that the Soviet Union 
need have no fear of espionage. No, we have reasons for fearing it. 
But when an agreement on disarmament has been reached then even 
the United States will no longer have any need or interest in carrying 
on that type of intelligence work and espionage in the territory of the 
Soviet Union. Therefore once again the whole matter rests on the 
necessity of an agreement on general and complete disarmament.

Preliminary Analysis by the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission of Soviet Nuclear Tests, December 9, 
1961 "

In response to inquiries, the Atomic Energy Commission today is
sued the following statement:

A preliminary analysis of the recent Soviet nuclear test series has 
been completed. This indicates that the Soviet Union has made ad
vances in certain areas, especially in improving the yield to weight 
ratios of weapons in the megaton range.

The fission yield in comparison to the total yield for some of the 
large weapons is lower than achieved in their previous tests. Of es
pecial interest is the small fission yield of the 55-60 megaton test 
conducted on October 30. The total fission yield for the series is es
timated to be about 25 megatons, out of the total yield of about 120 
megatons for the approximately 50 atmospheric tests.

The significance to the national security of these Soviet develop
ments is still being evaluated. Although substantial progress has been 
made and much useful information obtained by the Soviet Union, there 
is no reason to believe that the balance of nuclear power has been 
changed to favor the Soviet Union. This balance depends not only 
on nuclear technology, but also on numbers of weapons available and 
effective systems of delivery.

The preparations which the President has ordered for atmospheric 
tests are going forward, and at the appropriate time, in the light of 
all the evidence, the President will decide whether such tests should 
be commenced.

 ̂Atomic Energy Commission press release, Dec. 9,1961.
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Address by Premier Khrushchev at the Fifth Congress of 
the World Federation of Trade Unions {Extract}, De
cember 9, 1961 ^

In the present conditions the question of all questions is the struggle 
for peace, for preventing thermonuclear war. The aggressive circles 
of the imperialist powers pursue the policy of intensifying the arms 
race, fan the old—and create new—seats of war danger, intensify the 
“cold war,” while the most rabid among them openly call for a shoot
ing war. I t is now more important than ever to mobilize all forces to 
struggle against the war menace.

A special responsibility for the defense of peace has been placed by 
history on the international working class. No working-class leader, 
no worker in our time can fail to ask himself: Has everything been 
done to mobilize and rally the peaceloving forces of the working peo
ple to struggle for the prevention of war ?

The first and decisive step in this direction is to end the arms race 
and to work for general and complete disarmament. The arms race 
devours huge sums. Never before has so much been spent by the entire 
human society on the preparation of weapons of death. Expenditures 
on wars and preparations for them totaled more than four trillion 
dollars in the first half of the century throughout the world. This is 
a tremendous sum, enough to provide free bread for all the people on 
earth for half a century, to build comfortable homes for 500 million 
families. Expenditures on armaments have particularly increased in 
recent times. By spending more and more billions on the arms race, 
the bourgeoisie takes away bread and butter from the worker and milk 
from his children. But the most dangerous thing is that huge stocks 
of weapons for the destruction of people are being built up. Defense 
of the economic interests of the working people is inseparable from 
struggle against the danger of a new war, against the arms race.

The Soviet Union, pursuing consistently the tried and tested Lenin
ist policy of the peaceful coexistence of countries with different social 
systems, comes out and will come out resolutely for general and com
plete disarmament under international control, will do everything 
possible to prevent a new war.

To prevent a new war it is necessary to render harmless in good time 
the sources of war danger, to settle by negotiation all outstanding in
ternational problems.

The imperialists would like to settle international problems in their 
own way: to strangle Cuba; to drown in blood the national liberation

 ̂Soviet Embassy press release 227, Dec. 11, 1961, pp. 4-8. The address was 
delivered in the Kremlin palace.
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movement of the peoples of Africa, Asia and Latin America; to annex 
the German Democratic Republic and, if possible, the other socialist 
countries too. But we have told them and tell them again: You, gentle
men, do not think realistically. The balance of forces in the world 
today is not what it used to be. The age of the undivided rule of the 
exploiters is over. Only madmen can dream of reimposing the chains 
of colonialism and imperialism on the peoples. This will not be, gen
tlemen ! Never!

Naturally, the predatory nature of imperialism has not changed. 
Imperialism has not become peaceloving. Its rapacity has not di
minished. The point is that the world has changed tremendously. 
Some imperialists would do well to get this into their heads. With 
the appearance of the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries, 
which already have a population of more than a billion, with their 
successes in the development of economy, science and technology, the 
international working class has received a mighty material base for 
curbing aggressors and preventing war between states. I t  now has 
what is necessary to oppose the forces of war.

Formerly we could oppose the forces of imperialism with the co
hesion of the working class, our ideas. But the imperialists have 
arms, they could start war at their discretion.

Now the situation in the world is different. Now, besides the pro
letarian unity, besides the ideas of Marxism-Leninism, there are in 
the world socialist countries with a population of more than one 
billion. Those countries have powerful armies, flourishing economies,, 
highly developed engineering, progressive science and culture. There
fore, in speaking of the possibility of preventing world war, we do 
not resort to prayers for getting rid of war, but we point to the forces, 
to the might of the socialist camp, the power of the Marxist-Leninist 
ideas, to the forces of the peoples fighting for peace. I f  an aggressor 
starts a war, the Soviet Army will reply to the aggressor’s blow with 
its powerful devastating blow.

This is a deviation from the text, but no matter what the opponents 
may say, alleging that Khrushchev resorts to threats, I  shall say: We 
threaten no one. On the contrary, the Soviet Government calls for 
peace and disarmament. We only warn the hot heads: If  you fail to 
understand the calls for peace and unleash a war against the socialist 
countries, you will be heading for unavoidable destruction. Victory is 
absolutely beyond your reach. The socialist camp now has everything 
for opposing the forces of war.

To overlook this means to underestimate the possibilites of the 
international working class and to overestimate the forces of im
perialism. A correct understanding of this question is of great sig
nificance for the correct determination of policy in conditions when
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imperialism no longer is the predominating factor in international 
relations.

Proceeding precisely from this understanding of the situation, we 
determine our policy. Here is an example: We have carried out 
thermonuclear tests. Unfortunately not everybody has so far under
stood the correctness and forced necessity of this move of ours. But 
this measure was of great importance for the preservation of peace. 
As a result of the tests staged, the forces of socialism, the international 
labor movement have received a new, powerful weapon for curbing 
the imperialist aggressors—the thermonuclear bombs of a capacity 
from 50-100 million tons and more. This is a colossal power, 
comrades!

Of course this is a means of annihilation. But the imperialist camp 
is continuing the policy of Dulles, a policy “from positions of 
strength.” And should we and you come out with a cross and prayers, 
should we kneel before the imperialists and call upon them for hu
maneness, they would laugh at us and would see in this only our 
weakness and their strength.

Instead of tliis we say: Messrs. Imperialists, easy there! I f  you 
want to pursue a policy “from positions of strength,” here is the 
strength that will oppose your strength; here it is. You do not yet 
have 50-million- and 100-million-ton bombs while the Soviet Union 
already has a bomb of even higher capacity than 100 megatons. We 
do not use and shall never use this weapon for claiming anything by 
threats. No! But we shall use this weapon if our enemies start a 
war against socialist countries.

Mark this well, everybody for whom it is necessary. And there
fore, now when the imperialists will be deciding the question whether 
or not to unleash a war, the 50- and 100-megaton Soviet bombs will 
he hanging over their heads always as the sword of Damocles. The 
question arises: What part is played by the rocket-nuclear weapon in 
the hands of the Soviet state? Does it deter the aggressiveness, the 
rapacious nature of imperialism? I  believe, comrades, that our 
rocket-nuclear weapon is a powerful factor in deterring the aggressive 
intentions of the imperialists.

The Western press alleges that when Khrushchev was speaking 
about the settlement of the German question, he described some West 
European states as “hostages.” We would not like to have any hos
tages. We do not want to frighten any one; we want disarmament 
and destruction of the accumulated weapons. We want to live in 
peace and friendship with all peoples. Such is our goal, our ideals!

But, dear sirs—I am addressing those ruling quarters in the Western 
Powers on whom the solution of international questions and guarantee 
of peace depends to a great extent—take note of our warnings: If  
war is triggered, this time it will be not a walk like that which Hitler
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intended to take in the steppes of the Ukraine, to reach Moscow and 
proceed to the Volga. He did reach the Volga but died in Berlin.

We can assure the imperialists that this time they will not be able 
to march across the steppes of the Ukraine, the fields of the Soviet 
Union, because if there will be war it will be entirely different from 
those in the past. A devastating retaliatory blow will be dealt 
against any aggressor because the means of delivering thermonuclear 
weapons are now so perfect that they can be delivered to any point 
on the globe. I f  we could bring the spaceships of Yuri Gagarin 
and Gherman Titov to land at a prearranged spot, we could of course 
send up other “payloads” and “land” them wherever we want.

I  am telling this so that thick-skulled politicians may realize that 
our controversy, whatever way history may follow, should be settled 
not by war but in peaceful economic competition. I f  you, the ide
ologists of imperialism, believe in the firmness of the capitalist system, 
why then do you reach for arms and want to start war against the 
socialist countries? Show us what capitalism is capable of. You 
are older in age, but socialism now, figuratively speaking, is a child 
whose muscles have so filled out that it is ready to enter into competi
tion with capitalism.

The world knows our program for the next twenty years. We 
say that we shall build communism in the main during this period, 
that we shall establish the material and technical basis of communism. 
You say that the teachings of Marxism-Leninism are wrong. But 
then it is only to your advantage that we err, that we follow the wrong 
road. No, Messrs. Capitalists, you are wiser when you talk among 
yourselves than when you write about communism for others. The 
more reasonable people in the capitalist world realize that capitalism 
will be superseded by a new, rising society.

We believe in our ideas; we believe in the immortal ideas of 
Marxism-Leninism; we believe that only along this road will man
kind reach happiness.

I  know that not all of you in this hall are Communists, that not all 
of those present here share the ideas of Marxism-Leninism. This, 
comrades and friends, is a personal matter for every man. But do 
not take umbrage at me either; permit me to believe in the ideas of 
Marxism-Leninism. Many of you will realize the greatness of these 
ideas tomorrow, if you do not realize them today. The best teacher 
is life, history, and it teaches one the truth. I  wasn’t born a Com
munist, either. The capitalists taught me, and I  became a Communist.

Many honest people in various countries express concern over the 
harmful consequences of nuclear tests for the health of mankind. We 
understand their concern and we also strive to put an end to thermo
nuclear tests. But in the old conditions where the imperialists 
threaten war, the socialist countries have to think not about radio
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active fallout from tests but about preventing whole cities and millions 
of people from being destroyed by nuclear bombs.

Comrades, in my talks with different people, I  have to explain, as 
Chairman of the USSE Council of Ministers, our peaceful foreign 
policy. The imperialists are building up nuclear stockpiles in their 
countries and threaten us with war, and we would be shortsighted, we 
would be nincompoops if we, having a possibility of developing power
ful thermonuclear weapons that would deter the aggressor, did not 
do this.

Some people say that this will have a bad effect on the health of 
people. But had we not created such weapons we would have found 
ourselves without arms in the face of the armed imperialist camp.

Well, I  said to such people, “You want to create such conditions in 
which the imperialist big shots could destroy not only all our gains 
but even the peoples of the Socialist countries, while we, although 
understanding this, do not carry out even test explosions in order not 
to pollute the air.”

No, Messrs. Imperialists, if you want to destroy us, we shall do 
everything to frustrate your intentions, and if you imleash a war 
we shall do everything for imperialism, which engenders wars, to be 
destroyed in this war. What is the use of fresh air if the imperialists 
are preparing death for people in the flames of a devastating nuclear 
war?

What kind of statesmen would we be if we failed to understand 
this and failed to prepare a crushing rebuff to the imperialist aggres
sors ? I  say this about the Soviet leaders, about myself as the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, vested with 
the high trust of our people, as Secretary of the Central Committee 
of our Party, vested with confidence of the Party, because much 
depends on the direction in which we pursue and shall pursue our 
policy.

I  am of the opinion that our peaceful foreign policy is the only 
correct, Marxist-Leninist policy. The course we have adopted, by 
which we are guided and which we follow is the correct course, 
meeting the most vital interests of the peoples.

We would be glad to carry out no nuclear weapon tests and to free 
mankind from it completely by banning its production and by destroy
ing the accumulated stockpiles. We have already said to the ruling 
quarters of the Western countries and repeat again: Stop pursuing 
the policy “from positions of strength” toward other countries, agree 
to general and complete disarmament, and then the question of atomic 
tests will disappear.

We are aware of the harm of the tests; we know that they poison 
the atmosphere. The imperialists cry loudly about this harm when
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we stage tests. But when they carry out tests themselves, they prefer 
to say nothing about it.

Now the Soviet Union has submitted new proposals for concluding 
în agreement on discontinuing nuclear tests and suggesting that the 

powers in possession of atomic weapons carry out no tests while 
the talks on this agreement are in progress.^

What was the result? Despite our appeal, the Western countries 
are staging new tests of nuclear weapons. From this we draw the 
necessary conclusions. This makes it obligatory for us to keep an 
attentive eye on the military preparations in the West and gives us 
the right to continue our tests, when necessary, in order to continue 
building up the might of the socialist camp. You know very well 
that the might of the countries of socialism is fully placed at the 
service of the cause of peace.

We have declared and declare again that war is not fatally in
evitable. The united forces of the socialist camp, the working class, 
the trade unions, the national liberation movement, the peaceloving 
nonsocialist countries are greatly superior to those of the imperialist 
camp. These forces can prevent war if they are united, if they tire
lessly fight against imperialism which is striving to spark another 
war.

Considerable efforts are required to achieve a solution of interna
tional problems in the interests of peace and justice, in accordance 
with the will and the sovereign rights of the peoples. The point is 
that the aggressive forces of imperialism do not want a peaceful 
settlement. The Soviet Government proposed that a peace treaty 
be concluded with Germany, that the situation in West Berlin be 
normalized, and thus the cause of peace would be strengthened.^ To 
all these peaceful proposals the imperialist powers replied with war 
hysteria, stepped up the arms race, began building up their armed 
forces in Europe, carrying out measures toward mobilization, and 
openly threatening war if the Soviet Union signed a German peace 
treaty. But we are not to be intimidated.

Maybe the imperialists want to impose on us a competition in stock
piling weapons. They increased their military budgets, and we in
creased ours.

Now the session of the USSK Supreme Soviet has ended, and you 
have seen the budget approved by it. In this budget we have pro
vided for the construction of both plants and housing, the building of 
hospitals, schools, etc., but we have not forgotten to appropriate 
funds for defense either.

 ̂Ante, pp. 65&-664.
* Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Documents on Germany, 19^^-1961 (S. 

Com. print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 642-645.



STELLE STATEMENT, DECEMBER 12 713

So, Messrs. Capitalists, if you think of competing with us in this, 
you shall be defeated again, because our economy, our Soviet system, 
our socialist state can ensure a rapid development of the economy 
and culture within the framework of the adopted program of com
munist construction and at the same time keep our defenses at due 
level.

We are for negotiations on the German question, but we are for 
genuine negotiations, that is, negotiations on a peaceful settlement, 
on the liquidation of the remnants of World War II. Some Western 
statesmen, on the other hand, would like to reduce the talks to the 
question of consolidating and “improving” the occupation regime in 
West Berlin. I t  is even proposed that an international corridor of 
sorts be established to link West Berlin with West Germany, and that 
we be assigned, so to speak, the role of a traffic cop on it.

Strange people. One might think that they are in a state of 
lethargy and still consider the Soviet Union the state it was in 
the first years of Soviet power, but we have long exchanged the 
diaper for the grown-up’s trousers.

I t  may be assumed that the authors of this idea themselves do 
not take it seriously. Do they expect to persuade us to assume such 
an unenviable role? I t is high time it were realized that this idea 
is completely unrealistic and that it does not help settle the prob
lem. The most reasonable solution of the German question would 
be to conclude a peace treaty with both German states, establish 
the free city of West Berlin, ensure free access to Berlin on the basis 
of an agreement with the country through which this line of com
munication passes. Such is the realistic solution of the German 
question which the Soviet Union, the entire socialist camp, uphold 
and will uphold.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, December 12, 1961 ^

Two weeks have now passed since the resumption of these meetings. 
Unfortunately, we find that the prospects for a treaty on the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests under effective international control, as 
specified in General Assembly resolution 1649 (XVI) of 8 November 
1961,2 are exceedingly dim. The responsibility for this situation 
r e ^  entirely with the Soviet Union.

" GEN/DNT/PV.346, pp. 3-9.
^Ante, pp. 578-579.
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In brief, the Soviet Government has reneged on every commitment 
made by it in these negotiations since August 1958 to work towards 
the adoption of such an agreement and has refused to contemplate a 
treaty with any control provisions at all. As the Soviet representa
tive stated categorically at the three hundred and forty-fourth 
meeting:

Any attempt to continue our discussion on the old basis, to stir up old dis
putes, to raise an argument about those questions and those provisions which 
are the product of another basis, as for example, the question of international 
control which is at present impracticable—and we have repeatedly stated and 
explained to you why it is impracticable—such attempts on your part cannot 
give us any positive results . . . .  (GEN/DNT/PV.344, page 25)

Of course, what the Soviet representative means by “the old basis” is 
a treaty containing adequate international controls, on which the 
Soviet Union now wishes to renege entirely.

Mr. Tsarapkin’s position is quite frank. He says that since Mos
cow has changed its policy by 180 degrees and since it is now willing 
to agree only to a paper pledge not to test, without any international 
control system, then the rest of us should fall into line and accept 
whatever the Soviet Union is prepared to sign at this moment. More
over, he tells us to forget about the recent series of over iBfty Soviet 
tests, to refrain, nevertheless, from testing ourselves, and to trust the 
word of the Soviet Union to conduct no further tests. He even tries 
to deny that the Soviet testing of September, October and November 
this year was a violation of the explicit Soviet no-testing pledge given 
on 28 August 1959.̂  Let us examine all of these matters further.

First, it is worth recalling why the scientists of East and West met 
in this city in July and August 1958 to consider the matter of the 
technical possibilities for monitoring a prohibition on nuclear weapon 
tests. The Soviet Union had been trying for several years to induce 
the United States and the United Kingdom to enter into meaningless, 
unenforceable and uncontrolled verbal promises to stop tests. The 
last Soviet effort along this line before the scientists’ meeting had 
come at the end of March 1958 when the Soviet Union had just com
pleted a massive series of nuclear tests and then pledged itself to 
conduct no more if the two Western Powers undertook a similar 
pledge.^ Our answer was to enunicate again the sound principle that 
we would commit ourselves only to obligations which could be ade
quately controlled.

I t  was at this point that the Soviet Government finally decided, at 
long last, to leave the field of polemics and propaganda, if only for 
the moment, in order to consider the factual problems connected with 
test ban controls. After almost two months of deliberations, the ex-

' Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1440-1441.
pp. 978-980.
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perts of East and West agreed on the general framework of the sys
tem which would be necessary for verifying the cessation of tests. 
Their recommendations recognized the substantial difficulties in
volved in this and as a result proposed a quite substantial international 
monitoring system.^ The United Kingdom, United States and Soviet 
Governments all accepted this at about the end of August 1958 as the 
basis for forthcoming political negotiations, that is, for our present 
Conference.^

We all remember, I  am sure, that the United States Government 
from time to time in 1959 and 1960 expressed some misgivings about 
the conclusions of the 1958 group of experts on controls for the under
ground environment. We can also recall that Technical Working 
Group 2 was convened to consider this problem.^ In every instance 
the Soviet Union refused to admit that the least deviation from the 
conclusions of the experts was possible. The Soviet Union claimed 
that the experts were one hundred per cent correct, and Mr. Tsarapkin 
informed us time and again that any change in any part of the 1958 
experts’ report had to be rejected because it might tend to undermine 
the agreed foundation for our negotiation.

Of course, I  may note that the Soviet talk in those days of a West
ern repudiation of the experts’ report was so much nonsense. We 
have always accepted that document as the basis for our work here, 
and this is clear from even a brief perusal of the Western proposed 
provisions for the technical aspects of the control system, as contained 
in our annex I. This annex, from its first draft in December 1958 
to its last draft in April 1961, has always been consistently modelled 
on the pattern set forth by the experts.^

But what are we to say now about the present Soviet position? 
Here we have no mere questioning of one part of the experts’ report, 
which used to be so sacrosanct to the Soviet Union. We find, on the 
contrary, that the whole idea of establishing that control system, or 
indeed any control system, has been thrown totally overboard by the 
Soviet Government. And, to be sure, all of the articles on which 
we had once agreed here for a political treaty to build upon the 
technical framework reconmiended by the experts® have also been 
abandoned in their totality. In  fact, having now completed another 
series of massive tests, just as in March 1958, the Soviet Union is

 ̂See m a,, pp. 1090-1111.
* See iua„ pp. 1111-1120. 

pp. 1558-1587.
^The first draft is printed in Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 

'Nuclear Weapon Tests: History and, Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 322-331. Far 
the second draft, see iMd,, pp. 425-437, and Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, 
pp. 153-165. Tlie April 1961 draft may be found ante, pp. 82-126.

® For the agreed articles, see Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 376-387.
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repeating the identical tactic of that period and proposing another 
paper test ban pledge.

We have heard only one reason from the Soviet Government and 
from the Soviet representative here, Mr. Tsarapkin, to explain this 
complete Soviet inconsistency and full turnabout on the matter of 
controls. This is that the world situation has, in the Soviet view,, 
somehow changed for the worse since 1958 and that in the current,, 
allegedly tenser, conditions of international life the Soviet Union 
cannot accept controls on its territory. Although the United King
dom and United States Governments are perfectly willing to havê  
Soviet citizens carry out control operations on United States and 
United Kingdom territories, the Soviet Union has no such reciprocal 
willingness. Controls over it, we are informed, would open up the 
Soviet Union to additional Western espionage operations.

I t  is too bad for our Soviet colleague that history is not quite as 
pliable as he would wish. Some things are recorded in books and 
newspapers of the years 1958 and 1959 and, as Mr. Dean demonstrated 
in his statement at the three hundred and forty-second meeting, our 
planet was just as troubled and unpeaceful in 1958 as it is today 
There has been no significant change, unfortunately, in the level of 
bitterness and tension accompanying the cold war over the past three 
years.

In  addition, even if there were the slightest truth in Mr. Tsarapkin’s 
charges about a changed world situation, which there is not, that 
would all be totally irrelevant to the control system which we have 
been discussing at this Conference. As I  myself pointed out in detail 
at the three hundred and forty-fourth meeting, that system follows 
the experts’ recommendations of 1958 and is carefully tailored to the 
exact needs of monitoring a test ban.  ̂ I t  has a very limited scope, 
and because of the numerous safeguards built into it regarding func
tions, equipment, activities and nationality of personnel it could not 
possibly be misused for espionage purposes even if one party to the 
treaty wished so to misuse it.

The Soviet Government’s references to a supposedly changed world 
situation only put us the more on guard against any paper pledges 
and uncontrolled test ban. The Soviet Union, through Mr. Khru
shchev himself, gave its word in August 1958 to accept the controls 
recommended by the experts. Now it speaks of a changed situation 
and breaks its word on that score. In August 1959 the Soviet Gov
ernment gave its word never to be the first Power to resume testing, 
but in August 1961 it broke that word, too, by referring to some 
allegedly changed situation. As long as we lack controls we shall 
obviously always be at the mercy of the whim of the Soviet Union,

 ̂See ante, pp. 683-686.
" Ante, pp. 697-702.
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which could, on any pretext, announce unilaterally to us that the 
situation had changed somehow and that it thereby absolved itself 
of its past obligations.

Mr. Tsarapkin seems to be a trifle sensitive about this Soviet record 
of broken promises, because at the three hundred and forty-fourth 
meeting he tried to argue that the Soviet Union had been relieved 
of its 28 August 1959 pledge to the world by President Eisenhower’s 
statement of 29 December 1959. Naturally, the facts will not support 
any such contention. What the President said on 29 December 1959 
was that the United States did not consider itself bound any further 
by the testing moratorium and would be free to test when its national 
interest so dictated.^ This was a perfectly clear position. We were, 
in fact, free, but as the record shows we never used our freedom to 
test at that time. Moreover, the Soviet pledge of 28 August 1959 was 
completely independent of any United Kingdom and United States 
pledge not to test. I t  stated unequivocally that the Soviet Union 
would not be the first State to resume testing and would resume only 
if the Western Powers resumed. The United States and the United 
Kingdom, the only two Western Powers which had previously tested, 
never did resume testing first; that sorry action was undertaken, 
against its pledged word, by the Soviet Union in 1961.

When I  reminded my Soviet colleague of all this at the three 
hundred and forty-fourth meeting, he retreated to the question of 
France and said that the Soviet Union had warned everyone that it 
would be free to test if France conducted nuclear tests. However, the 
record does not bear this out at all. I f  we turn back to the three 
hundred and sixth meeting, on 18 May 1961, we find that Mr. Tsarap
kin thoroughly reviewed the question of French testing. He then 
referred to Soviet statements made after the first three French tests 
beginning in February 1960. On each of these occasions the Soviet 
Union indicated dissatisfaction with the French actions, but it limited 
itself to saying that these tests would force the Soviet Union to draw 
the necessary conclusions for safeguarding the security of the socialist 
States. Only after the fourth French test did Mr. Tsarapkin become 
explicit when he announced, at that same three hundred and sixth 
meeting, that:

If France continues to carry out nuclear weapon tests the Soviet Union will
be compelled to resume nuclear tests as well . . .

The undeniable fact is that there was no further French test between 
that date and the resumption of Soviet tests. Once again the Soviet 
Union had laid down its own conditional obligation on test resumption

 ̂For the President's statement, see Documents on Disarmament, 194S-1959, 
vol. II, pp. 1590-1591.

" GEN/DNT/PV.306, p. 26. Cf. ante, pp. 147-149.
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and once again it had violated the obligation even though the condition 
had not been fulfilled.

At the three hundred and forty-fourth meeting the Soviet repre
sentative also claimed that the Soviet resumption of tests was a purely 
defensive measure. The NATO Powers were allegedly building up 
their military forces and threatening the Soviet bloc with war. Of 
course, we of the United States do not for a moment accept that con
tention since it is perfectly obvious that the main tension existing 
in 1961, as in 1958 and 1959, has arisen from Soviet threats to change 
the Western position in Berlin. However, even apart from that, what
ever military measures the West has taken they did not, before the 
Soviet test resumption annoimcement of 30 August 1961,̂  involve a 
resumption of tests. There was no reason why the Soviet Union, hav
ing prepared for its massive 1961 test series for at least one year 
previously, could not have waited to test, in accordance with its pledge 
of 28 August 1959. I f  either the United States or the United King
dom had then started to test, the Soviet Union could have replied quite 
quickly with Soviet tests, which had been in preparation for so long. 
But that is not the course which the Soviet Union took; it made its 
testing preparations and then let nothing, not even its own word, stand 
in its way when it was ready.

All the talk about this or that reason for testing is only a pretext 
to cover up a basic decision taken by the Soviet Union a long time 
earlier. This applies also to allegations about United States testing 
in response to Soviet tests, including Mr. Tsarapkin’s clearly false 
assertion at the three hundred and forty-fourth meeting th a t:

There is a difference of only three days between the time when we began to-
carry out our explosions and you began to carry out yours (GEN/DNT/FV.
344, page 28).

Our tests have been small and far between, and they began only late* 
in September 1961. Obviously, we had made no such preparations as 
the Soviet Union had made. Now, when the Soviet Union has con
cluded its current series and when Mr. Klhrushchev has taken to boast
ing about tremendous new nuclear bombs which, he says, the Western 
Powers do not possess, Mr. Tsarapkin is hardly in a position to com
plain about United States tests. He cannot expect us to agree to- 
Soviet attempts to put the Western Powers in an unequal position,, 
and we shall not agree.

One other related matter should be noted. At the three hundred 
and forty-fourth meeting Mr. Tsarapkin impugned the good faith of 
the offer by Prime Minister Macmillan and President Kennedy on 3 
September of a moratorium on atmospheric tests,^ because even before 
the 9 September deadline for the Soviet answer President Kennedy,,

 ̂Ante, pp. 337-348.
* Ante, p. 351.
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on 5 September, ordered the start of test preparations.’̂ Mr. Tsarap- 
kin forgot to mention that it was on that day, 5 September—or the 
preceding day, 4 September—that we learned that despite the United 
States-United Kingdom appeal of 3 September the Soviet Union 
had fired off another nuclear detonation. I t was only logical to con
sider this blast to be the Soviet Union’s negative reply to the offer of 
3 September, and indeed the Soviet Union’s formal rejection came a 
few days later, at the three hundred and fortieth meeting. I  might 
mention, incidentally, that on 5 September President Kennedy merely 
ordered preparations for underground testing to be started. He 
ordered neither an actual test nor preparations for atmospheric test
ing. So much for yet another Soviet misrepresentation.

What I  have said today shows the utter groundlessness of the numer
ous self-serving Soviet arguments about why the Soviet Union can 
no longer accept effective international controls for a test ban and its 
claims that it was justified in breaking its word and in resuming tests. 
The facts show that the Soviet Union acted with a total absence of 
good faith and spared no effort to deceive its negotiating partners 
around this table. We shall not be deceived again. We shall not 
agree to a test ban without controls. We see no reason to undertake 
any paper pledge not to test, when our own security requires it, until 
a sound internationally controlled treaty has been concluded. And 
in our view, a sound treaty means an agreement which follows along 
the general lines of the United Kingdom-United States draft of 18 
April 1961, as amended.^

Statement by the Soviet Government on the Nuclear Test- 
Ban Negotiations, December 13, 1961 ®

Desirous of contributing in every possible way to the swiftest solu
tion of the problem of general and complete disarmament, so as to 
rid the world of armaments and wars for all time, the Soviet Govern
ment put forward new proposals in connexion with the resumption of 
the Geneva negotiations on 28 November 1961.̂  These proposals 
were simple and clear; they provided for the conclusion, forthwith, 
of a treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests in the atmos
phere, under water or in outer space, with the exercise of mutual con
trol through national means of nuclear blast detection. I t  was pro-

‘ Ante, p. 355.
* Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325, 327.
* GEN/DNT/125, Jan. 16, 1962.
* Ante, p. 664.
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posed by the Soviet Government, in relation to underground tests 
of nuclear weapons, that a moratorium on such tests be established 
pending an agreement on a system for controlling underground blasts, 
as part of an international system for controlling the implementation 
of the programme of general and complete disarmament. By putting 
forward these proposals, the Soviet Union demonstrated its willing
ness to abandon the testing of nuclear weapons, despite the fact that 
it had carried out a considerably smaller number of experimental 
explosions of such weapons than had the Western Powers—the United 
States of America, Britain and France.

The new Soviet proposals created every possibility for a speedy 
agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. That was 
the way in which the Soviet proposals were regarded by those circles 
and Governments that display a genuine concern for the well-being 
of peoples and are striving for the speediest settlement of the dis
armament problem.

I t can only be regretted that the Soviet proposals did not meet with 
the approval of the Governments of those Powers on which the task 
of stopping all testing of nuclear weapons depends—the United States, 
Britain and France. The Western Powers, instead of seeking agree
ment on the basis put forward by the Soviet Union, attempted once 
more to shunt the negotiations onto the old track which had already 
led to an impasse.

The Western Powers had much to say in the General Assembly 
about their ardent desire to rid the peoples of experimental nuclear 
explosions. However, are those statements confirmed by deeds? No. 
The facts speak to the contrary.

In connexion with the resumption of the Geneva negotiations, the 
State Department of the United States issued a declaration showing 
directly that the United States intended to carry on with nuclear 
weapons testing.^ The United Kingdom Government voiced a similar 
opinion, stating that it “cannot bind itself by commitments not to 
hold or not to support the holding of further nuclear tests’’.̂  The 
French Government, which by its actions had contributed to the failure 
of the previous attempts to reach agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
tests, likewise did not express its willingness to assume the obligation 
of discontinuing tests of nuclear weapons.

Moreover, the United States is already holding underground nuclear 
tests and making extensive preparations for other types of nuclear 
testing. On 3 December, after the negotiations had been resumed at

 ̂Cf. ante, p. 666.
* See ante, p. 695, n. 4.
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Geneva, the United States set off an underground nuclear explosion at 
the Nevada test site. The United States Government announced 
another nuclear explosion for 10 December at the New Mexico test 
site, before it took place. On 2 November the United States Govern
ment issued orders for preparations to be made for tests of nuclear 
weapons in the atmosphere. I t  is also known that plans are being 
worked out for the use of testing grounds in the United States Trust 
Territories in the Pacific for nuclear weapons tests.

When it came forward with the new proposals creating the oppor
tunity for an early agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests of all kinds, the Soviet Government issued a warning that, if any 
of the Western Powers held nuclear tests, the Soviet Union, by force 
of circumstances, would be faced by the need to draw for itself the 
necessary conclusions.^ I t  repeated the warnings which it had given 
in the statement of 4 December, emphasizing in particular that if the 
Western Powers continued to engage in tests of nuclear weapons, 
including underground tests, the Soviet Union would be forced to 
conduct, in order to ensure its security, such nuclear weapons tests as 
it deemed necessary for the strengthening of its defensive capacity

The Soviet Government genuinely hoped that the leading circles of 
the Western Powers would evaluate the situation rightly and realize 
the need to show  ̂for their part, goodwill and the desire to conclude 
an agreement with the Soviet Union. The facts, however, indicate 
that the Western Powers are still not ready to take the path of ending 
the testing of nuclear weapons.

Concerned as it is to strengthen the defensive capacity of its home 
land, and to ensure the security of the Soviet people as well as of other 
peaceful peoples, the Soviet Government will be forced to take the 
decision to hold nuclear weapons tests in the Soviet Union, in order 
to maintain the country’s defensive capacity permanently at its proper 
level. At the same tinie the Soviet Government will continue, as 
before, to make every effort to achieve agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests of every kind.

 ̂Ante, p. 663.
* Ante, pp. 694r-696.

629270—62----- 47



722 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

Statement by the United States Representative (Stevenson) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Estab
lishment of Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarma
ment, December 13, 1961 ^

This is a most gratifying and also historic, occasion for the United 
States delegation and, I  believe, for this Committee.

We are tonight, jointly with the delegation of the Soviet Union, 
able to present to this Committee a draft resolution paving the way 
for the resumption of negotiations looking toward general and com
plete disarmament in a peaceful world.^ Obviously, no more impor
tant business will be transacted by this General Assembly. For the 
stakes in these forthcoming negotiations are enormous. To the extent 
that they are successful, mankind will be relieved of the danger which 
now overshadows all peoples in all countries. Thus, by making a new 
start here and now, this Committee will be injecting a bright ray of 
promise into the dark scene of tension and discord that is the world 
in which we live.

The delegations of the United States and the Soviet Union have 
worked together intensively to produce the resolution which is now 
before you. As you all know, we were far from agreement when we 
began our consultations last March. Then you will recall that we 
asked you jointly last month to defer the conclusion of the discussion 
in this Committee pending further negotiation. Gradually, by a 
process of mutual accommodation, the gaps were narrowed. Now, 
pursuant to the desire of the Assembly as expressed in its resolution 
1660 (XVI),® the two delegations have reached agreement on the 
composition of a disarmament negotiating body which they hope will 
be acceptable to everyone. And through the introduction of the joint 
resolution now before you, these two delegations are today fulfilling 
their commitment to report back to the General Assembly.

You will note that the resolution contains the names of eighteen 
States which are to make up the new Disarmament Committee. Ten 
of these States were included in the Ten-Nation Committee which met 
in Geneva in the spring of 1960. The eight which have been added— 
Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the 
United Arab Republic—have been selected on a basis of equitable 
geographical distribution. We believe each of these States will be able 
to make a substantial contribution to the work of the Committee. We

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1218, pp. 4-10.
* A/C.1/L.307, Dec. 13, 1961. The draft resolution was identical with the 

resolution approved by the General Assembly on Dec. 20 {post, p. 741).
® Ante, p. 677.
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welcome their participation, and we shall do everything we can to be 
of assistance to them.

There will come a time when all States will have to make a very 
careful assessment of the disarmament problem in preparation for 
accession to whatever agreement has been worked out. Until that 
time comes, the United States hopes that each State will keep the 
disarmament question under continuous review, so that it may make 
its contributions to the solution of the problem, through the Disarma
ment Commission and the General Assembly while negotiations con-̂  
tinue and, when negotiations are completed, through participation 
in the final arrangements for conclusion of a world-wide agreement.

There are certain aspects of the joint resolution presented to you 
this evening by the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United 
States that merit careful attention.

The preamble reflects the deep desire, which we know the General 
Assembly shares, for the earliest possible attainment of general and 
complete disarmament, the goal we all accepted when the General 
Assembly adopted resolution 1378 in the fourteenth Assembly on 20 
November 1959.̂  Part A of the joint resolution lends the support 
of the Assembly to the joint statement of agreed principles which was 
worked out by the Soviet Union and the United Sta;tes represent
atives  ̂and recommends that the negotiations which are to take place 
be based upon those principles.

Thus the Assembly will have approved the framework within which 
disarmament negotiations are to take place.

Turning to Part B of the resolution, I  should point out that in 
paragraph 1 there continues the pattern of relationship between the 
negotiating body and the United Nations which has served so well 
in the case of previous disarmament negotiations and of the nuclear 
test ban negotiations. The Soviet and American delegations are con
fident that the United Nations Secretariat will be able to provide 
the same competent services and facilities to the new Disarmament 
Committee that it has provided in the past. We are sure that the 
Assembly will share our sentiments of appreciation, and of con
fidence, in this respect.

The meaning of operative paragraph 2 of Part B is that the nego
tiating States should seek to achieve and implement the widest pos
sible agreement at the earliest possible date and should continue their 
efforts without interruption until agreement upon the total pro
gramme has been achieved. Thus, the negotiating States should Strive 
not only for total agreement but also for agreement on and imple
mentation of whatever specific disarmament measures can be applied 
quickly.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 19^5-1959  ̂vol. II, p. 1545.
* See ante, pp. 439-^2.
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Our interpretation of operative paragraph 3 of Part B is that the 
report of the Disarmament Commission on 1 June 1962 will be the 
first of a series that will cM)ntinue until the negotiating States are 
able to present final agreement to the General Assembly.

My delegation wishes to call your attention, not for the purpose of 
controversy but to keep the record straight, to one fimdamental point 
of difference between the United States and the Soviet Union which 
was not resolved in the joint statement of agreed principles.

When we presented the joint statement of agreed principles, the 
United States said that it must maintain its insistence on the prin
ciple that verification should ensure that not only agreed limitations 
or reductions take place, but also that retained armed forces and 
armaments do not exceed agreed levels at any stage. In  agreeing to 
remove that sentence from the joint statement of agreed principles, 
the United States did so on the express understanding that its ex
clusion, which was undertaken in the interest of resuming disarma
ment negotiations, in no way changed or prejudiced the substantive 
position of the United States Government.^

I  wish to say one word with regard to the date on which these 
negotiations should begin and the city in which they should take place. 
Since the Disarmament Committee is only now being constituted, 
it has not yet been possible to reach an agreement on these matters. 
I  may say, however, that my delegation is fully prepared to move 
ahead with the urgency suggested in paragraph B2 of the resolution.

The United States is willing to begin negotiations as soon as all 
parties are prepared to do so, particularly the newly participating 
States. As for location, this too must be the subject of agreement 
among the negotiating nations. We consider Geneva an appropriate 
site for the reasons which have commended this city of peace to so 
many previous negotiating conferences.

Before I  conclude, let me utter, if I  may, one word of caution. I t  
is true that the United States and the Soviet Union have reached 
agreement on a set of general principles to guide disarmament nego
tiations. I t  is true that they are agreed on a new and enlarged forum 
for discussion of the disarmament problem. These are very signifi
cant steps in the right direction. We hope that they will be followed 
by further steps, even more significant, even more far-reaching.

But while applauding our present progress, we should not be blind 
to its limitations. What is yet to be undertaken looms before us as a 
gigantic task alongside what has just been accomplished. We have 
found a way to resume consideration of actual disarmament measures, 
but we have not yet tackled the task of disarming. We have agreed 
upon certain basic principles for disarmament, but we have not yet 
agreed upon means to put any of them into effect. We have presented

 ̂See ante, p. 442.
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to this assembly our respective disarmament programmes, but we have 
not yet attempted to reconcile their differences. We have agreed upon 
a negotiating forum, but we have not yet determined how it will go 
about its work.

In short, we have made an encouraging beginning, but it is only a 
beginning in dealing with the menace of armaments. Because the 
arms race bears so crucially on the survival of the human race, even 
a beginning must be welcomed with vast relief by all the peoples of 
the world. How well we shall proceed, what the new Disarmament 
Committee will be able to report next June and thereafter, it is now 
impossible to say. But I  can be quite unequivocal with regard to the 
attitude of my Government.

We have no higher priority in our national policy. We mean to 
strive persistently and faithfully to make these disarmament nego
tiations a success. We will leave no path unexplored; we shall neglect 
no suggestion which could advance these negotiations, however 
slightly, toward their ultimate objective. We shall give the fullest 
consideration to every fair and reasonable proposal contributing to 
general and complete disarmament through balanced and safeguarded 
steps and stages. We shall come forward with proposals directed 
toward this end.

All the technical, all the professional skill at my Government’s 
command, will be harnessed to the service of this historic task. We 
shall not desist from our efforts as long as there is any prospect, any 
hope, however faint, for success. While we hope for quick results, 
we are ready for the long pull if that becomes necessary, for we know 
as all men know that we must not, we dare not, fail in this historic 
endeavour to save civilization from the devastation that we ourselves 
have devised.

This assembly is giving the new disarmament Committee a mandate 
from humanity. I  pledge the fullest co-operation of the United 
States Government in the fulfilment of that enormous trust.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Establishment of 
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament, Decem
ber 13, 1961"

The delegation of the Soviet Union notes with great satisfaction 
that at the sixteenth session of the General Assembly it was possible 
to take a definite step forward and to achieve agreement both in regard

* A/C.1/PV.1218, pp. 10-12.
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to the basis for negotiations on general and complete disarmament 
and in regard to the composition of the working body on these nego- 
tions, and that an agreement has thus been reached on general and 
complete disarmament.

The reconciliation of the basic principles on general and complete 
disarmament between the Soviet Union and the United States of 
America was the first useful step in solving the most important task 
that mankind faces, that of complete disarmament and the establish
ment of a solid and reliable peace.  ̂ The resolution which is now being 
offered for examination on behalf of the delegations of the Soviet 
Union and of the United States of American represents a second im
portant step.2 Under the present international circumstances, this 
is of particular political significance. We hope that there will be 
unanimous support by this Committee and then by the General Assem
bly in plenary, of this agreed resolution. Now that we have a basis 
for negotiation and an agreement as to the body that is to undertake 
these negotiations, we express the hope that these negotiations will be 
crowned with success.

We know that these negotiations will not be easy. They will be 
beset by obstacles, no doubt. They will be, to some extent, complicated 
because, as was pointed out in the course of the discussion of this issue 
in the First Committee, it has not been possible to reach an agreement 
on all points, including such an important one as that of control, to 
which Mr. Stevenson of the United States has referred.^ However, 
I  should not like today to place the accent on the differences which 
may still exist between us, even though they are considerable and 
involve matters of principle. On the contrary, since we are about to 
adopt a joint draft resolution, I  believe that we should stress above all 
not that which separates us, but that which brings us together. I f  
there is genuine interest, genuine participation, genuine concern on 
the part of all parties in these negotiations on general and complete 
disarmament, the problem can be solved on a mutually agreed basis, 
and thus the primary condition can be established for the exclusion 
of war from human society.

This is a great historic task. I t  demands extraordinary effort, ex
traordinary energy and extraordinary persistence. But, above all, it 
demands of all participants a sincere striving towards the fulfilment 
of this task in the interest of strengthening world peace. In this 
connexion the Government of the Soviet Union will, as formerly, con
sistently bend its efforts towards the fulfilment of this great aim, which 
is general and complete disarmament, an admirable plan for which was

 ̂See ante, pp. 4S&-442.
*The draft resolution (A/C.1/L.307) was Identical with the resolution ap

proved by the General Assembly on Dec. 20 {post, pp. 741-742).
• Supra.
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submitted by the Prime Minister of the USSR, Mr. Nikita Khru
shchev, at the fifteenth session of the General Assembly.^ In  our 
opinion, that submission will provide the basic material for the ex- 
amination of this problem in the Disarmament Committee.

The Soviet Union will, of course, co-operate with all other members 
of the Committee, especially with the delegation of the United States, 
in order to arrive at a mutually acceptable basis for agreement, taking 
into account all the valuable contributions that have been made by the 
United States Government and by other Governments, and which 
certainly will be made by all participants in the Committee. We 
count on the close co-operation of all members of the Committee.

We expect that a most useful role in solving this problem of gen
eral and complete disarmament, and hence in the work of the Com
mittee, will be played by the new members of the Committee, eight 
in number, namely, India, Burma, the United Arab Republic, Nigeria, 
Ethiopia, Brazil, Sweden and Mexico. These countries, representing 
different continents, adhere, in their policies, to certain definite prin
ciples which are of great significance in settling specific problems 
concerning disarmament. They are not members of any military 
blocs. They follow a policy of non-alignment with any bloc. Even 
if, from a military point of view, they are not very powerful States 
and although none of them possesses the nuclear weapon, they are, in 
our view, as much as anyone else concerned in the solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament, and we are deeply 
convinced that they will make a valuable contribution to the negotia
tions. We welcome these States sincerely and we hope that, once 
this draft resolution has been adopted, they will be able to participate 
actively in the work of the expanded Disarmament Committee.

I t  seems to us that the Secretariat of the United Nations should take 
appropriate steps in order that not only will the work of the Com
mittee be facilitated, but the new participants in the negotiations 
supplied with the necessary documentation for a detailed examination 
of the question so that they may become acquainted with the matter 
as soon as possible. I  stress the fact that all this should be done 
as soon as possible. The Soviet delegation believes that the work of 
the Disarmament Committee should be begun at the earliest possible 
moment. We believe that the Committee could begin its work much 
sooner than Mr. Stevenson said. However, this question, like the 
question of the location of the negotiations, is a matter for agree
ment between all members of the Committee and I  expect that it 
will be decided in the near future.

Again I  should like to express, on behalf of my delegation, our 
profound satisfaction with the successful results of our prolonged

' Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 241-248.
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discussions, and I  express the hope that the work of the Committee 
will ensure progress in the solving of this important and indeed his
toric problem. I  hope that our work in this connexion will, as I  
said, represent a major contribution to the strengthening of world 
peace.

North Atlantic Council Communique, 
December 15, 1961 ^

The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial session in Paris 
from the 13th to the 15th of December, 1961. A thorough examina
tion was made of the problems confronting the Alliance. The world
wide Communist threat to freedom, the problem of relations between 
the North Atlantic Alliance and the Soviet bloc, in particular Berlin, 
were its central concern.

The aim of the peoples of the Atlantic Community is a stable order 
in which no man and no nation need fear for their existence, their 
liberty or their future. World peace cannot indefinitely rest on a 
precarious balance of mutual terror.

The Alliance seeks peace and disarmament, but this desire has con
sistently been frustrated by the Soviet bloc. The Western Powers 
have presented a series of plans for general and complete disarma
ment. The Soviet Government has, however, so far refused to accept 
an effective and universally applicable system of international con
trol, without which no nation could have confidence in a disarmament 
agreement. I t  envisages only verification of the arms destroyed, while 
rejecting control of the arms that remain. I t  is still the earnest hope 
of the Alliance that despite previous disappointments disarmament 
negotiations when resumed will yield useful results.

On the question of the abolition of nuclear tests, the Soviet Union 
has argued, evaded and obstructed for over three years, and through 
more than three hundred meetings. The Soviet Union, while profess
ing to negotiate in good faith, must for many months past have been 
secretly preparing the longest series of nuclear tests yet carried out, 
culminating in the largest nuclear explosion yet known.

At the same time as the Soviet Union has been attempting to intimi
date the peoples of the free world with demonstrations of its nuclear 
strength, it has intensified its efforts to get the whole of Berlin at its 
mercy, to impose a discriminatory status on Germany, to perpetuate 
her divided state, and to break up the Atlantic Alliance. With these 
ultimate aims in mind, the USSE has artificially provoked a crisis

 ̂Department of State press release 892, Dec. 18,1961.
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over Berlin. Disregarding obligations it has undertaken, the Soviet 
Union has cut Berlin in two. The walling in of the people under its 
control has once more demonstrated to the world the real nature of 
the Communist system and the irresistible attraction of a free so
ciety. Ministers expressed their sympathy with all those for whom 
the raising of this wall in Berlin has meant the separation of families 
and the denial of escape to freedom in the West. They also expressed 
their admiration of the courage and attachment to freedom of the 
people of Berlin, and reiterated their conviction that a just and peace
ful solution of the problem of Germany, including Berlin, must be 
found on the basis of self-determination.

In the spirit of the agreed policy of the Alliance, the Ministers 
recalled their communique on Berlin of 16th December, 1958,̂  and 
reaffirmed their determination to protect and defend the liberties of 
West Berlin, and ensure to its people the conditions for a free and 
prosperous life.

Established rights and obligations, solemnly confirmed in inter
national agreements, cannot be extinguished unilaterally by the stroke 
of a pen, by the signature by the Soviet Government of a ‘‘peace 
treaty,” with a regime which represents no one but its Soviet masters. 
The Three Western Powers who bear special responsibilities for Berlin 
stand by their clear obligation to protect those who have put their 
trust in them. Acting in close cooperation with their NATO allies, 
they have taken the necessary measures to maintain their rights and 
to fulfill their obligations. Confirming their agreement on this policy, 
the members of the Alliance reaffirmed the responsibilities which each 
member state has assumed in regard to the security and welfare of 
Berlin and the maintenance of the position of the Three Powers in 
that city. They agreed to maintain close consultation on this question.

The Council heard statements on Berlin by the Foreign Ministers 
of the countries most directly concerned, and was informed of the 
intention to resume diplomatic contacts with the Soviet Union, in 
accordance with the aims which the West is pursuing for the main
tenance of world peace and in the hope that these contacts might serve 
to determine whether a basis for negotiation could be found. Their 
colleagues approved the resumption of diplomatic contacts and ex
pressed the hope that a negotiated settlement could be achieved. 
After full discussion of the situation, the Council agreed that the 
Alliance must continue on its resolute course, combining strength and 
firmness of purpose with a readiness to seek solutions by peaceful 
means.

Ministers noted the improvements made by member countries in 
their force contributions, particularly in response to the aggravation

 ̂Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Documents on Germany, 19JH-1961 ( S. 
Com. print, 87tli Cong., 1st sess.), PP- 365-367.
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of the military threat arising from the deterioration in the Berlin 
situation. Units have been reinforced and their state of readiness 
enhanced. A mobile Task Force has been established. There have 
been advances in cooperative programs for defense research and 
production, as well as in communications and infrastructure. Min
isters also noted the progress made by the Council in its study of the 
long term problems of improving the deterrent and defensive strength 
of the Alliance. They instructed the permanent Council to continue 
its examination of these urgent questions at an early date.

The North Atlantic Treaty Alliance threatens no one. In the world 
as it is today the Alliance must more than ever look to its defense, in 
view of the ever increasing military capability of the Communist 
bloc and its manifest intention to expand its domination. So long as 
the Communist bloc is unwilling to agree to real disarmament, the 
countries of the Alliance must continue to strengthen their forces and 
modernize equipment so as to be able to deal with any form of attack. 
Only by an increased defense capability can the Alliance continue to 
deter Communist aggression. This will require still further dedica
tion and effort from the NATO nations: But the clear and growing 
threat they face leaves no alternative.

In considering civil emergency planning, particularly the protec
tion of the civilian population, the Council recognized that such 
measures represented an essential element in the defense effort of 
NATO countries.

In the economic field the Council noted that a mission of high rank
ing personalities had been set up in conformity with a decision taken 
at the last Ministerial Meeting to study ways and means of assisting 
the efforts of Greece and Turkey to speed up their development pro
grams and improve the living standards of their peoples. The mis
sion will report to the Council before the end of April, 1962.

Ministers emphasized the importance for member states, not only 
of raising the living standards of their peoples, while maintaining an 
economic structure capable of supporting an adequate defense system, 
but also of expanding aid to the developing countries. The economies 
of the NATO countries are far stronger now than when the Alliance 
was formed. Ministers stressed the need to strengthen and deepen co
operation between all member countries in order to continue this 
progress.

The next Ministerial Meeting of the Council will be held at Athens 
from the 3rd to the 5th of May, 1962.
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Statement by the Vice Chairman of the China Peace Com
mittee (Liu) to the Stockhohn Meeting of the World 
Peace Council {Summary and Extracts}, December 18, 
1961^

We need peace and we must struggle for the defense of world peace. 
I t  is our deep conviction that as long as the socialist camp, the inter
national working class, the national liberation movement, and the 
forces defending world peace are united and persist in our struggle, 
we shall be able to achieve lasting world peace. We always hold 
that general and complete disarmament is of great significance to the 
defense of peace. For this reason, the Government of the CPE sup
ports the proposals for general disarmament.

We always support the world peace movement, and we always hold 
that we must broaden and strengthen it. In  order to mobilize effec
tively the masses, our peace movement should set forth different tasks 
and demands in accordance with the conditions of different countries, 
different regions, and the level of the awakening of the people.

[Liu Ning-i pointed out that there are some who hold that disarma
ment is the only road to peace, that it is the basic task of the world 
peace movement, and that it is the key to the solution of all pressing 
problems of our time. They hold that the national independence 
movement should be subordinated to the movement for general and 
complete disarmament, and that if general and complete disarmament 
is striven for, all important problems of the world will be solved. He 
expressed disagreement with this view, which, he said, is erroneous 
and most harmful.]

We all know that, in this epoch of ours, mankind is confronted 
with the militant task of striving for peace, democracy, national libera
tion, and social progress.

Many countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America, where more 
than one half of the world’s population is living, are suffering from 
the enslavement and oppression by old and new colonialism headed 
by U.S. imperialism. U.S. imperialism is not only helping the British, 
French, and other old colonialists to slaughter the people of the 
oppressed nations, but is intensifying its own aggression against and 
exploitation of the peoples in the vast areas of Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America by means of subversive activities, military interventions, 
military pacts, and political, economic, and cultural penetration and 
other acts of neocolonialism. Hence, the struggle against old and 
new colonialism and the struggle for national liberation and com
plete independence have become the most urgent task confronting the

* Peiping radio broadcast, Dec. 20, 1961. Summary iwrtions, as broadcast by 
Peiping, are placed in brackets.
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people of these countries. We can see with our own eyes that the 
flames of national liberation movement and of the struggle against 
imperialism and colonialism are raging everywhere from South Korea 
to the Middle East, from Algeria to South Africa, and from Cuba 
to Argentina. This is a law of historical development that cannot be 
changed by the will of any people, whether they like it or not. The 
national liberation movement is an entirely just movement. I t  should 
enjoy the warm sympathy and active support of all men of good will.

[As far as the oppressed nations are concerned, he continued, 
whether it is Laos, Algeria, Angola or the Cameroons, the most im
portant issue for them is definitely not the disarming of whatever 
little armaments they now have, but the building and strengthening 
of their own armed forces in order to defend themselves against im
perialism and colonialism. Whether in Cuba or in other newly 
independent countries, what they need today is definitely not to reduce 
the armed forces which they have just built up. On the contrary, 
they must strengthen their armed forces for the defense of the in
dependence of their countries. All the oppressed nations are suffering 
untold miseries. They long to free themselves as soon as possible. 
Experience has shown that they are capable of liberating them
selves and achieving peace only through their own struggles, and 
not through the sole struggle for disarmament.]

U.S. imperialism has consistently used nuclear weapons to scare 
the oppressed peoples and nations in order to prevent them from rising 
in revolutions. Therefore, the people of all countries, while reso
lutely opposing nuclear war, must heighten their vigilance and not 
fall into the trap of U.S. atomic blackmail. Since the war, an im
portant experience which many oppressed nations gained in their 
successful struggle for liberation is that they dare to belittle the 
policy of atomic blackmail on the part of U.S. imperialism and dare 
to carry out revolutions.

[The national liberation movement hits at and shakes the very 
foundation of imperialism and the colonial system, Liu Ning-i con
tinued. The greater the strength of the national liberation move
ment, the more will we be able to weaken the imperialist forces of 
war and to tie their hands and feet in their launching of war, the 
better will be the safeguard of world peace. Consequently, the peace 
movement must join hands with the national liberation movement and 
support it. The growth of the national liberation movement is also 
of great help to the struggle for democracy and social progress by 
the people of the capitalist countries. In  recent years, friends from 
the national liberation movements of Asia, Africa, and Latin America 
have realized from their own experience that their movement has 
become a great force indispensable for the defense of world peace. 
This has already become common sense, admitted by all.
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[He emphatically pointed out that when the question of safeguard
ing peace is discussed, it should not be confined to the question of dis
armament alone. I t  would be worse if disarmament is discussed in 
a vague way. One of the most important tasks of the peace move~ 
ment is to inform the people honestly who is the most ferocious enemy' 
of peace.] We must consistently and continuously inform the people  ̂
that U.S. imperialism is the most ferocious enemy of peace. For' 
only when the people see clearly who is the enemy of peace, will they 
be able to maintain their vigilance and wage stubborn struggles^ 
against it,

[Liu Ning-i said that West German militarism is now threatening* 
world peace, but it is U.S. imperialism which is supporting and 
fostering West Germany.] U.S. imperialism not only obstinately 
obstructs disarmament talks, but is frantically engaged in arms 
expansion and war preparations. These are facts we all can see. 
Therefore, to achieve disarmament is not an easy matter. To do so, 
we have to mobilize the people to wage active and resolute struggles 
against U.S. imperialism.

[In conclusion, Liu Ning-i expresses agreement with Guinean dele
gate Diallo Seidou’s proposal that the peace congress to be convened 
next year should be a congress on peace, independence, and 
disarmament.]

Anglo-American Report to the Disarmament Commission 
on the Resumed Nuclear Test-Ban Negotiations, 
December 19, 1961 ^

Following a searching and exhaustive discussion of nuclear testing, 
the sixteenth United Nations General Assembly passed resolution 
1649 (XVI) urging resumption of the test ban negotiations at Geneva.®

In accordance with the resolution, the United Kingdom and the 
United States immediately proposed to the Soviet Government that 
the Geneva Conference resume its meetings on 28 November 1961.̂  
Shortly thereafter the Soviet Government agreed.^

Resolution 1649 (XVI) provided the following guidance to the 
negotiators:

—It recognized that a permanent and continuing cessation of nu
clear weapon testing in all environments would be guaranteed only

* DC/196, Dec. 19,1961.
578-579.

* See antBy pp. 594-595.
 ̂See ante, pp. 635-636.
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by an effective and impartial system of verification in which all States 
would have confidence.

—It reaflirmed that it was urgently necessary to reach an agreement 
prohibiting all nuclear weapon tests under effective control, which 
would be a first step towards reversing the dangerous and burden
some arms race, which would inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons 
to other countries, which would contribute to the reduction of inter
national tension and which would eliminate any health hazards 
associated with nuclear testing.

—Finally, it urged the three negotiating States to renew at once 
their efforts to conclude at the earliest possible time a treaty on the 
cessation of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapon tests on the basis:

(1) that the treaty should have as its objective the cessation of 
all nuclear weapon tests in all environments under inspection and 
control machinery adequate to ensure compliance with its terms;

(2) that international control machinery should be organized 
so as to be representative of all parties to the treaty and should 
be staffed and operated to guarantee its objectivity and effective
ness, avoiding self-inspection, under procedures which would ensure 
that its facilities would be used exclusively for purposes of effective 
control; and

(3) that the day-to-day executive and administrative responsi
bility should be concentrated in the hands of a single Administrator 
acting impartially and functioning under the supervision of a 
commission composed of representatives of parties to the treaty.

The Soviet annoimcement that it would return to the negotiating 
table raised the hopes of many people around the world that the 
Soviet Union at last was ready to negotiate an effective test ban 
treaty. Even before the Conference resumed, however, the Soviet 
Union dashed these hopes by presenting a draft test ban agreement 
which would in effect be a moratorium without any international 
controls^—a proposal which the Soviet Union knew ran counter to 
the declared positions of the Western Powers and to General Assembly 
resolution 1649 (XVI).

This Soviet proposal amounted to an uncontrolled agreement on 
the suspension of all nuclear tests. I t  repudiated every previous 
agreement for international inspection and control undertaken by the 
USSE during three years of patient and laborious negotiations at 
Geneva. I t abandoned as well commitments made in other inter
national forums and in correspondence between the Heads of Govern
ment of the United States, the United Kingdom and the USSR, in 
which the Soviet Union continually professed its willingness to accept 
effective, reliable, workable, and impartial international controls to 
guarantee fulfilment of its disarmament obligations.

 ̂Ante, p. 664.



ANGLO-AMERICAN REPORT, DECEMBER 19 735

For example, on 14 June 1957, the Soviet Government submitted 
a proposal to the United Nations Sub-Committee on Disarmament 
calling for an international commission to control a cessation of 
nuclear tests. The same proposal provided for the establishment of 
control posts in the United States, the United Kingdom, the USSK 
and in the Pacific Ocean.^

The Soviet Union also discarded agreement on the report of the 
1958 Geneva Conference of Experts convened to study the technical 
basis of an agreement on the suspension of nuclear tests.^ Even the 
draft treaty proposed by the USSE on 31 October 1958—when the 
Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests 
was first convened—called for the establishment of a network of 
control posts in accordance with the recommendation of the Conference 
of Experts.^

In addition, the 27 [î 5] November draft agreement proposed by the 
Soviet Union, further repudiated the Soviet-accepted recommenda
tions of the group of experts from both sides convened during the 
Geneva test ban conference to study methods to detect high-altitude 
tests.^ These experts—including Soviet scientists—recommended that 
earth and solar satellites be placed in orbit and that additional equip
ment be installed at ^o tind  control posts to detect space tests. The 
new Soviet draft asked States to rely on existing national systems to 
detect tests in space.

Also repudiated by the latest Soviet volte face are the preamble, 
seventeen draft treaty articles, and two annexes agreed by the three 
Powers during the course of the test ban negotiations.® These agree
ments recognized the need for the establishment and continued opera
tion of an effective international inspection and control system. In 
doing so they provided fo r:

(1) the establishment of a Control Organization to include a Con
trol Commission, a Detection and Identification System, and a single 
Administrator;

(2) the installation and operation of the Control System;
(3) the composition of the Control Commission; and
(4) arrangements designed to ensure the signatory States’ co

operation with the Control System for, inter alia transportation, 
aircraft flights, air sampling and on-site inspection.
Throughout the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu

clear Weapon Tests, the Soviet Union has constantly attempted to

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. II, p. 791. 
pp. 1090-1111.

• Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 
and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 313-314.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1427-1434.
1960, pp. 376-387.
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hamper the establishment of an effective, reliable inspection and con
trol system. Yet even the USSR admitted on many occasions to the 
principle of international inspection and control—whatever differences 
it may have had as to the details of on-site inspection, international 
control posts, and international inspection teams. Now the Soviet 
Union has abandoned the very principle of international verification 
and control to which it has been committed throughout the 
negotiations.

The Western delegates to the resumed Conference at once indicated 
their wish to avoid all polemics and immediately begin work to nego
tiate a meaningful treaty. They called Soviet attention to the draft 
of a treaty presented to the Conference in April 1961 by the United 
States and the United Kingdom which consisted of twenty-four articles 
and three annexes.^ The draft treaty was complete and much of it 
already agreed. The remainder consists of compromise proposals put 
forward by the West to meet the Soviet point of view. The Western 
Powers have never insisted that these articles be accepted by the Soviet 
Union as they stand; and while the West considers them fair and 
responsible proposals, they remain open to negotiation.

The Soviet draft agreement, on the other hand, with which the 
United States and the United Kingdom were suddenly confronted on 
their return to the conference, in effect rejected not only the numerous 
provisions for international supervision already agreed at Geneva but 
even the small amount of control contained in the Soviet Union one- 
page treaty tabled at the very first meeting in 1958. This constituted 
an extraordinary step backwards and must be considered an affront 
both to the other members of the conference and to the majority of 
Members of the United Nations who voted for resolution 1649 (XVI). 
Nevertheless, in the course of the resumed negotiations, the United 
States and United Kingdom delegations, in order to leave no doubt 
about the Soviet position, questioned the Soviet delegation closely.

The Soviet delegation said that the Soviet Union was no longer 
prepared to accept impartial international verification because of the 
tension existing in international relations. He was, however, unable 
to say:

(A) How the international situation had deteriorated since 4 June
1961, when the Soviet Government had most recently stated in a note 
to the United States Government that it was prepared to accept inter
national control for a nuclear test ban treaty; ^

(B) Why the Soviet Union had continued during the period im
mediately before its test series to adhere to agreed treaty articles

" Ante, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325, 327.
 ̂Ante, pp. 162-166.
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embodying the principle of international control which it was ob  ̂
viously planning to repudiate as soon as its tests were concluded;

(C) Why the United States and United Kingdom were confronted 
with this sudden change in the Soviet attitude only a day or two« 
before the conference began and then only through the international 
press.

The Soviet contentions that the international situation compelled it 
first to resume testing and then to change its attitude in the conference 
is patently untenable. The Soviet-manufactured crisis in 1961 cor* 
responds closely to the tense situation created by the Soviet Union 
in 1958 when the conference began. I t  is precisely the existence of ten
sion and the absence of confidence engendered by Soviet actions over 
Berlin and elsewhere which makes international verification of a test 
ban all the more necessary.

Moreover, the Soviet series of tests has contributed to tension in the 
international situation and it is notable that the Soviet Union is only 
proposing a test ban agreement without international supervision at 
a moment when it has concluded its massive series of tests and is un
ashamedly boasting about them and threatening to renew them.

The Soviet proposal for an agreement simply on the word of the 
parties is all the more imacceptable in that the Soviet Union had 
previously given its word that it would not be the first among the three 
members of the nuclear test ban conference to resume testing and had 
solemnly voted in the United Nations on 20 December 1960 for a mora
torium on further nuclear weapon testing.^

The Soviet Government argues that its new proposals resemble those 
made by President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan on 
3 September.2 But the Soviet Government rejected them.^ In any 
case, the Western proposals on that date were made in an emergency in 
an attempt to save the world from the dangers of the Soviet test series 
and in the hope that they would lead to a sound treaty under inter
national control. Experience of Soviet actions since then has, however,, 
gone far to destroy that hope.

The United States and the United Kingdom are continuing their 
efforts at Geneva to persuade the Soviet Union to reverse its present 
position and open the way to fruitful negotiations on the basis recom
mended by the United Nations General Assembly in resolution 1649 
(XVI).

 ̂For the Soviet pledge, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 
1440-1441. The General Assembly resolutions of Dec. 20, 1960, are printed iMd.,. 
1960, pp. 374-375.

 ̂Ante,
 ̂Ante, pp. 384r-391.
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The United States and the United Kingdom undertake to continue 
to keep the Disarmament Commission, and through it, the General 
Assembly, informed of the progress of the Geneva negotiations.

General Assembly Resolution 1721 (XVI): International 
Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, De
cember 20, 1961 ^

A
The General Assembly^
Recognizing the common interest of mankind in furthering the 

peaceful uses of outer space and the urgent need to strengthen inter
national co-operation in this important field,

Believing that the exploration and use of outer space should be 
only for the betterment of mankind and to the benefit of States ir
respective of the stage of their economic or scientific development,

1. Commends to States for their guidance in the exploration and 
use of outer space the following principles:

(a) International law, including the Charter of the United 
Nations, applies to outer space and celestial bodies;

(&) Outer space and celestial bodies are free for exploration and 
use by all States in conformity with international law and are not 
subject to national appropriation;

2. Invites the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space to 
study and report on the legal problems which may arise from the ex
ploration and use of outer space.

B
The General Assembly^
Believing that the United Nations should provide a focal point for 

international co-operation in the peaceful exploration and use of outer 
space,

1. CaUs upon States launching objects into orbit or beyond to fur
nish information promptly to the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space, through the Secretary-General, for the registration of 
launchings;

2. Requests the Secretary-General to maintain a public registry of 
the information furnished in accordance with paragraph 1 above;

3. Reguests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, in

 ̂A/RES/1721 (XVI), Jan. 3,1962. The resolution was unanimously approved.
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co-operation witli the Secretary-General and making full use of the 
functions and resources of the Secretariat:

(a) To maintain close contact with governmental and non
governmental organizations concerned with outer space matters;

(&) To provide for the exchange of such information relating 
to outer space activities as Governments may supply on a voluntary 
basis, supplementing but not duplicating existing technical and 
scientific exchanges;

(c) To assist in the study of measures for the promotion of inter
national co-operation in outer space activities;

4. Further requests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space to report to the General Assembly on the arrangements under
taken for the performance of those functions and on such develop
ments relating to the peaceful uses of outer space as it considers 
significant.

C
The General Asserribly^
Noting with grati’fication the marked progress for meteorological 

science and technology opened up by the advances in outer space,
Convinced of the world-wide benefits to be derived from interna

tional co-operation in weather research and analysis,

1. Recommends to all Member States and to the World Meteorologi
cal Organization and other appropriate specialized agencies the early 
and comprehensive study, in the light of developments in outer space, 
of measures:

(a) To advance the state of atmospheric science and technology 
so as to provide greater knowledge of basic physical forces affecting 
climate and the possibility of large-scale weather modification;

(&) To develop existing weather forecasting capabilities and to 
help Member States make effective use of such capabilities through 
regional meteorological centres;

2. Requests the World Meteorological Organization, consulting as 
appropriate with the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cul
tural Organization and other specialized agencies and governmental 
and non-govemmental organizations, such as the International Coun
cil of Scientific Unions, to submit a report to its member Governments 
and to the Economic and Social Council at its thirty-fourth session 
regarding appropriate organizational and fiinancial arrangements to 
achieve those ends, with a view to their further consideration by the 
General Assembly at its seventeenth session;

3. Requests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, as 
it deems appropriate, to review that report and submit its comments
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and recommendations to the Economic and Social Council and to the  ̂
General Assembly.

D
The General Assembly ̂
Believing that communication by means of satellites should be avail

able to the nations of the world as soon as practicable on a global and 
non-discriminatory basis,

Convinced of the need to prepare the way for the establishment o f 
effective operational satellite communication,

1. Notes with satisfaction that the International Telecommunication 
Union plans to call a special conference in 1963 to make allocations o f 
radio frequency bands for outer space activities;

2. Recommends that the International Telecommimication Union 
consider at that conference those aspects of space communication in 
which international co-operation will be required;

3. Notes the potential importance of communication satellites for 
use by the United Nations and its principal organs and specialized, 
agencies for both operational and informational requirements;

4. Invites the Special Fund and the Expanded Programme of Tech
nical Assistance, in consultation with the International Telecommuni
cation Union, to give sympathetic consideration to requests from Mem
ber States for technical and other assistance for the survey of their 
communication needs and for the development of their domestic com-̂  
munication facilities so that they may make effective use of space 
communication;

5. Requests the International Telecommunication Union, consulting^ 
as appropriate with Member States, the United Nations Educational,. 
Scientific and Cultural Organization and other specialized agencies 
and governmental and non-governmental organizations, such as the 
Committee on Space Research of the International Council of Scien
tific Unions, to submit a report on the implementation of those pro-̂  
posals to the Economic and Social Council at its thirty-fourth session 
and to the General Assembly at its seventeenth session;

6. Requests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, as 
it deems appropriate, to review that report and submit its comments 
and recommendations to the Economic and Social Council and to the 
General Assembly.

E
The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 1472 (XIV) of 12 December 1959,̂
Noting that the terms of office of the members of the Committee on 

the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space expire at the end of 1961,

* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1556-1557.
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Noting the report of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
iSpace,̂

1. Decides to continue the membership of the Committee on the 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space as set forth in General Assembly reso
lution 1472 (XIV) and to add Chad, Mongolia, Morocco and Sierra 
Leone to its membership in recognition of the increased membership 
of the United Nations since the Conmiittee was established;

2. Bequests the Committee to meet not later than 31 March 1962 
to carry out its mandate as contained in General Assembly resolution 
1472 (X IV ), to review the activities provided for in the present 
resolution and to make such reports as it may consider appropriate.

General Assembly Resolution 1722 (XVI): 
Question of Disarmament, December 20, 1961

The General Assembly^
Noting with concern that the continuing arms race is a heavy bur

den for humanity and is fraught with dangers for the cause of world 
peace,

Conscious of its responsibilities, under the Charter of the United 
Nations, for disarmament.

Recalling its resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959, in which 
it called upon Governments to make every effort to achieve a con
structive solution of the problem of general and complete disarma
ment and expressed the hope that measures leading towards the goal 
of general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control would be worked out in detail and agreed upon in the shortest 
possible time,®

Being deeply concerned that the objectives of that resolution be 
achieved as early as possible,

I

Noting with satisfaction the report submitted to the General As
sembly by the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the United 
States of America following their exchange of views on questions 
relating to disarmament and to the* resumption of negotiations in an 
appropriate body,'̂

1. 'Welcomes the joint statement of the Governments of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the United States of America of

* a /4987.
* A/RES/1722 (XVI), Jan. 3,1962. The resolution was unanimously approved.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 19^5-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
* See ontBj pp. 43^-442.
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agreed principles for disarmament negotiations included in that 
report;

2. Recommends that negotiations on general and complete disarma
ment should be based upon those principles;

I I

Deeming it essential that negotiations on general and complete dis
armament under effective international control be resumed at the 
earliest possible time.

Recognizing that all States have a deep interest in disarmament 
negotiations,

1. Endorses the agreement that has been reached on the composi
tion of a Disarmament Committee, whose membership will be: Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, France, India, 
Italy, Mexico, Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Eepublics, United Arab Eepublic, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland and United States of America;

2. Recommends that the Committee, as a matter of the utmost 
urgency, should undertake negotiations with a view to reaching, on 
the basis of the joint statement of agreed principles and taking into 
account, inter oHiâ  paragraph 8 of those principles, agreement on 
general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control;

3. Requests that the Committee submit to the General Assembly a 
report on such agreement as soon as it has been reached, and in any 
case submit to the Disarmament Commission, not later than 1 June
1962, a report on the progress achieved;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to render the necessary assistance 
and provide the necessary services to the Committee.

Bermuda Communique by President Kennedy and 
Prime Minister Macmillan, December 22, 1961 ^

The President and the Prime Minister have had two days of 
valuable discussions surveying thfe world situation. Their discussions 
centered mainly on the question of Berlin, on nuclear problems and 
on the situation in the Congo. Their talks will form the basis of 
continued United States-United Kingdom cooperation during the 
coming months on a great variety of questions.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin^ Jan. 15,1962, pp. 94-95.
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The President and the Prime Minister examined the situation con
cerning Berlin in the light of the decisions taken at the meetings of 
the Foreign Ministers of the Four Powers and of the NATO Council 
in Paris.^ In particular they discussed the steps to be taken in regard 
to the renewal of diplomatic contacts with the Soviet Union. The 
President has agreed as a consequence of the Paris meeting that the 
initial contact would be made by the U.S. Ambassador in Moscow 
and the Prime Minister has indicated that the British Ambassador 
would be available to play whatever part might be found helpful. 
The President and the Prime Minister agreed that the purpose should 
be to ascertain whether a reasonable basis for negotiation can be 
found. The other governments directly concerned will of course be 
fully consulted throughout. Consultations with the other govern
ments concerned are continuing.

The President and the Prime Minister considered the problems of 
the nuclear arms race. They took note of the new situation created 
by the massive series of atmospheric tests conducted in recent months 
by the Soviet Government after long secret preparations. They 
agreed that it is now necessary, as a matter of prudent planning for 
the future, that pending the final decision preparations should be 
made for atmospheric testing to maintain the effectiveness of the 
deterrent.

Meanwhile, they continue to believe that no task is more urgent than 
the search for paths toward effective disarmament, and they pledge 
themselves to intensive and continued efforts in this direction.

Serious progress toward disarmament is the only way of breaking 
out of the dangerous contest so sharply renewed by the Soviet Union. 
The President and the Prime Minister believe that the plans for 
disarmament put forward by the United States in the current session 
of the United Nations General Assembly  ̂offer a basis for such prog
ress, along with the treaty for ending nuclear tests  ̂ which the two 
nations have so carefully prepared and so earnestly urged upon the 
Soviet Government.

The President and the Prime Minister reviewed recent develop
ments in the Congo. They noted with satisfaction that, as an en
couraging step toward understanding, a useful meeting had been held 
at Kitona between Mr. Adoula and Mr. Tshombe. They expressed 
their strong hope that further progress would be made through the 
efforts of both parties. I t  seemed to them of first importance that 
the present discussions should be actively continued in appropriate

 ̂Ante, pp. 728-730.
 ̂Ante, pp. 475-482.

" Ante, pp. 82-126.
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ways. They agreed on the importance of avoiding any renewal of 
armed action while genuine efforts at consultation are going forward.

In a general discussion of the economic situation the President and 
the Prime Minister took note of progress in the negotiations between 
the United Kingdom and the European Economic Community and 
•expressed the hope that these would be brought to a successful 
^conclusion.



ANNEX

First Annual Report of the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, February 1, 1962 ^

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

To the Congress of the United States:
I  have the honor to transmit the First Annual Report of the U.S. 

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
The Agency was established by the act of September 26̂  1961,  ̂and 

has thus been in existence for only 4 months. This report, submitted 
pursuant to law, describes not only its own initial activities, but also 
the work of predecessor agencies which it is continuing.

The existence of this new Agency is a source of strength to me, in 
the performance of my responsibility to pursue a new type of world 
security which will increase our own prospects of living in peace and 
freedom. I  know that this goal is the desire of the Congress and the 
American people to leave no stone unturned in their search for a 
peaceful world.

This report of activities indicates that the new Agency is moving 
surely toward the achievement of greater effectiveness and flexibility 
in disarmament negotiations. The development of this kind of skill 
and responsibility is essential to the serious pursuit of security through 
disarmament.

On March 14, our representatives will meet with the representa
tives of 17 other nations in a forum established by resolution of the 
United Nations General Assembly to seek to negotiate a comprehen
sive disarmament treaty program.^ When I  appeared before the 
United Nations last September, I  submitted a program for general 
and complete disarmament in a peaceful world.^ I t  is my hope and 
expectation that the forthcoming conference will make significant 
progress toward the achievement of the goal of disarmament with 
effective methods of insuring compliance.

* H. Doc. 326, 87thi Ck>ng., 2d sess.
pp. 482-495.

* AntCj pp. 677-678.
* Ante, pp. 475-482.
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Never before in the history of man has the importance of arms 
control and disarmament been so great. For this reason, I  urge your 
support of this Agency in the great and difficult tasks which it will 
face in the future.

J o h n  F. K[b n n e d t .

T h e  W h i t e  H o u s e , February 1962.

LETTER OF SUBMITTAL

U .S .  A r m s  C o n t r o l  a n d  D is a r m a m e n t  A g e n c y ,

O f f ic e  o f  t h e  D ir e c t o r , 

'Washington^ January 196Z.

T h e  P r e s id e n t ,

The White House.
D e a r  M r . P r e s id e n t  : I  submit herewith to you for transmittal to 

the Congress, as required by the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
the first annual report concerning the activities of the U.S. Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency.

This report covers the period from September 26, 1961, the date 
the Agency was established, to the end of the calendar year. I t  also 
describes the activity of predecessor organizations during the past 
year and the legislative background of the Agency’s establishment.

Kespectfully,

W il l ia m  C . F o st e r .

FIRST ANNUAL REPORT OF THE U.S. ARMS CONTROL 
AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

T h e  E s t a b l is h m e n t  o f  t h e  A g e n c y

Since the end of World War II , the United States has been en
gaged in a quest for international agreement to control and limit 
armaments as a means of averting war and strengthening world peace 
and security.

During these 16 years, our country has pursued the objective of dis
armament agreement in some 70 international conferences and 
meetings.

I t  became increasingly apparent that if we were to be better pre
pared for such conferences, there was a need for a continuing agency 
charged with responsibility for planning and coordinating policy for 
arms control and disarmament, and equipped with an experienced
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:staff fully qualified in the various fields which are involved in plan
ning and negotiating for arms limitation and control.

I t  was clear, too, that the problem was one which concerned, not 
one department alone, but several imits of Government. A separate, 
centrally located agency would therefore be best suited to coordinate 
the work of the Government departments concerned.

In  an attempt to satisfy these needs, there was created in Septem
ber 1960, within the Department of State, a new unit called the U.S. 
Disarmament Administration; and to it were transferred most of the 
oflGlcers who formerly handled disarmament matters under the Special 
Assistant to the Secretary of State for Disarmament and Atomic 
Energy.^ In the new unit also were grouped personnel made available 
hy the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
other agencies. This new unit, headed by Mr. Edmund A. Gullion, 
assumed responsibility for policy research and formulation and for 
the management of participation in negotiations. Its establishment 
led to the recruitment of a small nucleus of personnel with special 
talents in the various fields involved in arms control.

After his inauguration. President Kennedy appointed Mr. John J. 
McCloy as his adviser on disarmament and Mr. Adrian S. Fisher 
became his deputy.

President Kennedy asked Mr. McCloy to assume the task, among 
others, of planning for the organization of the executive branch to deal 
with arms control and disarmament. Following an intensive 6-month 
study in which he worked closely with the U.S. Disarmament Admin
istration and other interested Government agencies, Mr. McCloy sub
mitted a report to the President on June 23,1961.^

HISTORY OF THE U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACT

Mr. McCloy recommended the establishment by statute of a Govern
ment agency with the broad competence, functions, and resources re
quired to work on the problems of arms control and disarmament, 
including the conduct of research, coordination of the efforts of inter
ested sectors within the executive branch, and negotiation (under the 
guidance of the Secretary of State) with other nations. Because dis
armament problems tend to spread beyond jurisdictional bounds of 
any one agency of Government, and because they involve decisions 
which ultimately must be made by the President himself, Mr. McCloy 
recommended the establishment of a new agency to deal with the 
control of armaments, prepared to coordinate the work and the view 
points of many agencies and prepared to serve the President, when 
called upon to do so.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, p. 225.
* AntBy pp. 196-199.
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President Kennedy, on June 29,1961, transmitted for consideration 
by the Congress draft legislation which would establish such an 
agency. The President stated, in part, in his letter of transmittal:

Enactment of the proposed legislation will permit this Agency to deal broadly 
with the whole range of disarmament matters, including research, policies, and 
programs.

The importance and broad scope of disarmament matters require continuing 
Presidential attention. The complex interrelationships between disarmament 
activities, foreign affairs, and national security also require that close working- 
level coordination and cooperation be established between the new Agency and 
the Departments of State and Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
other agencies.

The proposed legislation provides that the Director of the new Agency func
tion under the direction of the President and the Secretary of State. This 
arrangement will permit coordination of disarmament matters within the pur
view of the various agencies; it will give special recognition to the need for 
intermeshing disarmament policies and programs with the broad conduct of 
foreign affairs; and it will provide a focal point at the highest level of 
Government for the consideration of disarmament matters.*

Hearings on the proposed legislation were held before the Com
mittee on Foreign Eelations of the U.S. Senate on August 14,15, and 
16,1961; and before the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives on August 24, 25, 28, and September 7, 1961.

The Senate Committee on Foreign Eelations reported its revised 
bill, S. 2180, on September 6, 1961, accompanied by its unanimous 
report.^

The House Committee on Foreign Affairs reported on September 
12, 1961, submitting with its unanimous approval, H.E, 9118.̂

On September 8, the Senate, by a vote of 73 to 14, passed its bill; 
and on September 19, the House passed its bill by a vote of 280 to 54.

A conference report was submitted on September 23, along with 
H.E. 9118, as revised in conference.^ The conference report was ap
proved by the House on September 23,® and by the Senate on the same 
day.®

President Kennedy approved the act on September 26,1961, thereby 
creating the new U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.^ He 
also announced the recess appointments of Mr. William C. Foster as 
Director, and Mr. Adrian S. Fisher as Deputy Director.

The act establishes the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. I t  defines “arms control” and “disarmament” to mean the

 ̂Ante, pp. 214-216.
* Antej pp. 363-374.
* Antey pp. 404̂ A2Q.
* Ante, pp. 458-465.
“ Congressional Record, vol. 107, pt. 169, p. 19639.

p. 19780.
 ̂Ante, pp. 482-495.
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identification, verification, inspection, limitation, control, reduction, 
or elimination, of armed forces and armaments of all kinds under 
international agreement including the necessary steps taken under 
such an agreement to establish an effective system of international 
control, or to create and strengthen international organizations for 
the maintenance of peace. The act asserts that the Agency must have 
such a position within the Government that it can provide the Presi
dent, the Secretary of State, other officials of the executive branch, 
and the Congress, with recommendations concerning U.S. arms con
trol and disarmament policy. In addition, it describes in general 
terms the nature and quality of the staff which the Director is required 
to assemble. I t  provides that the organization must have the capacity 
to provide essential scientific, economic, political, military, psycholog
ical, and technological information upon which realistic arms control 
and disarmament policy must be based. The organization must also 
be able to carry out these primary fimctions:

(a) The conduct, support, and coordination of research for arms 
control and disarmament policy formulation;

(&) The preparation for and management of U.S. participation 
in international negotiations in the arms control and disarmament 
field;

(<?) The dissemination and coordination of public information 
concerning arms control and disarmament; and

(d) The preparation for, operation of, or as appropriate, direc
tion of U.S. participation in such control systems as may become 
part of U.S. arms control and disarmament activities.

The law also provides that the Director shall serve as principal 
adviser to the Secretary of State and to the President on arms con
trol and disarmament matters. The Director, under the direction of 
the Secretary of State, has primary responsibility within the Govern
ment for arms control and disarmament matters.

NEW ORGANIZATION

In  conmiencing operations, the new agency took over the State 
Department’s U.S. Disarmament Administration, including its per
sonnel and its functions.

In anticipation of expanded staff activity, and in order to provide 
for the performance of new duties imposed by law, a new pattern 
of internal organization was established.

A general advisory committee, authorized by statute, will be com
posed of national leaders in diverse fields, some of whom have served 
as senior officials of Government. I t  will meet periodically to advise 
the Director.
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Staff activities will be grouped into several units, whose functions^ 
are defined in agency directives. I t  will be sufficient, for the purpose^ 
of this report, to summarize their functions briefly as follows:

A Science and Technology Bureau sponsors and coordinates scien
tific research; a Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau conducts 
research into the impact of arms control proposals on military 
security; an Economics Bureau develops and evaluates economic 
data as related to arms control and disarmament; an International 
Relations Bureau is concerned with international negotiations, con-̂  
sultation and communication on arms control and disarmament, and 
also performs research in the problems growing out of these func
tions; a Disarmament Advisory Staff develops basic policy recom
mendations on all aspects of arms control and disarmament; a Gen
eral Counsel is responsible for legal matters and congressional liaison; 
a Public Affairs Adviser^ assists the Director in the discharge of 
his statutory duty to disseminate and coordinate public information 
concerning arms control and disarmament; an Executive Director i& 
responsible for providing administrative management services; â  
Reference Research Staff maintains a library and performs back
ground research; a Secretariat coordinates the flow of information 
within the organization.

Shortly after the Agency was established, arrangements were made 
with the Office of Security of the Department of State for assistance 
in carrying out the statutory requirement that security clearance 
standards for Agency personnel—

shaU not be less stringent, and the investigation of such persons shall not be 
less complete, than * ♦  * nnder the security procedures of the Government 
agency or agencies having the highest security restrictions.

In addition, Department of State document and physical security 
standards were made applicable within the Agency. Arrangements 
are now being made with the Atomic Energy Commission to bring the 
Agency’s outside contractors into the AEC’s industrial security 
program.

The Agency initiated a recruitment program in order to obtain 
specialists and generalists who have competence in arms control, 
diplomacy, foreign policy, international organization and inter
national law, weapons technology and the various other technologies 
which are applicable to inspection and control problems, scientific 
trends, military strategy, and the military capabilities of contempo
rary powers, political, and economic problems, and the general inter
relation of all these facets of study.

^This position was established, and its compensation fixed, by sec. 303(g) of 
Public Law 87-367, 5 U.S.C. § 2205 (a) (49).
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As of January 22, 1962, the staff of the Agency consisted of 101 
employees, of whom 67 were officers and 34 were clerical employees. 
A number of prospective employees were under investigation in com
pliance with security requirements. The staff is expected to increase 
to a total of 123 employees by June 30,1962.

For the fiscal year 1962, there was appropriated the sum of $2,- 
017,000, of which $1,417,000 was for the program operation of the 
Agency, and $600,000 was for contracts and grants for research.

P a r t ic ip a t io n  i n  I n t e r n a t io n a l  N e g o tia t io n s

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act charges the Agency with 
the duty of achieving a capability to prepare for and manage U.S. 
participation in international negotiation in the disarmament and 
arms control field. Under the direction of the Secretary of State, 
it is empowered to consult and communicate with representatives of 
other nations and of international organizations.

Successful arms control and disarmament negotiations are, of course, 
the chief purpose of the Agency’s existence, and the goal to which its 
energies are directed.

During the past year, active negotiation has taken place chiefly 
under the rubric of nuclear weapon test discontinuance, which, since 
July 1958, has been the subject of almost continuous discussion at 
Geneva, and has also been the subject of many resolutions in the 
United Nations General Assembly. Under the broad rubric of com
prehensive disarmament, there have been bilateral talks with the So
viet Union, consultation with allies, and debate and resolutions at the 
United Nations. One specialized technical conference, on prevention 
of surprise attack, stands in apparently permanent recess, but its 
subject matter has been included in discussions of comprehensive 
disarmament.

DISCONTINUANCE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTS

At various times since their inception, negotiations for the discon
tinuance of nuclear weapons tests had seemed to offer some promise 
of success. In  the first 2 years of negotiation, agreement had been 
reached on a preamble and 17 articles and 2 annexes of a draft treaty.^ 
There remained serious differences including those regarding the de
tection and identification of underground explosions and also regard
ing the structure and staffing of the international control organization; 
but issues had been refined and all three negotiating governments had 
given indications of interest in a treaty. A test ban treaty, as the 
first concrete achievement of 15 years of arms control negotiations, 
could give great impetus to future disarmament efforts. I t  CDuld also

 ̂Documents on Disarmamentj 1960y pp. 376-387.
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‘establish patterns for inspection and control, and could help to stem 
a trend toward proliferation of nuclear weapons capability.

Recognizing the importance of such an achievement. President 
Kennedy, soon after assuming office, appointed a panel of experts 
headed by Dr. James B. Fisk to review the technical aspects of the 
test ban problem.

After discussion with the United Kingdom, a revised United States 
position was presented to the Geneva Conference on March 21, 1961, 
by Ambassador Arthur H. Dean.^ In an effort to break the negoti- 
;ating deadlock, these proposals were made:

(1) To reduce the number of control posts on Soviet territory 
from 21 to 19 while reducing from 17 to 16 the number on U.S. 
territory;

(2) To extend from 27 months to 3 years the proposed mora
torium on smaller underground tests while research for improved 
methods of detecting underground tests would be carried forward;

(3) To ask Congress for legislative authority to permit Soviet 
inspection of the internal mechanisms of the outdated nuclear 
devices to be used in the seismic research and peaceful uses pro
grams, if the Soviets accepted the proposal for such research;

(4) To permit veto by the nuclear powers of the total annual 
budget of the control organization, although not the individual 
items of the budget;

(5) To include a total ban on outer space explosions, adding 
appropriate control machinery;

(6) To accept an arrangement in the Control Commission which 
would assure the Soviet Union that its bloc would have repre^nta- 
tion equal to that of the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
their allies.*

The Soviet Union accepted only those Western concessions which 
precisely corresponded with its own past positions, but declined to 
compromise on others. Further, on March 21, Ambassador Semyon 
K. Tsarapkin introduced the so-called troika principle into the test- 
ban negotiations, proposing to replace the single Administrator with 
a tripartite administrative council, consisting of one Western, one 
Communist, and one neutral member.^ This three-headed adminis
tration would be able to function, even in routine matters, only by 
unanimous agreement of all three members. Previously, all three

 ̂AntCj pp. 55-65.
* For a full account of these negotiations, see Geneva Conference on the Dis

continuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History and the Analysis of Negotiations 
(Department of State publication 7258). The negotiations are summarized in 
The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Gateway to Peace (Department of State publi
cation 7254).

® Ante, pp. 51-53.
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delegations had agreed that the control system should be directed 
by a single Administrator, under policy direction of a Control Com
mission on which the Soviet bloc, the United States, and the United 
Kingdom, and their allies, and nations alined with neither would 
all have representation.

The American and British delegations argued strongly against such 
an arrangement as imworkable. They introduced on April 18 a com
plete draft treaty with an offer to sign it at once.  ̂ And on May 12, 
they introduced the concept of a “sliding scale” for fixing the quota 
of on-site inspections in relation to the number of unidentified seismic 
events which might occur each year in a given countryD epending  
on the number of such events, the quota might be as low as 12, but 
it would never be higher than 20, the number previously proposed 
by the Western delegations. The Soviet Union rejected this proposal 
and continued to insist that inspections be limited to three each year, 
a number regarded as insufficient for effective verification of com
pliance in areas of vast extent and high seismic activity.

Premier Khrushchev handed President Kennedy an aide-memoire 
in Vienna on June 4, which reaffirmed the Soviet stance and intro
duced two new concepts.® Implying that the United States planned 
to resume underground tests after the expiration of the proposed 
3-year moratorium, his note insisted that the moratorium should not 
be allowed to expire automatically. He also implied that the Soviet 
Union would be willing to abandon its demand for a three-headed 
administration if agreement were reached on general and complete 
disarmament, and he suggested that the test-ban talks be merged 
with general disarmament negotiations.

On July 15, after a further exchange of notes had failed to elicit 
any change in the Soviet position, the United States and the United 
Kingdom requested the Secretary-General of the United Nations to 
place the test-ban question on the agenda of the 16th General Assem
bly.^ The two nations reported that a serious impasse had developed 
at the Conference because of Soviet obduracy. They stated, 
however, that they still hoped to achieve a treaty on the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests under adequate international control and that 
they were ready to continue to negotiate at Geneva.

As proof of this, new Western proposals, introduced on August 28, 
sought to obviate the possibility of an automatic expiration of the 
moratorium on small underground tests, or an arbitrary decision by 
one or more powers to resume tests, through the creation of a panel 
of scientists from all 11 countries represented on the Control Com

 ̂Ante, pp. 82-126.
" Ante, pp. 161-162.
 ̂Ante, pp. 162-166.
 ̂Ante, pp. 242-246.
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mission which should make an independent and objective review of 
the validity of the threshold on underground tests as soon as the results 
of the seismic research program were known.^

Ambassador Dean also offered to study the possibility of imme
diately lowering the threshold to the extent that this is scientifically 
feasible by increasing the number of manned control posts, introduc
ing unmanned control posts, altering the number of on-site inspections, 
or making other technical improvement in the system recommended 
by the Conference of Experts in 1958.̂

An effort was also made to allay the asserted Soviet fear of bias on 
the part of the Administrator, a fear which presumably inspired the 
troika proposal. To provide a check on any such bias, the American 
and British delegations proposed formal treaty language to strengthen 
the Control Commission’s power over the Administrator by giving it 
the right to remove him for malfeasance.^ The United States and the 
United Kingdom also proposed to allay the Soviet’s expressed fear 
that inspectors might be spies by amending the draft treaty so that 
50 percent of the personnel of on-site inspection teams would be na
tionals of neutral states.^

On August 30, the Soviet Government announced that it had decided 
to resume nuclear weapons tests.® I t  asserted that it had designs for 
a series of 20-, 30-, 50-, and 100-megaton bombs and rockets capable of 
delivering these weapons to any point on the globe. And on Sep
tember 1 it began a series of test explosions. Worldwide indignation 
followed this repudiation of a moratorium which had been observed 
by all parties since the Conference began.

On September 3, President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan 
directed an urgent plea to Premier Khrushchev urging that the three 
delegations meet in Geneva not later than September 9 to agree “not 
to conduct nuclear tests which take place in the atmosphere and pro
duce radioactive fallout.” ®

The Soviet Union, nevertheless, continued atmospheric testing. On 
September 5, after the third Soviet test. President Kennedy an
nounced that the United States would be compelled to resume under
ground testing to maintain its military position.^

The Geneva Conference recessed for the General Assembly debate 
on the nuclear test question and reconvened on United States-United 
Kingdom initiative on November 28. At that time, the American and 
British delegations offered to negotiate on the basis of the draft treaty

 ̂Ante, p. 296.
pp. 296-297. 
p.325.

* Ante, p. 327.
pp. 337-348.

® Ante, p. 351.
Ante, p. 355.



ACDA ANNUAL REPORT, FEBRUARY 1, 1962 755

they had proposed m April 1961. However, since the Soviet Union 
had sought to gain an advantage by exploding approximately 50 
nuclear devices, the United States said it was now unwilling to under
take any uninspected pretreaty commitment not to conduct any nuclear 
tests.^

On November 28, Ambassador Tsarapkin presented a new proposal 
(which the Soviet Government had previously released in Moscow) 
for a comprehensive test ban with no international control whatever. 
States would rely on their national systems to detect nuclear explo
sions in the atmosphere, outer space, or under water, and they would 
undertake not to conduct any underground tests until agreement was 
reached on a control system for the detection of such tests as part of an 
international control system for general and complete disarmament.^ 
In  an accompanying statement, the Soviet Government demanded the 
inclusion of France in the negotiations and said that it would draw 
“appropriate conclusions” if any of the Western Powers, including 
France, carried out any further tests. I t  also expressed willingness 
to agree to a new uninspected moratorium. I t  insisted that the Con
ference consider only this plan.®

The American and British delegations pointed out that this would 
result in the abandonment of the draft treaty which had absorbed 3 
years of patient labor, and would also involve a recession from previous 
Soviet acceptance of the recommendations of several technical con
ferences. The American and British delegations further pointed out 
that while national systems might well detect a seismic event that could 
have originated with a nuclear explosion, they could not identify its 
cause with certainty.

I t  was agreed to recess for the holidays and to reconvene on January 
16, 1962.

At that time, the United States and United Kingdom delegations 
formally rejected the Soviet Union’s November 28 proposals. They 
stated that two alternatives were available to the Conference: first, 
and more preferable, to remain in session and to seek an effectively 
verified test ban as a measure for immediate implementation; or, sec
ond, to consider the test-ban question in the forthcoming negotiations 
of the 18-Nation Committee, at which time a special subcommittee of 
the United States, United Kingdom, and U.S.S.E. could be assigned 
to explore the relationship of a nuclear test ban to general disarma
ment.^ On January 26, the Soviet delegation announced it rejected 
both of these alternatives.®

 ̂Ante, pp. 665-666.
 ̂Ante, pp. 659-663.

® Ante, p. 664.
" See GBN/DNT/PV.350, pp. 3-16. 
® GEN/DNT/127.
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Nuclear weapons problems at the United Nations
Ambassador Adlai Stevenson told the First Committee of the 

United Nations General Assembly on October 19 that there was no 
reason, if the Soviet Union was willing, why a test-ban treaty with 
effective controls could not be signed in 30 days. He warned, how
ever, that continued Soviet testing obliged the United States to “re
serve the right to make preparations to test in the atmosphere, as 
well as undergroimd.” ^

Shocked by the disclosure of Soviet plans to explode a 50-megaton 
bomb—much larger than any nuclear device yet exploded— t̂he 
General Assembly appealed to the Soviet Union to abstain from the 
proposed test. The resolution passed the General Assembly with 
opposition only from the Soviet bloc and Cuba.^

Resolution 1648 (X V I), sponsored by India and other nations, 
called for both an immediate uninspected moratorium on testing and 
the conclusion of a test-ban treaty with effective controls.® Both the 
United States and the Soviet Union voted against the Indian resolu
tion, each for different reasons. The American opposition was based 
on the fact that the resolution was merely declaratory and called for 
an “uninspected, uncontrolled” moratoriimi. Soviet opposition to the 
resolution was based on the argument that the test ban should be in
corporated in an overall agreement on general and complete disarma
ment.

Resolution 1649 (X V I), sponsored by the United States and the 
United Kingdom, called for inamediate resumption of the Geneva ne
gotiations for a treaty banning nuclear tests under effective interna
tional control and for a report to the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission by December 14."̂  The resolution was endorsed by a vote 
of 71 to 11 on November 8. The Soviet Union voted against the pro
posal and continued to insist that the question of nuclear testing could 
be solved only within the context of general and complete disarma
ment. After the passage of this resolution, the United States and the 
United Kingdom proposed the resumption of the Geneva negotiations. 
On December 14, the American and British delegations reported on 
the progress of these resumed negotiations in compliance with this 
resolution.®

' Ante, pp. 537-542.
* Ante, p. 552,
" Ante, p. 568.
* Ante, pp. 578-579.
® On Dec. 12, 1961, the Geneva Conference, with the assent of all three delega

tions, decided to transmit to the Disarmament Commission, as an interim report, 
the verbatim records and documents of the Conference for the period Nov. 28- 
Dec. 7, 1961. These papers were circulated as DC/195 and Add. 1. For the 
separate Anglo-American report, see ante, pp. 733-738.
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On November 24, the General Assembly adopted an Afro-Asian reso
lution declaring that the use of nuclear weapons in war would be con
trary to the United Nations Charter and international law (Res. 1653 
(XVI) and also an African resolution calling on states not to con
duct tests in Africa and declaring that nuclear weapons should be kept 
out of Africa (Ees. 1652 (XVI)).^ The United States opposed the 
first resolution because it was merely declaratory, had no provision for 
verifying compliance, and contained an interpretation of the United 
Nations Charter which was unfounded. The United States abstained 
from voting on the resolution condemning tests in Africa because it 
proposed merely an uninspected moratorium. The United States rec
ognized that the African states themselves could join together to 
create a denuclearized continent if they so wished, but a General 
Assembly declaration did not appear to be the right procedure for 
achieving this goal. The Soviet Union supported both resolutions.

The Irish resolution (Ees. 1665 (X V I)) on the spread of nuclear 
weapons was approved on December 4.̂  Ireland had first raised this 
question in 1958, and the General Assembly had approved Irish reso
lutions on the subject in 1959 and 1960.̂  The 1961 resolution calls on 
all states, especially the nuclear powers, to work for an international 
agreement with inspection and control provisions, under which states 
possessing nuclear weapons would agree not to transfer them to non
nuclear states and the latter would agree not to acquire them. Both 
the United States and the Soviet Union supported the Irish resolution, 
which received the unanimous approval of the General Assembly.

Sweden and seven other countries sponsored Resolution 1664 (XVI) 
which proposed an inquiry into the conditions under which countries 
which do not possess nuclear weapons would agree to refrain from 
acquiring such weapons or allowing them in the future to be stationed 
in their territories. The Secretary General was asked to make such 
an inquiry of member states and to report on their responses to the 
Disarmament Commission not later than April 1, 1962.® In the first 
committee debate, the American delegation recognized the danger in
volved in the proliferation of national nuclear capabilities and opposed 
the spread of the production or ownership of nuclear weapons to 
other countries. But the language of the Swedish resolution called into 
question the right of nations to join together in collective self-defense 
with nuclear capability. Until the need for Western defensive ar
rangements has ceased, the United States must continue to give its 
allies military support for collective self-defense. The United States,

* Ante, pp. 648-650.
* Ante, pp. 647-648.
 ̂Ante, p. 694.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 194^-1959, vol. II, p. 1547; 1960, p. 373.
® Ante, p. 693.
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therefore, voted against the resolution, which, however, passed by a 
vote of 58 to 10, with 23 abstentions.

COMPREHENSIVE DISARMAMENT

On June 27, 1960, the Soviet Union and its allies had walked out 
of the Ten Nation Committee on Disarmament just as an American 
proposal for general and complete disarmament was about to be read.- 
The American proposal was presented nevertheless, but comprehen
sive disarmament negotiations were at a standstill. After withdraw
ing from the Committee, the Soviet Union demanded that future 
negotiations be conducted in an organ consisting of five Western, five 
Communist, and five “neutral” states, a demand which implied a tri
partite division of the world,^ which the United States rejected as 
unfounded and improper.

Bilateral talks
In seeking the commencement of new talks, the first task, therefore, 

was to reach agreement on basic principles and the composition of the 
negotiating forum. I t  was decided to explore these problems in
formally with the Soviet Union on a bilateral basis.

Ambassador Stevenson informally took up these questions with 
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko at the United Nations in March
1961. I t  was found impossible to reach agreement at that time, but 
Ambassador Stevenson and Foreign Minister Gromyko informed the 
First Committee of the General Assembly on March 30 that they had 
agreed to continue their discussions during June and July on “ques
tions relating to disarmament and to the resumption of negotiations 
in an appropriate body whose composition is to be agreed upon” and 
to report to the 16th General Assembly on the results of the discus
sions.  ̂ On April 21, the General Assembly, by unanimous resolution, 
noted the American and Soviet statements and decided to take up the 
problem of disarmament at its 16th session.^

The bilateral talks took place in three phases: In Washington from 
June 19 to 30; in Moscow from July 17 to 29; and in New York from 
September 6 to 19. The United States was represented by Mr. McCloy 
and the Soviet Union by Deputy Foreign Minister Valerian A. Zorin.

In his report to the President on October 6, 1961, Mr. McCloy de
scribed these talks as follows:

During the entire exchange, an effort was made on the part of the U.S. 
representative to reach an understanding with the Soviet Union on a basis 
which would permit a speedy resumption of multilateral disarmament negotia
tions. The United States took the position that the objective of the exchange

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 126 ff. 
pp. 250-251.

* Ante, pp. 79-81.
* Ante, p. 126.
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was to reach agreement between the United States and the U.S.S.R. on the 
framework for disarmament negotiations and on the composition of the nego
tiating body, such agreement to be submitted as recommendation to the other 
States concerned.

The United States set forth its views on what it regarded as the basic prin
ciples by which any comprehensive disarmament negotiations should be guided. 
In the first instance, it endeavored to impress upon the Soviet Union its con
viction that—

(1) The disarmament process should go hand-in-hand with a gradual 
development of institutions designed to settle international disputes by 
peaceful means and effectively to maintain peace;

(2) Implementation of all obligations undertaken by States should be 
subject to effective verification so as to give assurance to all parties that 
all obligations are being fulfilled; and

(3) The implementation of any agreement that can be reached on a 
specific disarmament measure or group of measures should not await agree
ment on a full program of general and complete disarmament which might 
well involve a lengthy period of negotiations. At the same time, the United 
States emphasized its readiness to negotiate without interruption until a 
total program of general and complete disarmament has been developed 
and agreed.

The United States also proposed four alternative formulas for the composi
tion of the negotiating body, including a forum comprised of the members of 
the Ten Nation Committee and an additional 10 states, including noncom
mitted states, selected on the basis of equitable geographic distribution.

At the outset of the talks, the Soviet Union took the position that no 
disarmament negotiations could take place unless and until a U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
understanding was reached on the basic provisions of a specific disarmament 
plan. In spite of the position taken by the United States that no specific 
disarmament plans, which of necessity affect the interests of many other 
states, should be discussed in the absence of such states, the Soviet Union 
sought to prove, on the basis of its plan, the merits of its own approach. The 
Soviet Union also refused to discuss the question of the composition of the 
negotiating body until a U.S.-U.S.S.R. understanding on the basic provisions 
of a disarmament plan was reached.

The U.S.S.R. pursued this approach almost until the end of the Moscow 
phase of the talks. Two days before the end of that phase, the U.S.S.R. 
altered its position and agreed to discuss a statement of principles. It also 
expressed its views on the question of the negotiating forum, reiterating its 
past position which provides for addition to the membership of the Ten Nation 
Committee of a component of neutral states, thus refiecting the Soviet concept 
of a world divided into three distinct blocs.

The final phase of the talks, which took place in New York, was devoted to 
efforts to arrive at an agreed statement of principles for future disarmament 
negotiations. As a result, on September 19, agreement was reached on a 
document that was acceptable to both sides and a report to that effect was 
submitted to the United Nations * *

The joint statement of agreed principles resulting from the McCloy- 
Zorin meetings and submitted to the 16th General Assembly was the 
culmination of a frank exchange of views which, in Mr. McCloy’s

 ̂Mr. McCloy’s report is printed antet pp. 513-527. For the U.S.-Soviet joint 
statement, see ante, pp. 439-442.
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words, helped each side to “gain a greater insight into each other’s 
thinking.” In the talks, the Soviet Union recognized the need for 
international peacekeeping machinery and also recognized the pos
sibility of implementing specific agreed measures even before agree
ment on the entire disarmament program. The necessity for a con
trol system was also recognized in principle by the Soviet Union. 
The principle that transition from one phase to another in the dis
armament process should follow a review and decision that all meas
ures in the preceding stage have been properly implemented was also 
enunciated.

On the other hand, the joint statement is not a disarmament plan 
or an agreement on specific measures. There still remain fundamental 
areas of disagreement. For example, in the bilateral discussions the 
Soviet Union refused to agree that—

verification should insure that not only agreed limitations or reductions take 
place, but also that retained armed forces and armaments do not exceed agreed 
levels at any stage.

I t equated verification of retained arms to espionage.^ Mr. McCloy 
foimd it necessary to reiterate the U.S. insistence on this point in a 
separate letter

The composition of the negotiating body was a second question to 
be settled in the bilateral talks.

The United States expressed willingness to resume negotiations in 
the Ten-Nation Committee or to add to that body 3 officials from 
nations which did not belong to NATO or the Warsaw Pact. Alter
natively, the United States expressed its readiness to agree to add 
10 nations to the Committee, including 3 nations from Asia, 3 nations 
from Latin America, 3 nations from Africa, and 1 nation from Europe, 
which is not a member of NATO or the Warsaw Pact. The United 
States took the position that a forum composed on this basis would 
recognize the principles of equitable geographic representation and 
the factors of population and military capability.

As still another alternative, the United States suggested a return 
to the full United Nations Disarmament Commission (including all 
members of the United Nations) which would be free to establish 
smaller working subcommittees, if it so desired.^

The Soviet Union had previously proposed enlargement of the 
Ten-Nation Committee by adding 5 neutral states: India, Indonesia, 
United Arab Republic, Ghana, and Mexico.^ In an aide memoire of 
July 28, it stated that it continued to maintain its proposals for the

* See ante, pp. 443-444.
p.442.

’ See ante, pp. 271-273.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 250-251.
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inclusion of a “group of neutral countries as equal participants in the 
negotiations.” ^

The question of a proper negotiating forum was put aside until it 
was taken up during the ensuing session of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly. On December 4, the General Assembly approved an 
Indian proposal urging the United States and the Soviet Union in 
their discussion to reach agreement on a negotiating forum and to 
report to the General Assembly at the current session.^

After informal talks during the next 2 weeks, the American and 
Soviet delegations agreed that 8 countries would be added to the 10 
which had been members of the Ten Nation Committee: Brazil, 
Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the United 
Arab Eepublic.^ The addition of two Latin American countries, two 
Asian countries, two African countries, one Middle Eastern country, 
and one European country reflects the principle of equitable geo
graphical representation which the United States had advocated dur
ing the McCloy-Zorin bilateral talks.

On the basis of these talks, a resolution was presented to the United 
Nations General Assembly, sponsored jointly by the United States and 
the Soviet Union. The resolution, unanimously adopted on Decem
ber 20, welcomed the joint statement on agreed principles for disarma
ment negotiations and endorsed the agreement reached respecting the 
composition of the negotiating body.^

I t  was subsequently agreed by all of the participants that the Con
ference would meet in Geneva on March 14,1962.

September ^5, 1960  ̂ 'proposal for general disarmament 
Mr. McCloy set in motion, soon after assuming his responsibilities 

as Presidential adviser, an intensive review of American disarmament 
policy.

To assist him in a broad survey of the field, he assembled nine con
sultative groups of experts from both inside and outside the Govern
ment, who dealt with a diverse catalog of problems, including: con
ventional arms and armed forces; nuclear armaments; delivery vehi
cles ; chemical, biological and radiological warfare; war by accident, 
miscalculation and surprise attack; international legal and security ar
rangements; regional disarmament; outer space; “new approaches” ; 
and the economic aspects of disarmament. The groups met several 
times during April and May, considered sections of the proposed 
draft of the American plan, and reported on them to Mr. McCloy.

 ̂Ante, p. 269.
" Ante, pp. 677-678.
• The Ten Nation Committee consisted of the following countries: U.S., U.K., 

France, Canada, Italy, U.S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Poland, Bulgaria, Rumania.
* Ante, pp. 741-742.
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After a plan was drafted, it was subjected to intensive review by other 
agencies within the U.S. Government. On September 25, President 
Kennedy presented the “Program for General and Complete Disarma
ment in a Peaceful World” to the U.N. General Assembly.^

The program was based upon the premise that the overall goal of 
the United States is a free, secure, and peaceful world of independent 
states adhering to common standards of justice and international con
duct and subjecting the use of force to the rule of law; a world which 
has achieved general and complete disarmament under effective in
ternational control; and a world in which adjustment to change takes 
place in accordance with the principles of the United Nations.

In  order to make possible the achievement of that goal, the pro
gram sets forth the following specific objectives toward which na
tions should direct their efforts:

(1) The disbanding of all national armed forces and the prohi
bition of their reestablishment in any form whatsoever other than 
those required to preserve internal order and for contributions to a 
United Nations Peace Force;

(2) The elimination from national arsenals of all armaments, 
including all weapons of mass destruction and the means for their 
delivery, other than those required for a United Nations Peace Force 
and for maintaining internal order;

(3) The institution of effective means for the enforcement of 
international agreements, for the settlement of disputes, and for 
the maintenance of peace in accordance with the principles of the 
United Nations;

(4) The establishment and effective operation of an International 
Disarmament Organization within the framework of the United 
Nations to insure compliance at all times with all disarmament 
obligations.

The program represents a more comprehensive disarmament pro
gram than any previously proposed by the United States and it repre
sents a logical progression from earlier plans. The program provides 
for appropriate inspection and verification at all stages, the cessation 
of production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, and 
elimination of nuclear weapons and vehicles for their delivery from 
national arsenals, the establishment of an International Disarmament 
Organization within the framework of the United Nations to assure 
compliance with disarmament obligations, and the establishment, 
operation, and progressive strengthening of a United Nations Peace 
Force.

The September 20 statement of agreed principles and the September 
25 proposals were particularly significant because they made the

 ̂Ante, pp. 475-482.



AGDA ANNUAL REPORT, FEBRUARY 1, 1962 763

point that disarmament alone would not be enough; it must be ac
companied by the institution of international peacekeeping machineiy, 
which could fill the vacuum caused by the removal of military power. 
The need to develop international law and international institu
tions as a substitute for force and as an effective means both for en
forcing disarmament agreements and for insuring order in a dis
armed world, is not a new idea. Indeed, it was implicit in many 
prior disarmament proposals, but the September 25 proposal spells 
out the idea in greater detail than had been done before.

The September 25 program will, of course, be presented to the 
Eighteen Nation Conmiittee when it meets in Geneva on March 14,
1962.

Surprise attack and related 'prdbUnhs
The Conference of Experts on Prevention of Surprise Attack, whose 

sessions took place in Geneva during November and December 1958, 
is in indefinite recess. Since it has never been formally adjourned, 
and since it deals with a sensitive matter which lies at the heart of 
arms control problems, its subject matter may be regarded as un
finished business.

The problems of surprise attack, accidental war, miscalculation, 
and failure of communications arise out of new and dangerous in
stabilities which are novel in history and peculiar to a nuclear-missile 
age. The brief period of preparation for the Conference brought 
many experts into contact with those problems for the first time, 
and this stimulated technological research in arms control.

During the last 3 years, important research institutions began to 
study the problem, increasing attention was given to it by leading 
thinkers, and numerous books and research papers have been published.

Because the danger of surprise attack and of war by accident and 
miscalculation threatens all countries equally, it is to be expected that 
international conferences will continue to give thought to the possi
bility of minimizing, through arms control, this complex of dangers. 
Measures to diminish some of the highly combustible features of con
temporary strategies, and methods to diminish the dangers of sur
prise attack, accidental war, and war by miscalculation will continue 
to be discussed under one rubric or another.

In  the September 25 program for general and complete disarma
ment in a peaceful world, for example, there are included several 
proposals which are directed to the problem of preventing accident, 
miscalculation, and surprise attack. In the first stage of the program 
there is a provision requiring countries to give advance notification of 
major military movements which might cause alarm and induce 
countermeasures; there is a provision for the establishment of ob
servation posts at major ports, railway centers, highways, and air- 
bases, to report on concentration and movement of military forces.
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There is also provision for the creation of an international commis
sion to recommend further measures to reduce the risk of nuclear war 
by accident, miscalculation, or failure of communications.

These proposals, as well as other measures which seek to bridge the 
gap from the present impasse to a system of arms control, are matters 
of continuing review and study within the Agency.

R e sea r c h  for P o lic y  F o r m u l a t io n  

The act instructs the Agency’s director to—
insure the acquisition of a fund of theoretical and practical knowledge con
cerning disarmament. To this end, the Director is authorized and directed, 
under the direction of the President, (1) to insure the conduct of research, 
development, and other studies in the field of arms control and disarmament;
(2) to make arrangements (including contracts, agreements, and grants) for 
the conduct of research, development, and other studies in the field of arms 
control and disarmament by private or public institutions or persons; and
(3) to coordinate the research, development, and other studies conducted in 
the field of arms control and disarmament by and for other Government 
agencies in accordance with procedures established—

in the act.
In order to acquire a “fund of theoretical and practical knowledge,” 

the Agency’s offices and bureaus are engaged in continuing surveys of 
various aspects of the problem, and in the preparation and evaluation 
of plans and policies. Consultative groups of outside experts have 
been assembled and consultants have made special studies for the 
Agency. There is also close coordination and continuing consulta
tion with the Departments of State and Defense, as well as other 
interested Government agencies.

Over 127 participants worked in the consultative groups which 
reviewed various aspects of the problem in advance of the preparation 
of the September 25 proposal. These groups were chaired by Prof. 
Emile Benoit of Columbia University; Prof. Harvey Brooks of H ar
vard University; Dr. Robert Caims of Hercules Powder Co.; Prof. 
Paul Doty of Harvard University; Prof. Louis Henkin of the Univer
sity of Pennsylvania Law School; Gen. John E. Hull, former Vice 
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; Dr. Donald Ling of Bell Telephone Labo
ratories; Mr. James A. Perkins, Carnegie Corp. of New York; Prof. 
Thomas C. Schelling of Harvard University; Dr. Chalmers Sherwin 
of Aerospace Corp.; and Mr. Gerard Smith, formerly Assistant Sec
retary of State for Policy Planning.

Policy and position papers have been prepared in support of the 
negotiations conducted by the United States in the course of the 
year. These have covered a great variety of topics in the field of arms 
control and disarmament and in related political and military areas.

The Agency is coordinating, within the Government, an effort to 
amplify and plan more detailed implementation for the program for
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general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. Special at
tention is being given to such problems as the types and categories 
of delivery vehicles, the levels, the methods of reduction, the time 
phasing, the dangers of surprise attack, miscalculation and accident, 
and the relationship of specific measures to other measures. Experts 
from all parts of the country have been enlisted to assist in solving 
these problems. The task forces and consultative groups which have 
participated in these surveys have contributed to the preparation of 
the U.S. proposal of September 25 and to preparations for its nego
tiation. They have also helped to identify the areas in which further 
study and research is needed.

A special review panel was called together to consider the problems 
of balancing and phasing which might arise in connection with the 
U.S. proposal. Interested departments have also given counsel on 
this problem and have discussed the views of the review panel.

A study of the economic impact of disarmament made by a panel 
drawn from the academic community. Government, business, and 
labor was submitted to the Agency at the end of October. The panel 
concluded that disarmament would not present insuperable economic 
problems, but that it would require carefully prepared adjustment 
policies and vigorous Government leadership.

Prior to the end of the year, the Agency, at the request of the 
Department of State, also played a major role in the development, 
with the assistance of other Federal agencies, of a considerable body 
of information for the United Nations on the economic and social 
consequences of disarmament. This material had been requested by 
the United Nations Secretariat, pursuant to General Assembly Reso
lution 1'516(XV).^

The Agency’s predecessor, the U.S. Disarmament Administration, 
began a program of research activity early in 1961 and, to carry out 
this work, recruited a staflf representing diverse specialties and back
grounds, including analysts in the social, physical, and military sci
ences. Many of these were on detail from other agencies, including 
the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission. In 
addition to work on background papers for negotiations and work in 
organizing the panels discussed above, this staff carried out a review 
of existing research studies, both governmental and nongovernmental, 
in the disarmament field, and it delineated the general areas in which 
further research is required. I t  also contracted with outside research 
institutions for the completion of selected major studies.

These classified studies, performed under contracts made with the 
predecessor organization, the U.S. Disarmament Administration, are 
now completed or in final stages of preparation.

’̂ Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, pp. 368-369.
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They include a political, technological, and military survey series 
by the Institute for Defense Analyses which seeks to define the con
ditions and circumstances of a stable and favorable military environ
ment, to examine the factors that control these conditions, and to 
determine how such an environment might be created and preserved. 
An extension of this study, also undertaken by the Institute for 
Defense Analyses and scheduled for completion on February 1, will 
make a broad survey of arms control measures designed to lessen inter
national tensions and promote stability. This material has formed 
the basis for discussion within the Government, and the implications 
of these surveys for policy are now receiving close attention.

Also prepared under contract with the predecessor agency is a 
classified study by Dr. Thomas C. Schelling of Harvard University 
concerned with measures to reduce the danger of a general nuclear 
war through miscalculation.

In planning the expanded study program authorized by Congress, 
the Agency is guided by the criteria established in the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act. I t  has thoroughly examined the capabilities 
of qualified research organizations outside Government and it has 
invited qualified organizations to consider the projects which the 
Agency has delineated. In addition, the Agency has attempted to 
avoid duplication of useful work which has already been accomplished.

Since the passage of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, plans 
for an expanded study program have been in preparation. The pro
gram will utilize the staff of the Agency and outside contractors and 
will attempt systematically to cover the broad field of arms control 
and disarmament. These studies will involve research into questions 
both in international politics and in technological matters. An effort 
will be made, for example, to see whether technological progress in 
certain fields might make it possible to develop scientific techniques 
for verification of treaty obligations which can bypass hurdles which 
have stood in the path of negotiations.

Planning of these studies is done in close collaboration with other 
departments and agencies of Government. These agencies also par
ticipate in the evaluation and review of the studies.

The studies program is designed to serve the long-range aims of 
policy planning as well as of more inunediate negotiating needs. This 
requires a careful meshing of long-range and immediate considera
tions.

A number of problems are under active consideration for future 
studies by the Agency; thus far, three projects concerned with vari
ous aspects of inspection have been identified as priority areas to be 
examined under contract in fiscal 1962. These include:

A study of techniques for monitoring production of strategic
delivery vehicles. Its purpose is to develop techniques for moni-



ACDA ANNUAL REPORT, FEBRUARY 1, 1962 767

toring declared production and for detecting clandestine produc
tion of strategic delivery vehicles within the framework of an 
arms-control agreement to discontinue or limit such production. 
This is the first part of a project to design an inspection system 
for monitoring the production and deployment of strategic de
livery vehicles.

A study of the role of statistical methodology in the analysis 
of inspection and control procedures for disarmament and arms 
control. Its objectives are to develop statistical techniques for 
use in inspection of arms-control arrangements and to identify 
possible applications of statistical methodology to arms control. 
The task is defined as the design and analysis of statistical 
methods of inspection which would produce valid results even 
though the population of an inspected country tried to thwart 
the system. I t is planned to execute this project in three stages, 
beginning with the resolution of basic principles and theory and 
proceeding to the application of specific techniques and arms-control 
models.

A study of progressive zonal inspection. I t  will be designed 
to determine the suitability of zone-by-zone techniques of in
spection in implementing a disarmament agreement of general 
territorial application.

For the next fiscal year, 1963, the research work will probably con
centrate on the following general areas: (1) Studies to insure that 
any applications of disarmament measures proposed by the United 
States remain consistent with national security interests; (2) Further 
studies on the problem of verifying compliance with arms control and 
disarmament agreements; and (3) Studies on the international organi
zational and legal aspects of disarmament.

The complexity of the subject matter and the history of prior ne
gotiations naturally prompts the Agency to see its task as a long- 
range one, and it is addressing its efforts toward the surmounting of 
obstacles that have recurred, from year to year, in the course of dis
armament negotiations. A persistent effort will be made to solve the 
great underlying problems which xmderlie surface disagreement.

Preparation for current negotiations is a matter of high priority. 
A major focus of the current work of the new Agency is the prepara
tion for the forthcoming 18-nation committee Conference which is 
scheduled to meet in Geneva on March 14. The work of this Confer
ence is the subject of intensive staff study and research and is the 
subject of conferences and consultations with other agencies, consult
ants, and research institutions. Members of the public have also 
presented viewpoints which have received careful attention and 
study.
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PUBLICATION PROGRAM

Each of the offices and bureaus of the Agency is, of course, engaged 
in a continuing program of study, research, and consultation. Much 
of this work and the reports and materials prepared by outside con
tractors must be classified and is, therefore, not available for public 
inspection. On the other hand, the Agency places great importance 
on its statutory responsibility for ‘‘the dissemination and coordination 
of public information concerning arms control and disarmament,” 
and it is desirous of making its study material, or unclassified portions 
of it, public wherever it is feasible to do so. I t  believes that such dis
tribution will serve to intensify public interest which will, in turn, 
produce further ideas and studies which will be useful to the Agency 
in its work.

The Agency and its predecessors issued the following publications 
to encourage nongovernmental study and consideration of the 
problem:

1. “Documents on Disarmament, 1945-59,” two volumes. Pre
pared by the Historical Office of the Department of State in consul
tation with the staff of the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State 
for Atomic Energy and Disarmament.

These volumes contain the texts of the principal statements and 
papers on disarmament and related subjects for the period through 
1959. The material included covers the various international confer
ences that dealt with disarmament and the activities of the United 
Nations in this field.

“Documents on Disarmament, 1960.” Prepared by the Historical 
Office of the Department of State in cooperation with the U.S. 
Disarmament Administration.

A continuation of the 1945-59 volumes. Contains material on the 
Ten-Nation Committee, the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, and the 15th United Nations General 
Assembly.

2. “A Basic Bibliography: Disarmament, Arms Control and Na
tional Security.” Prepared by the U.S. Disarmament Administra
tion, 1960.

A brief annotated list of books, pamphlets, and articles on disarma
ment, arms control, and related topics prepared as an introductory 
guide for the increasing volume of scholarly and popular writing in 
this field.

3. “Disarmament at a Glance.” Prepared by the U.S. Disarma
ment Administration, published by the Department of State.

This pamphlet, first published in July 1960, and revised in mid- 
1961 by the U.S. Disarmament Administration, sets in perspective 
the positions of the United States, the Allied Powers, and the Soviet 
bloc on various aspects of the problem of arms limitation and controls.
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4. “Guide to the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nu
clear Weapon Tests.” Prepared by the U.S. Disarmament Adminis- 
tration, published by the Department of State, 1960.

This pamphlet outlines a number of the more important problems 
involved in the negotiations at the Geneva Conference on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests.

5. “Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests: History of Negotiations and Analysis of Outstanding Issues.” 
Prepared by the U.S. Disarmament Administration, published by the 
Department of State, 1961.

A comprehensive history of the negotiations in the Geneva test ban 
conference, analysis of outstanding issues that have arisen in the 
course of the negotiations, and a compilation of the texts of signifi
cant documents relating to the conference.

6. “The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Gateway to Peace.” Prepared 
by the U.S. Disarmament Administration and published by the De
partment of State, 1961.

This is an effort to analyze the principal issues in the Geneva nego
tiations to terminate nuclear weapons testing.

7. “Freedom From W ar: The United States Program for General 
and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World.” Prepared by the 
U.S. Disarmament Administration and published by the Department 
of State, 1961.

This presents the text and a summary of the U.S. program intro
duced in the United Nations in September 1961.

8. “Disarmament: Two Approaches— Â Comparison of U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. Disarmament Proposals.” Prepared by the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, 1961.

The purpose of this pamphlet is to make possible a convenient com
parison of American and Soviet disarmament proposals and to facili
tate a better understanding of the complicated issues involved in 
reaching the goal of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world.

629270— 62-------50
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A ppendix  I

[This appendix consisted of the following papers:

1. Eeport by the United States and the Soviet Union on the bilateral 
talks and the joint statement of agreed principles for disarmament 
negotiations, September 20, 1961 {̂ antê  pp. 439-442).

2. Letter from Presidential Adviser McCloy to Deputy Foreign 
Minister Zorin, September 20, 1961 p. 442).

3. Letter from Deputy Foreign Minister Zorin to Presidential Ad
viser McCloy, September 21, 1961 {oMe  ̂ pp. 443-444).]

A ppendix  I I

[This appendix consisted of the U.S. program for general and 
complete disarmament in a peaceful world, September 25,1961 {ante^ 
pp. 475-482).]

A ppendix  I I I  

Officials of the A gency

Director: William C. Foster.
Deputy Director: Adrian S. Fisher.
General Counsel: George Bunn.
Public Affairs Adviser: Nedville E. Nordness.
Executive Director: Idar Rimestad.
Chief, Secretariat: Philip J. Halla.
Chairman, Disarmament Advisory Staff: Henry A. Byroade.
Chief, Reference Research Staff: Charles R. Gellner.
Assistant Director, International Relations Bureau: Jacob D. Beam, 

Acting.^
Assistant Director, Science and Technology Bureau: Franklin A. 

Long, Acting.*
Assistant Director, Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau: Vice 

Adm. Edward N. Parker, Acting.^
Assistant Director, Economic Bureau: Vacant.

 ̂Conflrmed by the Senate, Feb. 19,1962.
* Confirmed by the Senate, Mar. 29,1962.
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United Nations Materials

D iS  ABM AMENT COMM ISSION

The Disarmament Commission has not met since 1960. Verbatim records of 
meetings (1952-60) are printed in the Disarmament Commission OfficicLl Rec
ords. Papers submitted to the Disarmament Commission in 1960 are printed 
in Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for January to 
Decemher 1960.

G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y

Verbatim records of plenary meetings and summary records of First Com
mittee meetings are published in the General Assembly Official Records. Ver
batim records of First Committee meetings exist in mimeographed form. The 
texts of General Assembly resolutions are published in the Official Records. 
Disarmament proposals introduced in the General Assembly are published in the 
OffiGidl Records, Annexes. Recent Annexes of interest are as follows:

Fourteenth Session. Agenda items 14, 24, 25, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70.
Fifteenth Session. Agenda items 14, 67, 69,73, 86.

G e n e v a  C o n f e b e n c e  o n  t h e  D is c o n t in u a n c e  o f  N u c l e a b  W e a p o n  T e s t s

Verbatim records of meetings exist in mimeographed form.

S e c b et a ey -G e n e b a x

Annual reports by the Secretary-General on the work of the United Nations are 
published as supplements to the General Assembly Official Records at each regu
lar session. Recent reports are:

Fifteenth Session. Report for June 16, 1959-June 15, 1960 (A/4390).
Sixteenth Session. Report for June 16, 1960-June 15, 1961 (A/4800).

S e c u b it y  C o u n c il

Verbatim records of meetings are published in the Security Council Official 
Records. Annual reports by the Security Council to the General Assembly are 
published as supplements to the General Assembly Official Records. Recent re
ports are:

Fifteenth Session. Report for July 16, 1959-July 15, 1960 (A/4494).
Sixteenth Session. Report for July 16, 1960-July 15, 1961 (A/4867).

T e n  N a t io n  C o m m it t e e  on  D is a b m a m e n t

Verbatim records of meetings exist in mimeographed form. They have also 
been published by the British Government as Cmnd. 1152 (1960).

United Nations Review (monthly periodical).
United Nations Yearbook.
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statements, 17-19, 74, 155-156,
260-262, 546-547, 548-549 

Western, strengthening of, Soviet 
statements, 308, 509 

Armaments race, Soviet statements, 
143-144, 307-308, 336-337, 339-340, 
532, 676, 707; U.S. statements, 19, 
283

Armed forces {see also Armaments and 
armed forces) :

Proposed levels, Soviet proposal, 207, 
601, 613-614; U.S. proposal, 477- 
478, 480

U.N. See International police force 
U.S. forces overseas, mission of, U.S.

statement, 68 
Withdrawal of from foreign terri

tories, Soviet proposal, 207, 448- 
449, 451, 501 

Armenian Supreme Soviet, 143-145 
Arms control and disarmament, U.S. 

panels studying, list of, 523 

783
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Arms Control and Disarmament Act: 
Background of, 515-516,525-527, 747- 

748
Statement on signing (Kennedy), 

495-496 
Text of, 482-495 

Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, U.S.:

Establishment o f:
Administration bill, text of, 216-227 
Arms Control and Disarmament 

Act, text of, 482-495 
Congressional conference committee 

report, 458-465 
House Foreign Affairs Committee 

report, 404-426 
Recommendation for, 158, 214-216, 

28^287, 287-292 
Senate Foreign Relations Commit

tee report, 363-374 
First Annual Report:

Letters transmitting, 745-746 
Text of, 74^-770 

OflBcials of, list of, 770 
Publications program, 768-769 
Purpose and functions of, 460-461, 

484-485, 749-751 
Research activities, 485-487, 764r-767 

Asia:
U.S. objectives in, U.S. statement, 16 
Use of nuclear vreapons, proposal 

with African nations, 585-587; 
General Assembly resolution, 
648-650; U.S. statement, 591-592 

Atlantic Community, U.S. statement, 
265-266 

Atmospheric nuclear tests:
Ban on:

Soviet proposal, 662-663, 664; U.S.
statement, 668-673 

U.K.-U.S. proposal, 5 ^ 0 , 129, 351; 
Soviet statements, 355-357, 384r- 
391; U.K.-U.S. statement, 403- 
404; U.K. statement, 396-398; 
U.S. statement, 392 

Detection and control of, U.K.-U.S. 
proposal, 113-115; U.S. state
ments, 59-60, 129, 564, 686, 688 

Radioactive fallout. See Radioactive 
fallout

Soviet tests. 8ee Nuclear tests: So
viet

U.K. statements, 553-554, 743 
U.S. statements, 517, 567, 706, 743

Atom-free zones (see also Non-nuclear 
club), proposals for:

Africa. 8ee Africa: Denuclearized 
zone

Central Europe, Soviet statement, 576 
Soviet statement, 502-503 
Swedish proposal, 632-634 

Atomic bombs. See Nuclear weapons 
Atomic energy, peaceful uses o f: 

Detonations for, control of: Soviet 
statement, 341; U.K.-U.S. pro
posal, 98-99, 129; U.S. proposal, 
59, 517

IAEA safeguards system, 21-33 
Atomic Energy Agency, International: 

Radioactive fallout, activities regard
ing, General Assembly resolution, 
551, 552 

Safeguards system, 21-33 
Atomic Energy Commission, U.N., 175 
Atomic Energy Commission, U.S.: 

Nuclear-powered aircraft research, 
77-78

Soviet nuclear tests, analysis of, 706 
Atomic Radiation, U.N. Scientific Com

mittee on the Effects of, report of. 
General Assembly resolution on, 
550-552

Atomic weapons. See Nuclear weapons

B-70 mach 3 manned bomber, U.S., 76- 
77

Balance of power, Soviet statement, 2- 
4 ,7

Ballistic missile early warning system, 
72-73

Baruch Plan, U.K. statement, 398 
Bases, military. See Military bases 
Belgrade conference of nonaligned coun

tries:
Message to President Kennedy, 383- 

384; U.S. reply, 426-429 
Position on Soviet resumption of 

tests, U.S. statement, 545 
Statement and declaration of, 374- 

375, 375-383 
Berard, Armand, 81 
Berlin crisis:

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 382-383; 
U.S. statement, 427 

German-U.S. statement, 645 
Indian-U.S. statement, 583
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Berlin crisis—Continued
Kennedy-Khrushchev discussions, 

U.S. statement, 170 
NATO Council statement, 728-730 
Soviet proposals and statements, 183- 

184, 533-534, 598, 71,3 
U.K.-U.S. statement, 742-743 
U.S. garrisons in, reinforcement of, 

544, 546-547; Soviet statement, 
346

U.S. statements, 258-267, 473-474, 
61&-617, 652-653, 655-656, 684 

Biological weapons. Bee Chemical, bio
logical, and radiological weapons 

Bomber force, U.S., recommendations 
and statements regarding, 71-72, 
76-77, 544, 546 

British Commonwealth of Nations, 
Prime Ministers of, London state
ment, 34-36 

Budget. See Military budget and ex
penditures

Canada:
President Kennedy’s address to Par

liament, 14&-151 
Statement on disarmament negotia

tions, 80n
Capitalism, crisis of, Soviet statement,

Captive nations, Soviet statement, 529 
Central Committee of the Communist 

Party of the Soviet Union, 309-317 
Central Europe, denuclearized zone, 

Polish proposal, Soviet statements, 
503, 576

Central inspection ofBce, U.K.-U.S. pro
posal, 105-106 

Central radiochemical laboratory, U.K.- 
U.S. proposal. 105 

Charter of the United Nations:
Article 51, 589-590
Unanimity rule, Soviet statement, 453 

Chemical, biological, and radiological 
weapons:

Cessation of production of and reduc
tion of, U.S. proposal, 478, 480 

Stockpiles of, elimination of, Soviet 
proposal, 208-209 

Use of, prohibition on: Soviet state
ments, 208, 577-578; U.S. state
ment, 581

Chemical, Biological, Radiological Ex
perts Oonmiission, establishment 
of. U,S. proposal, 478 

629270—62------51

Chicherin, Foreign Commissar, 174w 
Chinese Communist regime:

Sino-Soviet friendship, Soviet state
ment, 15

Statement on peace and disarma
ment, 731-733 

U.N. representation, Belgrade con
ference of nonaligned countries 
statement, 382 

Civil defense program, U.S., 15G-157, 
262-263

Cold war, Soviet statement, 558; U.S.
statement, 39-40 

Collective security arrangements {see 
also Self-defense), U.S. statement, 
153-154 

Colonialism:
Belgrade conference of nonaligned 

countries statement, 375, 378, 379 
Soviet statement, 528 
U.S. statement, 471-472 

Committee I of the U.N. General As
sembly. See First Committee of 
the General Assembly 

Communications satellite program, Gen
eral Assembly resolution, 740; U.S. 
proposal, 19 

Communications system, U.K.-U.S. pro
posal, 106, 115, 117-118, U9-120 

Communism {see also Socialism) : 
NATO statement, 146 
Soviet statement, 280 
U.S. statements, 150-151, 152-153, 

170-171, 258-259, 265-266, 472 
Communist parties, Moscow conference, 

1-15
Communist Party of the Soviet Union: 

Central Committee of, decision on 
prolongation of military service, 
309-^17 

Program of, 555-559 
22d Congress of, 527-536 

Congo ctisis:
Belgrade conference of nonaligned 

countries statement, 379 
Soviet statements, 52,177, 231-232 
U.K.-U*S. statement, 743-744 
U.N. operation in, Indian-U.S. state

ment, 584; U.S. statements, 16, 
37-39

Congress, U.S., action on Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency bill. See 
Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency: Establishment



786 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1961

Control {see also Control organization, 
Control posts, and On-site inspec
tion) ;

Cessation or suspension of nuclear 
weapons tests agreement: See 
under Nuclear tests, cessation; 
and Underground nuclear ex
plosions

International inspection and control 
of disarmament:

Oommonwealth Prime Ministers 
proposal, 34r-35 

I ’rench statement, 643-644 
Soviet proposals and statements, 

176, 20^211, 213^^14, 236-237,
252, 253-258, 268, 33&-539, 359,
443-444, 448, 450-452, 455-456,
506, 512, 533, 607-611, 613 

U.S. proposals and statements, 40- 
41, 247, 361, 428, 4 3 ^ 3 6 , 442, 
476, 477, 478, 480, 520, 522, 623-
627, 724 

U.S.-Soviet statement, 441 
Outer space for peaceful uses. See 

Outer space 
Reduction of conventional arma

ments and armed forces. See 
under Armaments and armed 
forces

Control organization for a disarma
ment program. See International 
disarmament organization 

Control organization in a test-ban in
spection system:

Administrative council:
Soviet proposal and statements, 

134, 13S-142, 163-166, 177-178, 
231-233 

U.K.-U.S. statement, 244-245 
U.S. statements, 130, 142-143, 191- 

192, 240-241, 320-326 
Administrator:

General Assembly resolution, 579 
Soviet statements, 51-53, 335-336 
U.K.-U.S. statements, 88-91, 241, 

320^26, 329-332, 518 
Control commission, staffing of: So

viet proposal, 47, 51-52, 451; 
U.K.-U.S. proposal and state
ments, 51, 62-64, 84, 89-92, 130, 
240, 321-322, 517 

finances of, U.K.-U.S. proi)osal, 99- 
100

General Assembly resolution, 579

Control organization in a test-ban in
spection system—Continued 

Privileges and immunities, U.K.-U.S.
proposal, 100, 118-124 

Soviet statement, 45-46 
U.K.-U.S. draft treaty, text, 82-126 
Veto in, Soviet statements, 164-165, 

211, 232-233; U.K.-U.S. state
ments, 129-130, 131, 132,142-143, 
192, 321-325, 517 

Control posts for safeguarding against 
possibility of surprise attack, So
viet statement, 504; U.S. proposal, 
479

Control posts in a test-ban inspection 
system, number and staffing o f : 

Soviet statements, 48-50, 136 
U.K.-U.S. proposal, 89-92, 107-108, 

117
U.S. proposals and statements, 60, 

129, 130, 131, 193, 241-242, 245, 
517, 700

Council of Ministers, U.S.S.R., 309-317 
Cuban crisis:

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 380 

Soviet statement, 8 
U.S. statements, 16, 651-652 

Cultural relations, international co
operation in, Soviet proposal, 559

Data analysis center, U.K.-U.S. pro
posal, 104-105, 115 

Dean, Arthur H., 33, 55-65, 127-134, 
292-302, 317-329, 559-566, 580-582, 
587-592, 665-673, 682-691 

Dean, Patrick, 242-2i6 
Decoupling, U.S. statement, 565 
Defenses, U.S., recommendations for 

strengthening, 65-79, 260-264, 543 
De Gaulle, Charles, 167 
Denuclearized zones. See Atom-free 

zones 
Disarmament:

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 380-381 

Chinese Communist statement, 731- 
733

Commonwealth Prime Ministers pro
posal, 34-36 

General and complete disarmament: 
French statement, 642 
General Assembly resolution, 741- 

742
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Disarmament—Continued 
General and complete disarmament— 

Continued 
India-U.S. statement, 584 
Nuclear test ban, interdependent 

solution of, Soviet proposal and 
statements, 178,179-180, 233-235,
237, 274, 308; U.K.-U.S. state
ment, 245-246; U.S. statements, 
190-191, 194r-195 

Soviet proposals and statements, 
166, 174-176, 178, 179-180, 199- 
213, 213-214, 234-235, 237, 248-
253, 267-269, 274, 308, 338-339, 
390-391, 445-452, 496-497, 505-
507, 511-513, 53^533, 557, 558, 
570, 571-572, 574-575  ̂ 595-596, 
599-616, 659-661, 674 

U.K. statement, 401 
U.S. proposals and statements, 240, 

246-247, 360-361, 427, 428, 436- 
437, 467-469, 475^82, 515, 522- 
525, 563-564, 580, 581, 588-589, 
591, 622-623, 631, 654-655, 761- 
763

U.S.-Soviet statement, 440, 441, 442, 
443

Military power, relationship between, 
U.S. statement, 283-285 

NATO Council statements, 146, 728 
Negotiations:

Bilateral talks, U.S.-Soviet: 
Proposals and statements in, 

Soviet, 199, 248-253, 253-258, 
267-269; U.S., 196, 246-247, 
271-273, 360-361, 431-438 

Results of, Soviet statements,
444-458, 603-608, 611; U.S. 
statements, 428-429, 514-515, 
520-522, 625, 626, 758-761;
U.S.-Soviet report, 439-442, 
442-444

Conmionwealth Prime Ministers 
statement, 35-36 

18 Nation Cqinmittee. See Eighteen 
Nation Committee 

Forum for and composition of: 
French statements, 81, 644 
General Assembly resolutions,

677-678, 741-742 
Soviet proposal and statements,

79-80, 199-200, 267-269, 456-
457, 605-606, 615-616

i Disarmament—Continued 
Negotiations—Continued 

Forum for and composition of— 
Continued 

U.S. proiK)sals and statements, 
80-81, 271-273, 437, 521, 627-
628, 631, 669 

Principles for:
Soviet statement, 454-456 
U.S. proposal and statements, 

196, 246-247, 431-438, 520-521 
U.S.-Soviet report, 439-442, 442- 

443
Soviet statement, 725-728 
U.S. statements, 619, 722-725 

Soviet statements, 12-13,143-145,310,
356, 357, 358, 359-360 

U.K.-U.S. statement, 743 
U.S. statements, 19, 40-41, 66, 158, 

214r-215, 283-285 
U.S. study panels on, list of, 523 

Disarmament agency, U.S. See Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency 

Disarmament Commission, U.N.:
Forum for resumption of negotiations, 

U.S. proposal, 273 
U.K.-U.S. report on resumed test-ban 

negotiations, 733-738 
Disarmament Committee, 18 Nation. 

See Eighteen Nation Committee on 
Di^rmament 

Disarmament Committee, 10 Nation. 
See Ten Nation Committee on Dis
armament

Economic and Social Council, U.N., 
need for increase in membership, 
Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 382 

Economic competition, Soviet statement, 
710

Economic development of less develop
ed countries:

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 381, 382 

German-U.S. statement, 646 
U.N. program, U.S. proposal, 471 
U.S. statements, 153, 171-172, 581 

Economic problems arising from, study 
of, U.S. statement, 290 

Egypt, Suez Canal problem, Soviet 
statement, 7 

Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarma
ment, establishment o f:

General Assembly resolution, 741-742
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Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarma
ment, establishment of—Continued 

Soviet statement, 725-728 
U.S. statement, 722-725 

Espionage:
Test-ban control system, Soviet alle

gations, Soviet statements, 307- 
308, 336, 705-706; U.S. state
ments, 318, 698-702 

U.S. exi)enditures, Soviet statement, 
529 

Europe:
Central Europe, denuclearized zone 

proposed in, Soviet statements,
503, 576

Security of, U.S. statement, 264 
Unity of, (>erman-U.S. statement, 646 
Western forces in, proposed strength

ening, U.S. statement, 547 
European Political Union, proposed, 

646
Exchanges, U.S.-Soviet, increase in, U.S.

proposal, 20 
Explosions. See Nuclear tests

First Committee of the General Assem
bly, proposals and statements in : 

Denuclearized zone in Africa: Soviet, 
574-578; U.S., 580-582, 592 

18 Nation Committee on Disarma
ment, establishment: Soviet, 725- 
728 ; U.S., 722-725 

General and complete disarmament: 
Soviet, 595-616; U.S., 621-631 

Negotiations on d i s a r m a m e n t :  
French, 81; Soviet, 7&-80; U.S.,
80-81, 610-621 

Nuclear v^eapons, preventing further 
spread of: Swedish, 632-634; 
U.S., 691-692 

Nuclear weapons, prohibition on use 
of, Afro-Asian proposal: Italian, 
585-587; Soviet, 574r-578, 593; 
U.S., 587-592 

Nuclear weapons tests: Swedish, 632- 
634; U.S., 537-542, 559-566 

Vehicles for delivery of nuclear weap
ons, elimination of (French), 
637-644 

Fissionable material:
Cessation of production for military 

purposes:
French statement, 639-640

Fissionable material—Continued 
Cessation of production for military 

purposies—Continued 
Soviet statement, 250^251, 452-453 
U.S. proposal, 469, 478 

Stocks of, control of, French state
ment, 640, 641 

Transfers to peaceful uses, U.S. pro
posal, 478 

Force, use of, U.S. statement, 590-592 
Foreign Affairs Committee, House, 404- 

426
Foreign aid, U.S. statements, 41-42, 

153-155, 546 
Foreign military bases. See Military 

bases, foreign 
Foreign Relations Committee, Senate, 

282-292, 363-374 
Foster, William C., 496, 746 
France:

African territories, Belgrade confer
ence of nonaligned countries 
statement, 379 

Nuclear tests:
French statement, 638 
Soviet statements, 53-54, 147-149,

179, 343-344, 355-356, 387, 389, 
507-508, 511, 695-696 

U.K. statement, 400 
U.S. statements, 353, 393, 717 

Participation in Geneva test-ban 
negotiations, Soviet proposal, 
663; U.S. statement, 672-^73 

Proposals and statements on: 
Disarmament negotiations in 16th 

session of General Assembly, 81 
Vehicles for delivery of nuclear 

weapons, proposal for elimina
tion of, 637-644 

Visit of President Kennedy, U.S. 
statement, 167

General Assembly:
Agenda, inscription of nuclear test 

items on: Indian proposal, 270- 
271; U.K.-U.S. proposal, 242-246 

First Committee. See First Commit
tee of the General Assembly 

Forum for negotiations, Soviet state
ment, 457-458 

General Committee, 596, 596n 
Problems confronting, U.S. proposals 

and statement, 465-475
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General Assembly—Contiiiued 
Proposals and statements in; 

General and complete disarmament 
(U.S.), 475-482 

International tensions, reduction of 
(Soviet), 496-504 

Resolution (15th session), considera
tion of disarmament problem at 
16th session, 126 

Resolutions (16tli session) :
Africa, consideration as denuclear

ized zone, 647-648 
Disarmament negotiations: 

Principles for, 741-742 
Resumption of and composition 

of forum for, 677-678 
18 Nation Committee on Disarma

ment, establishment, 741-742 
Nuclear weapons:

Declaration prohibiting use of, 
648-650

Prevention of wider dissemina
tion of, 693, 694 

Nuclear weapons tests: 
Continuation of suspension of, 

568
Need for treaty banning under 

effective international control, 
578-579

Outer space, peaceful uses of, inter
national cooperation in, 738-741 

Soviet proposed 50-megaton bomb 
explosion, appeal to refrain 
from, 552 

U.N. Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation, re
port of, 550-552 

Special Political Committee, 550w. 
Special session on disarmament, Bel

grade conference of nonaligned 
countries proposal, 381; Soviet 
statement, 615 

Geneva conference of experts to study 
the possibility of detecting viola
tions of a possible agreement on 
the suspension of nuclear tests, 
recommendations of:

Soviet statement, 229-230 
U.K. statement, 681 
U.S. statements, 686, 689-690, 714-716 

Geneva conference on the discontinu
ance of nuclear weapon tests: 

Draft treaties presented: Soviet, 
664; U.K.-U.S., 82-126, 161-162

Geneva conference on the dificontinu- 
ance of nuclear weapon tests—Con. 

Negotiations and work of:
French participation, Soviet pro

posal, 663; U.S. statement, 672 
General Assembly resolution on, 

579
Indian statement, 270-271 
NATO Council statement, 146 
Recess of, text of communique, 403; 

U.K. statement, 402; U.S. pro
posal, 345w, 395-396 

Resumption of, Soviet statements, 
635-636, 661, 663; U.S. proposal 
and statement, 594-595, 636-637 

Soviet statements, 42-51, 162-166, 
227-237, 273-274, 386-387, 694- 
696, 719-721 

U.K. statement, 303-304 
U.K.-U.S. report to Disarmament 

Commission, 733-738 
U.K.-U.S. statement, 243-246 
U.S. statements, 19, 33-34, 40, 142- 

143, 170, 189-195, 239-242, 292- 
295, 430, 513-514, 517-520, 650, 
751-755

Soviet proposals and statements, 42- 
55, 13^142, 147-149, 229-230, 
307-308, 335-337, 659-663, 664, 
674-677, 694-696, 703-706 

U.K. proposals and statements, 303- 
307, 329-335, 396-403, 678-682 

U.K.-U.S. proposals, 8^126, 161-162 
U.S. proposals and statements, 55-65, 

127-134, 292-302, 317-329, 351- 
354, 39^ 96 , 665-673, 68^691, 
697-702, 7ia-719 

U.“S. representative, recall of, 350 
German Democratic Republic, Soviet 

proposed peace treaty with. See 
German problems: Peace treaty 

German problems:
Belgrade conference of nonaligned 

countries statement, 382-383; 
U.S. statement, 427 

Berlin. See Berlin crisis 
Foreign troops in, reduction of, Soviet 

proposal, 501 
Kennedy-Khrushchev discussions, 

U.S. statement, 170 
NATO Council statement, 728-730
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German problems—Continued 
Peace treaty, Soviet proposal and 

statements, 12, 180-186, 237, 276- 
277, 278, 281, 309, 312, 314r-315, 
388, 533-534, 673, 596, 599, 712, 
713; U.S. statements, 473, 655- 
656, 657 

Eeunification:
Crerman-U.S. statement, 645 
NATO Council statement, 146 
U.S. statement, 655 

U.S. statements, 473-474, 652-653 
Germany, Federal Republic of: 

Military capability, U.S. statement, 
656-658

Problems of, German-U.S. statement, 
645-646

Remilitarization of, Soviet state
ments, 313, 314, 345-346 

Gilpatric, Roswell L., 542-550 
Glezos, Manolis, 278 
Godber, Joseph B., 678-682 
Goldwater amendment, 527 
Greece, Soviet statement, 277-279 
Gromyko, Andrei A., 79-80, 625-626 
Ground control i>osts. See Control 

posts
Guantanamo naval base, Belgrade con

ference of nonaligned countries 
statement, 380

Hammarskjold, Dag, 140-141, 232, 465- 
466

Headquarters of detection and identifi
cation system, U.K.-U.^. proposal, 
104-106,116 

Health Organization, World, 551 
High-altitude nuclear explosions. See 

Atmospheric nuclear tests 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, 404- 

426
Human rights, Belgrade conference of 

nonaligned countries statement, 
379, 380

Hydrogen bombs and weapons, Nu
clear weapons

IAEA. See Atomic Energy Agency, 
International 

India, proposals and statements on: 
Nuclear tests, continuation of sus

pension of, 270-271, 539w., 560w; 
U.S. statements, 539, 560-561, 663

India, proposals and statements on— 
Continued 

Soviet nuclear tests, 554r-555 
World problems, joint statement with 

U.S., 583-584 
Indirect aggression, U.S. statement, 479 
Information, nuclear weapon, pre

vention of dissemination of. Gen
eral Assembly resolution, 694 

Inspection. See Control, Control organ
ization, Control posts, and On-site 
inspection 

Intelligence program (see aUo Espio
nage), U.S. statement, 156 

International Atomic Energy Agency. 
See Atomic Energy Agency, Inter
national

International disarmament organiza
tion, proposed:

Soviet proposal and statements, 209- 
211, 250, 254-258, 268, 451-452 

U.S. proposal and statements, 247, 
361, 476, 477, 478, 480 

U.S.-^Soviet statement, 441 
International law, proposed study re

garding application to outer space. 
General Assembly resolution, 738 

International x>olice force, proposed: 
Commonwealth Prime Ministers pro

posal, 35
Soviet statements, 205-206, 250, 359, 

453
U.S. proposal and statements, 38, 247, 

360-361, 433, 434, 470, 476, 480, 
481, 524, 629 

U.S.-Soviet statement, 440, 441 
International tensions, reduction o f: 

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries, declaration and state
ment, 374-383 

Commonwealth Prime Ministers state
ment, 35-36 

Soviet proposals and statements, 496-
504, 611, 707-708 

U.K. statement, 678-679 
Intervention in internal affairs, Soviet 

statement, 530-531 
Ireland, proposal for prevention of 

wider dissemination of nuclear 
weapons, General Assembly reso
lution, 694
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Italy:
Afro-Asian proposal on prohibiting 

use of nuclear weapons, Italian 
amendment, 585-587; U.S. state
ment, 591-̂ 592 

Soviet-Italian talks, Soviet statement, 
276-277 

Izvestiya, 650-659

Japan, protest against resumption of 
tests, 362-363; U.S. reply, 429-431 

Jlia, Chandra Shekhar, 270-271

Kennedy, John F .:
Addresses, reports, statements, and 

correspondence, 16-20, 33-34,
142-143, 149-151, 151-160, 214- 
216, 258-267, 274-276, 355, 403- 
404, 426-429, 465-475, 495-496, 
566-567, 650-659, 745-746 

Joint communiques with: Adenauer, 
645-646; Macmillan, 742-744; 
Nehru  ̂ 583-584 

Meeting with Premier Khrushchev: 
Belgrade conference of nonaligned 

countries proposal regarding, 
383-384, 426 

U.S. and Soviet statements, 160, 
166-173, 173-189 

Khrushchev, Nikita S .:
Addresses, reports, statements, and 

correspondence, 1-15, 143-145,
213-214, 237-239, 276-282, 355- 
360, 384-391, 527-536, 572-573, 
588, 707-713 

Meeting with President Kennedy: 
Belgrade conference of nonaligned 

countries proposal regarding, 
383-384, 426 

Soviet and U.S. statements, 160, 
166-173, 173-189

Laissez-Pwsser, U.K-U.S. proposal, 124 
Land control posts. See Control posts 
Laos, independence and neutrality of: 

Indian-U.S. statement, 583 
Soviet statement, 186-187 
U.S. statement, 472-473 
U.S.-^Soviet statement, 169-170 

Latin America, Communist activity in, 
U.S. statement, 16 

Legendre, Michel, 637-644 
Less developed countries, economic aid 

to. See Economic development

Liberation wars, Soviet statement, 7-8;
U.S. statement, 170-171 

Liu Ning-i, 731-733
Local wars, Soviet statement, 6-7; U.S. 

statements, 73-76, 544, 546-547

Macmillan, Harold, 403-404, 553-554, 
742-744

Mass destruction weapons. See Chemi
cal, biological, and radiological 
weapons Nuclear weapons 

McCloy, John J., 196-199, 287-292, 442, 
513-527

Meteorological Organization, World,
552

Military assistance program, U.S. state
ments, 153-155, 546 

Military bases:
Dismantling of, U.S. proposal, 480 
Foreign. See Military bases, foreign 
In Greece, Soviet statement, 278, 279 
In Italy, Soviet statement, 277, 278 
NATO, Soviet statement, 278, 279, 

281, 282 
U.S., deactivation of, 78-79 

Military bases, foreign, abolition or 
elimination o f:

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 380 

Soviet proposal and statements, 207, 
558, 614 

U.S. proposal, 480 
Military budgets and expenditures: 

Discontinuance of, U.S.-Soviet state
ment, 440 

iVeezing of, Soviet proposal, 498 
Soviet, Soviet statements, 238, 239, 

316, 712-713 
U.S., Soviet statements, 238, 312-313,

387-388; U.S. statements, 65-69,
261-263, 543 

Military establishments:
Abolition of, Soviet proposal, 209;

U.S.-Soviet statement, 440 
U.S., strengthening of, U.S. state

ments, 17-18, 65-79,155-156, 260- 
262, 543-549, 567 

Military movements and manoeuvres, 
advance notification of, U.S. pro
posal, 479 

Military-political alignments, disband
ing of, Soviet statements, 11-12, 558 

Military production, cessation of, ef
fects of, Soviet statement, 204-205
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Missiles and rockets;
Control of, Soviet statement, 251-252 
Means of delivery of nuclear weapons. 

See Vehicles for delivery of nu
clear vreapons 

Soviet program, 534-535 
U.S. program, 18, 69-73, 78, 545-546 

Moratorium on testing:
Belgrade conference of nonaligned 

countries statement, 381 
Breaking of. See Nuclear tests: So

viet
Proposals for, U.S. statements, 560- 

561, 562, 563, 582 
Underground tests, moratorium on. 

See under Underground nuclear 
explosions 

Moscow conference of Communist par
ties, 1-15

Moscow negotiations, U.S.-Soviet, So 
viet statement, 452-^54

Navy, U.S., strengthening of, 547-548 
Nehru, Jawaharlal, 554-555, 583-584 
Neutral nations. See Nonaligned coun

tries
Neutron bomb, Soviet statements, 281- 

282,342-343 
Newly independent states, Soviet state

ment, 13-14 
I^ew York negotiations, U.S.-Soviet, 

Soviet statement, 444, 454-456 
Nonaggression pact, NATO-Warsaw 

Pact countries, Soviet proposal, 
500; U.S. statement, 655 

Nonaligned countries:
Belgrade conference of. See Belgrade 

conference 
Participation in 18 Nation Committee 

on Disarmament, Soviet state
ment, 727; U.S. statement, 722 

Role in control organization, U.S. pro
posal and statement, 327-329 

Role in disarmament negotiations, 
Soviet proposal, 456-457, 605-606 

Soviet statement, 556-557 
Non-nuclear club, Swedish proposal: 

General Assembly resolution, 693 
Soviet statement, 612 
Sw^ish statement, 632-634 
U.S. statement, 691-692

North Atlantic Council, Ministerial 
meetings, communiques, 145-147, 
72&-730

North Atlantic Treaty Organization: 
Foreign troops in countries of, reduc

tion of, Soviet proposal, 501 
Military bases, Soviet statement, 278, 

279, 281, 282 
Ministerial Council sessions, com

muniques, 145-147, 728-730 
Nonaggression pact with Warsaw 

Treaty countries, Soviet proposal, 
500; U.S. statement, 655 

Strengthening o f:
German-U.S. statement, 645-646 
NAC statements, 147, 727-730 
Soviet statements, 238, 309, 313 
U.S. proposals and statements, 149- 

150, 154, 260-262 
Unity, U.S. statement, 17 

Nuclear energy, peaceful uses of. See 
Atomic energy 

Nuclear Experts Commission, establish
ment, U.S. proposal for, 478 

Nuclear-free zones. See Atom-free 
zones 

Nuclear tests:
Cessation or suspension of. See Nu

clear tests, cessation or sus- 
I)ension of 

Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Nepal, 
U.A.R., and Yugoslavia proposal 
and Afghan amendment to, U.S. 
statement, 561-562 

French tests. See under France 
Japanese protest, 362-363; U.S. reply, 

429-431
Peaceful uses, control o f: Soviet 

statement, 341; U.K.-U.S. pro
posal, 98-99, 129; U.S. proposal,
59, 517

Radioactive fallout. See Radioactive 
fallout

Soviet statements, 228, 233, 236, 505- 
513, 568-572, 572-^73, 635-636,
694-696, 719-721 

Soviet tests:
AEC analysis, 706 
50-megaton explosion, proposed, 

535; General Assembly resolu
tion, 552; U.S. statements, 536,
545

Indian statement, 554-555
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Nuclear tests—Continued 
Soviet tests—Continued 

Soviet statements, 337-348, 356-357,
388-390, 509-510, 531, 533, 535, 
569-570, 572-573, 593-594, 709, 
710-712

U.K. statements, 397-398, 399-401, 
681-682 

U.K.-U.S. statement, 737 
U.S. statements, 348-350, 392-395, 

427-^28, 430-431, 514, 518-519, 
536, 537, 540-542, 545, 561, 566-
567, 595, 620, 637, 665-667, 670- 
671, 684-685, 706, 713-719

U.K. statement, 553-554 
U.S. resumption o f:

Japanese statement, 362-^63; U.S.
reply, 429-431 

Soviet statements, 342, 508, 569, 571,
695-696, 720-721 

U.S. statements, 275, 355, 428, 429- 
431, 438-439, 469, 591, 666, 671 

U.S. statements, 275-276, 559-566, 
566-567, 697-698 

Underground tests. See Underground 
nuclear explosions 

Nuclear tests, cessation or suspension 
of:

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 381 

Commonwealth Prime Ministers 
statement, 35 

Control of (see also On-site Inspec
tion) :

Organization for. See Control 
organization in a test-ban inspec
tion system 

Panofsky Panel report, U.S. state
ment, 274-276 

Soviet statements, 163-165, 236-237, 
512, 674-677, 695, 703-705 

U.K. statements, 397, 399, 401-402,
678-682

U.K.-U.S. proposals and statements, 
103-118, 243-246, 351, 734-737 

U.S. proposals and statements, 59^
60, 129, 239-240, 242, 275-276, 
296-297, 561, 562, 564-566, 668- 
673, 682-691, 697-702, 713-716 

Draft treaty, Soviet proposal, 664; 
U.K.-U.S. proposal, 82-126, 161- 
162, 325, 327 

Greneral Assembly resolutions on,
568, 578-579

Nuclear tests, cessation or suspension 
of—Continued 

Indian proposals, 270-271, 539» 
Indian-U.S. statement, 583-584 
Interdependent solution with dis

armament problem, Soviet pro
posal and statements, 178, 179-
180, 233-235, 237, 274, 308; U.K.- 
U.S. statement, 245-246; U.S. 
statements, 190-191, 194-195 

NATO Council statement, 728 
Negotiations for agreement on. See 

Geneva conference on the discon
tinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests

Soviet proxK)sals and statements, 42- 
55,134r-142,147-149,177-180, 213, 
229-230, 307-308, 335-337, 355-
357, 602, 65^-663, 664, 674-677, 
694-696, 703-706, 711-712, 719  ̂
721

Swedish proposal, 632-634 
U.K. proposals and statements, 303- 

307, 329-335, 396-403, 553, 678- 
682

U.K.-U.S. proposals, 242-246, 351, 519 
U.S. proposals and statements, 33-34, 

55^65, 127-134, 292-302, 317-329, 
351-354, 392-396, 427- t̂28, 46^  
470, 478, 537-542, 55^561, 665- 
673, 682-691, 697-702, 713-719 

Nuclear weapons:
Adequacy and capability regarding, 

Soviet statement, 347; U.S. state
ments, 350, 354, 544-545, 567 

Elimination of, Commonwealth Prime 
Ministers statement, 34-35; U.S. 
statement, 524 

Fissionable material. See Fission
able material 

Neutron bomb, Soviet statements,
281-282, 342-343 

Outer space, prohibition on station
ing in: Soviet statement, 212; 
U.S. proposal, 470,479 

Problems, U.N. consideration, U.S.
statement, 756-758 

Prohibition on production, distribu)- 
tion, and transfer of information: 

General Assembly resolutions, 693, 
694

Soviet proposal and statements,^
207, 212, 340, 501-502, 612
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Njuclear weapons—Continued 
Prohibition on production—(Don. 

Swedish proposal, 632-634 
U.S. proposal, 470, 478, 691-692 

Stockpiles of, reduction, elimination, 
and transfer to peaceful uses, 
U.S. proposal, 470, 480, 524; U.S.- 
Soviet statement, 440 

Tests. See Nuclear tests 
U.S. supply to NATO, U.S. state

ments, 150, 154 
Use of, prohibition on:

Afro-Asian proposal, 585-587: Ital
ian amendment, 585-587; Soviet 
statements, 577-578, 593-594,
612; U.S. statement, 587-592 

General Assembly resolution on, 
648^50

Soviet proposal and statements,
208, 3 5 7 -^ , 498-499, 588, 593- 
594, 635

U.S. statements, 581, 589-591, 692 
Vehicles for delivery of. See Ve

hicles for delivery of nuclear 
weapons

Zones free of. See Atom-free zones

Oceanic nuclear tests, U.S. statement, 
564, 565

On-site insi)ection in a test-ban control 
system:

Annual quotas, Soviet statements, 
136-137, 164-165; Western pro
posal and statements, 61, 95-96, 
129, 131,133, 161-162, 517-518 

Criteria for, Soviet statements, 50-51, 
135-136; U.K.-U.S. proposal, 110- 
111; U.S. statements, 61-62, 131, 
133, 191-192, 192-193 

Teams, staflSng of: U.K. statement, 
329, 333; U.K.-U.S. proposal, 90, 
112-113, 326-329, 518; U.S. state
ments, 193, 241-242, 245 

U.K.-U.S. proposal, 93-96, 97 
U.S. statements, 131, 700-701

Operations center, U.K.-U.S. proposal, 
106

Ormsby-Gore, David, 329-335
Outer space:

Military applications, French state
ment, 638 

Nuclear tests in, Soviet proposal, 662- 
663, 664; U.S. statements, 564, 
656, 668-673, 686-687

Outer space—Continued 
Peaceful uses of and cooperation in: 

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 381 

General Assembly resolution, 738- 
741

Soviet statement, 359-360 
U.S. proposals, 19-20, 470-471, 479 

Prohibition on use for military pur
poses, Soviet statement, 212; U.S. 
proposal, 470, 479 

Research, Indian-U.S. statement, 584 
Test-ban control system, U.K.-U.S.

proposal, 97-98 
U.S. program, 158-159 

Outer Space, U.N. Committee on Peace
ful Uses of, 73&-741

Panels on arms control and disarma
ment problems, U.S., list of, 523 

Panofsky, Wolfgang K. H., 274^ 
Panofsky Panel, report on nuclear test

ing, U.S. statement, 274-276 
Peace force, U.N. See International 

police force 
Peaceful coexistence, Soviet statements, 

10-11, 187-188, 347-348, 376, 377, 
532, 555-559, 572, 573 

Peaceful settlement of disputes, U.S. 
proiK>sal, 479-480; U.S. - Soviet 
statement, 440, 441 

Peru, proposal regarding nuclear tests, 
U.S. statement, 563 

Phasing of detection and identification 
system for nuclear tests, U.K.-U.S. 
proposal, 116-118 

Plimpton, Francis T. P., 242-246 
Polaris submarine program, U.S. state

ments, 18, 69-70, 150, 154, 544, 545-
546

Police force, international. See Inter
national police force 

Political and Security Committee of the 
General Assembly. See First Com
mittee of the General Assembly 

Portugal, Belgrade conference of non- 
aligned countries statement on An
gola, 379

Positions of strength, Soviet statement, 
709, 711

Preparatory commission, U.K.-U.S. pro
posal, 124-126
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Privileges and immunities of the conr- 
trol organization, U.K.-U.S. pro
posal, 100, 118-124 

Propaganda, war, prohibition of, Soviet 
proposal, 499-500, 558

Radioactive fallout from nuclear tests; 
Atmospheric tests, proposals banning. 

See Atmospheric nuclear tests: 
Ban on

Protection of civilians from, U.S. shel
ter program, 546 

Soviet statements, 389-390, 593, 710- 
712

U.K. statements, 396-397, 399-400,
553

U.N. Scientific Committee report on, 
General Assembly resolution, 
550-552

U.S. statements, 392, 393, 541, 591, 
595

Radiochemical laboratories, U.K.-U.S.
proposal, 105, 109 

Rapacki Plan, Swedish statement, 633- 
634

Refugees, East German, U.S. statement, 
264

Regional oflSces, U.K.-U.S. proposal, 
106-107

Research and development center, U.K.- 
U.S. proposal, 104 

Rockets. See Missiles and rockets 
Rumanian-Soviet friendship meeting, 

276-282 
Rusk, Dean, 36-42, 282-287

Safeguards system, IAEA, 21--33 
Social systems:

Belgrade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 377 

Soviet statement, 235-236 
U.S. statement, 194, 195 

Socialism {see also Communism), So
viet statements, 1-3, 14, 527-531, 
555-557 

Satellites:
Communications satellite system, 

General Assembly resolution, 
740; U.S. proposal, 19 

Use in detection and identification 
system for atmospheric tests, 
U.K.-U.S. proposal, 114-115 

Scientific cooperation, Soviet statement, 
559; U.S. proposals, 1^20

Security Council:
Membership, need for increase in̂  

Belgrade conference of non- 
aligned countries statement, 382 

Use of international police force 
against threats to security of 
states, Soviet proposal, 602 

Seismic events {see also Underground 
nuclear explosions) equal to or 
greater than magnitude 4.75, U.K.-̂  
U.S. proposal, 111-112 

Seismic research program:
Inspection of devices used, U.S. pro

posal and statements, 58,129, 51T 
Safeguards for, U.S. proposal, 58-59* 
Soviet statement, 45 
U.S. statements, 57-59, 129, 131 

Self-defense, right of, U.S. statements,.
581, 589-591, 692 

Self-determination, U.S. statements^ 
471-472, 651-652 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee,.
282-292, 363-374 

Ship-based control posts in a test-bani 
control system, U.K.-U.S. proposal, 
89-90, 108, 117 

Soviet Union {for proposals and state
ments on specific suJ)jects, see sub-- 
ject) :

Armed forces:
Force levels for, Soviet proposal, 

207, 601; U.S. proposal, 477-478,. 
480, 613-614 

Planned reductions, cancellation of  ̂
531-532

Prolongation of military service,,
238, 309-317 

Bilateral talks with U.S. 8 ee under 
Disarmament: Negotiations 

Central Committee of the Communist 
Party and U.S.S.R. Council o f  
Ministers, 309-317 

Communist Party, 22d Congress of" 
the, 527-536, 555-559 

Control posts in :
Soviet statements, 48-49, 136 
U.K.-U.S. proposal, 117, 129, 517 
U.S. statements, 60,131 

Greek-Soviet talks, 277-279 
Italian-Soviet talks, 276-277 
Moscow conference of Communistr 

parties, 1-15 
Nuclear tests, resumption of. 

Nuclear tests : Soviet
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.Soviet Union—Continued
Rumanian-Soviet friendship meeting, 

276-282
U.S.-Soviet relations, Soviet state

ment, 188, 189; U.S. statements, 
19-20, 650-653 

Violation of agreements, U.S. state
ment, 624

•Special Political Committee, U.N., 550n 
SteUe, diaries C., 351-354, 392-396, 

697-702, 713-719 
Stevenson, Adlai E., 80-81, 537-542, 

616-631, 722-725 
Stockpiles of weapons of mass destruc

tion (see also Nuclear weapons: 
Stockpiles), elimination of, Soviet 
proposal, 208-209 

.Submarines:
Polaris program, U.S. statements, 18, 

69-70, 150, 154, 544, 545-546 
Soviet, status of, Soviet statement, 

535-536 
Sulzberger, Cyrus, 355-360 
Surprise attack, reducing danger of, 

Soviet proposal, 503-504; U.S. pro
posal and statements, 479, 545, 546, 
763-764 

Sweden:
Atom-free zones and nuclear tests, 

proposal on, 632-634 
Nuclear weapons, proposal on pre

vention of dissemination of, Gen
eral Assembly resolution, 693

Tass statement, 568-572 
Ten Nation Committee on Disarma

ment :
Enlargement of, Soviet statement, 

457; U.S. proposals, 272, 628 
Hesumption of negotiations in, pro

posed : Soviet statements, 269, 
456-457; U.S. statement, 272 

Soviet statement, 175 
Thermonuclear weapons. See Nuclear 

weapons
Trade, development of and internar 

tional cooi)eration in, Soviet state
ments, 205, 559 

Treaties:
Enforcement of, U.S. proposal, 476 
Proposed treaties on discontinuance 

of nuclear weapons tests:
Soviet draft, 664
U.K.-U.S. draft, 82-126, 161-162; 

amendments to, 325, 327

Treaties—iContinued 
Warsaw Treaty, willingness to termi

nate, Soviet statement, 11 
Troika proposal, Soviet (see also Con

trol organization in a test-ban in
spection system: Administrative 
council), Soviet statements, 52-53, 
359; U.S. statements, 320-326, 335, 
466, 518

Tsarapkin, Semen K., 42-55, 134-142, 
307-308, 57^578, 593-594, 674-677, 
685, 703-706 

Tunisia, Belgrade conference of non- 
aligned countries statement, 379 

Twenty-nation committee, forum for 
negotiations, U.S. proposal, 272-273

U-2 incident, Soviet statement, 705 
Und^n, Osten, 632-634 
Underground nuclear explosions: 

Detection and control o f:
On-site inspection. See On-site in

spection
Scientific panel to study, U.S. pro

posal, 296-297 
Soviet statements, 230, 662, 675-676 
U.K. statement, 303-307 
U.K.-U.S. proposal, 111-112, 518 
U.S. proposal and statements, 295- 

302, 565, 669, 686, 689, 690 
Moratorium on, duration and exten

sion o f :
Soviet proposal and statements, 

47-48, 135, 162-163, 230, 675, 676, 
704

U.K. statements, 303-307, 679 
U.S. proposal and statements, 57- 

58, 129, 131, 132, 193-194, 292- 
302, 517, 688, 690 

Research program, U.S. proposal and 
statements, 57-59,129,194, 517 

U.S. resumption of, Soviet statements, 
385-386, 508-509; U.S. state
ments, 355, 438 

Underwater nuclear explosions, Soviet 
proposal, 662-663, 664; U.S. state
ments, 668-669, 686, 689 

Union of South Africa, Belgrade con
ference of nonaligned countries 
statement, 379 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
See Soviet Union 

United Kingdom:
Commonwealth Prime Ministers pro

posals on disarmament, 34-36
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United Kingdom—CJontinued
Discussions with U.S. on world situ

ation, 742-744 
Nuclear tests, Soviet statement, 695 
Proposals and statements on: 

Atmospheric test ban, U.K.-U.S. 
proposal, 351; Soviet rejection, 
396-^03, 40a-404 

Control organization administra
tor and staflang of on-site inspec
tion teams, 329-335 

Control posts in, U.K.-U.S. pro- 
IK)sal, 117 

Geneva test-ban negotiations, re
sumed negotiations, joint state
ment with U.S., 733-738; Soviet 
position and the question of the 
moratorium, 303-307 

Nuclear test-ban treaty, draft U.K.- 
U.S. treaty, 82-126, 161-162; 
joint statement with U.S., 243- 
246; Soviet proposal, 678-682 

Nuclear tests, 553-554 
Soviet tests, 397-403 

Visit of President Kennedy, U.S. 
statement, 172-173 

United Nations:
Administration of, Soviet statement, 

359
Capital development fund, Belgrade 

conference of nonaligned coun
tries proposal, 381 

Charter o f:
Article 51, 589-590 
Soviet statement, 453 

Chinese representation question, Bel
grade conference of nonaligned 
countries statement, 382 

Composition of organs of, Belgrade 
conference of nonaligned coun
tries statement, 382; U.S. state
ment, 466 

Decade of development, U.S. proposal, 
471

General Assembly. See General As
sembly

Nuclear weapons problems, considera
tion by, U.S. statement, 756-758 

Peace force. See International po
lice force 

Secretary-General, problem of select
ing, U.S. statement, 466 

Special Political Committee, 550n

United Nations—Continued
Strengthening of, U.S. proposal and 

statements, 19, 477, 481, 628-630'
U.S. support, U.S. statement, 37-39 

United Nations Atomic Energy Commis
sion, 175

United Nations Committee on the Peace
ful Uses of Outer Space, 738-741 

United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion:

Forum for resumption of negotiations, 
U.S. proposal, 273

U.K.-U.S. report on resumed test-baa 
negotiations, 733-738 

United Nations Scientific Committee oa 
the Effects of Atomic Radiation, re
port of. General Assembly resolu
tion on, 550-552 

United States {for proposals mid state- 
ments on specific subjects, see sub
ject) :

Armed forces, force levels for: Soviet 
proposal, 207, 601; U.S. proposal,. 
477-478, 480, 613-614

Bilateral talks, U.S.-Soviet. See un
der Disarmament: Negotiations-

Control posts in, U.K.-U.S. proposal^ 
117, 517

Defense policies and programs, pro
posals and statements, 16-19, 65- 
79, 155-156, 260-264, 542-550, 
567; Soviet statements, 308, 509

Nuclear tests. See Nuclear tests: 
U.S.

Soviet-U.S. relations, Soviet state
ment, 188-189; U.S. statements,. 
19-20, 650-653 

United States Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency. See Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, U.S. 

United States Atomic Energy Commis
sion :

Nuclear-powered aircraft research,. 
77-78

Soviet nuclear tests, analysis of, 706

Vehicles for delivery of nuclear weap
ons (see also Missiles and rock
ets) :

Prohibition on production and testing  ̂
of and destruction o f:

French proposal, 640-644 
Soviet proposal and statements, 

207, 208, 448-449, 451, 612-613,. 
614
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Vehicles for delivery of nuclear weap
ons—Continued 

Prohibition on production and testing 
of and destruction of—Continued 

U.S. proposal and statements, 470, 
47S-479, 480-481, 524 

U.S.-Soviet statement, 440 
U.S. capability regarding, U.S. state

ment, 544-545 
Verification of disarmament program.

See Control 
Veto power in a test-ban inspection sys

tem, Soviet statements, 164-165, 
211, 232-233; Western statements, 
12^130, 131, 132, 142-143, 192, 
321-325, 517 

Viet-Nam:
Soviet-Vietnamese friendship meet

ing, 213-214 
War of liberation in, Soviet state

ment, 7-8

War:
Character of, Soviet statement, 338 
Danger of, Belgrade conference of 

nonaligned countries statements, 
374r-375, 376-377, 383-384 

Inevitability of, Soviet statements, 
237-238, 528, 712 

Liberation wars, Soviet statement, 
7-8; U.S. statement, 170-171 

Local wars, Soviet statement, 6-7; 
U.S. statements, 73-76, 544,
546-547

Need to abolish, U.S. statement, 617- 
618

Propaganda, prohibition on, Soviet 
proposal, 490--5OO, 588

War—Continued 
Reducing risk and prevention of, So

viet statements, 4-5, 9-13, 205, 
556, 557, 558, 559; U.S. proposal, 
479

World wars, Soviet statement, 5-6, 9 
Warsaw Treaty, willingness to termi

nate, So-viet statement, 11 
Warsaw Treaty countries:

Foreign troops in countries of, reduc
tion of, Soviet proposal, 501 

Nonaggression pact with NATO, So
viet proposal, 500; U.S. state
ment, 655

Washington negotiations, U.S.-Soviet, 
Soviet statement, 452-454 

Water sampling operation, U.K.-U.S.
proposal, 108-110, 117 

Weapons of mass destruction. See 
Chemical, biological, and radiologi
cal weapons and Nuclear weapons 

Weather center, U.K.-U.S. proposal, 106 
Weather prediction and research, Gen

eral Assembly resolution, 739-740; 
U.S. proposal, 19 

West Berlin. See Berlin crisis 
White House statements, 348-350, 438- 

439, 536
World Health Organization, 551 
World Meteorological Organization, 552 
World Peace Council, Stockholm meet

ing, 731-733 
Wright, Michael, 305, 39^^03

Yost, Charles W., 691-692

Zorin, Valerian A., 443-444, 595-616, 
725-728
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