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FOREWORD

The present publication is a continuation of the Documents on Dis
armament series previously published by the Department of State 
and the United Staites Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 
Since 1960 these volumes have appeared on an annual basis. They 
contain basic official documents regarding international developments 
on disarmament and related matters. Some material on relevant 
major political issues, e.g., Cuba, is included to show the wider con
text within which disarmament developments took place. Both the 
negotiations and the activities of the United States Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency are summed up in the annual report of the 
Agency, which is printed at the end of the documentary material.

Because of the extensive negotiations that occurred in 1962, the com
pilation appears in two volumes. The documents are arranged in 
chronological order, with the two volumes divided at the end of June. 
The complete table of contents appears in both volumes. In  the first 
volume are a list of abbreviations and a list of international organiza
tions and conferences. A bibliography, a list of persons, a topical list 
of documents, and an index appear at the end of the second volume. 
Abbreviations used in footnotes are explained in the list of 
abbreviations.

The papers were compiled and annotated by Robert W. Lambert 
under the general supervision of Charles R. Gellner, Chief, Reference 
Research Staff. Ruth Ihara, Adalyn Davis, Susan Edwin, and other 
members of the Reference Research Staff also assisted in the prepara
tion of the publication. Helpful suggestions were received from 
other officers of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency.

Technical editing was done in the Division of Publishing Services, 
Department of State, by Joseph J. Moriarty, Acting Chief, Law and 
Treaties Section, Bertha J. Hartman, and other members of the staff. 
The index was prepared by John J. Lee of the same Section.
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Statement by the Soviet Government to the Disarmament 
Commission: Cessation of Nuclear Weapon Tests, 
January 2, 1962 ^

General and complete disarmament under effective international 
control is a most important factor in the creation of a truly lasting 
peace on earth. Today, when States have at their disposal monstrous 
means of destruction, when a veritable revolution has taken place in 
military technology, there is not, nor can there be, any more important 
task for mankind than the immediate solution of the disarmament 
problem. In order to prevent deadly types of weapons from being 
put into use, they must be completely destroyed and the production 
and testing of all types of weapons, including nuclear weapons, must 
be halted.

The Soviet Government, prompted by the profoundly humanitarian 
desire to abolish war from human society, proposed the conclusion of 
an agreement on general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control. I t  is bending every effort to transform dis
armament from a dream into a reality. I t  is this approach, also, 
which has determined and is determining the attitude of the Soviet 
Government towards the negotiations for the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests.

The Soviet Government deems it necessary to inform the United 
Nations of the situation regarding the solution of the question of the 
cessation of nuclear weapons tests as it stands at the present time.

On 28 November 1961 negotiations between representatives of the 
USSE, the United States and the United Kingdom were resumed at 
Geneva. The Soviet Government submitted new proposals designed 
to break the deadlock which those negotiations had reached through 
the fault of the Western Powers.^ The Soviet Government was at 
the same time guided by a desire to find an approach, in the present 
international situation, which would ensure the success of the nego
tiations and bring about a speedy solution to the question of the uni
versal cessation of nuclear tests.

" GEN/DNT/126, Jan. 16, 1962.
® For the Soviet proposals, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
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The Soviet Government makes the following proposals:

1. An agreement should be concluded forthwith, providing for the 
following:

(a) The prohibition of nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, 
under water and in outer space, that is, in environments where control 
would not encounter any serious technical difficulties.

States parties to the agreement would reciprocally verify the ful
filment of these obligations by means of their existing national de
vices. Such devices are, as the specialists of the USSR, the United 
States, the United Kingdom and a number of other countries, have 
recognized, quite adequate for the purpose of mutual supervision;

(b) The assumption by States of an undertaking not to conduct 
underground nuclear weapons tests until agreement is reached on a 
system of control over such tests, which should form an integral part 
of an international ^stem  of control over the implementation of an 
agreement on general and complete disarmament.

2. States should refrain from conducting nuclear tests of any kind 
while the Geneva talks for the conclusion of an agreement are in 
progress.

3. France, as a State which possesses nuclear weapons and is testing 
them, should be included in the negotiations on the cessation of nu
clear testing.

I t  is obvious that this approach to the question of the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests proposed by the Soviet Government will make 
it possible to rid mankind at once of dangerous experiments with 
nuclear weapons, places all States on an equal footing and at the 
same time ensures the exercise of real control over the agreement 
reached.

However, the Geneva talks made it clear that the Governments of 
the United States and the United Kingdom are showing no desire to 
discuss the Soviet proposals and are endeavouring, as before, to avoid 
an agreement for the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. This, too, in 
fact, is the real object of the report transmitted by the Governments 
of the United States and the United Kingdom to the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission and circulated by them in the Organization 
on 20 December 1961.̂  In this very tendentiously written report the 
Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom, substi
tuting for the facts a distorted representation of the situation, attempt 
to divest themselves of responsibility for the delay in reaching 
agreement on the prohibition of testing.

The whole three-years’ course of the negotiations at Geneva, how
ever, shows that the obstacle 'to the solution of the fjuestion of the

 ̂lua., pp. 733-738.
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cessation of nuclear weapons tests has been and continues to be the 
policy of the Western Powers—their int>ensified military preparations 
which have brought about, in the development of the international 
situation, an ever-increasing aggravation of the relations between 
States and an ever-growing threat of a nuclear rocket war. In pur
suing this policy, the Governments of the United States and the 
United Kingdom hope for an agreement which would, in effect, allow 
the aggressive military bloc of NATO on the one hand to continue 
nuclear weapons tests and on the other to spread an espionage net 
over the territories of other States under the guise of “international 
control.” Clearly, in the interests of their security. States cannot 
allow the cessation of nuclear weapons tests to be made contingent 
upon the establishment of international control—control which would 
serve as a cover for the espionage on behalf of the NATO military 
bloc—at a time when there is no agreement on general and complete 
disarmament, when, on the contrary, the international situation is 
characterized by the intensive military preparations of the Western 
Powers.

The fact that the Western Powers persistently demand this “inter
national control” shows that they are striving to secure this in the 
interests of their general staffs, in order to facilitate and speed up 
the preparation of criminal plans for an attack upon peace-loving 
States. In the present circumstances of international tension such 
claims on the part of the United States and the United Kingdom are 
obviously calculated to aggravate the international situation still fur
ther and to give fresh impetus to the armaments race.

The Western Powers are again having recourse to the absurd alle
gations that the Soviet Union wants disarmament without controls: 
the Soviet Government does not need convincing of the need for 
control over disarmament. I t advocates strict and effective control 
and has itself proposed a comprehensive system of control and in
spection over the fulfilment of obligations with respect to general 
and complete disarmament. Mr. lOirushchev, the Head of the Soviet 
Government, declared in the august forum of the United Nations 
and subsequently emphasized on a number of occasions that the Soviet 
Union would accept any Western proposals relating to control over 
disarmament if the Western Powers, for their part, would accept 
the Soviet proposals for general and complete disarmament.^ I t  is 
common knowledge, however, that neither the United States Govern
ment nor the United Kingdom Government has yet given a convinc
ing reply to the Soviet proposals in question. In the circumstances 
how can it be asserted that the Soviet Union is opposed to controls ? 
I t can be asserted only by those who, in defiance of well-known facts,

 ̂See ibid., 1960, pp. 273, n. 1, 295.
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wish to try to denigrate the real position of the USSR in the matter 
of control over disarmament.

Similar bad faith is manifest also in the report of the United King
dom and the United States, which alleges that the Soviet Union is 
striving for an uncontrolled ban on nuclear tests.

The Soviet Government has proposed the establishment of mutual 
effective controls over the discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests in 
the atmosphere, under water and in outer space using the national 
detection devices which States now possess. Is such control adequate? 
The only possible reply to this question is in the affirmative.

Let us take, for instance, the question of controlling the discontin
uance of nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere. The practicability 
of control by means of national devices was indicated, in particular, 
in the joint statement by Mr. Kennedy, the President of the United 
States, and Mr. Macmillan, the Prime Minister of the United King
dom, dated 3 September 1961. They stated that for the purpose of 
control over the discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests in the at
mosphere national means of detection of nuclear explosions were 
adequate and that no supplementary international control machinery 
was required. To quote the joint statement, . . 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”.̂

What has been said about controls over nuclear explosions in the 
atmosphere fully applies also to tests under water and in outer space. 
From the scientific and technical point of view it is wholly feasible 
to control such tests also by means of national detection devices.

True, it is now being alleged that the statement by the President of 
the United States and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom to 
the effect that national means of detection are adequate to ensure con
trol was made “in an emergency” and that it was not valid now. I t  
is legitimate to ask why it is not valid. Is the international situa
tion in any way relevant to the scientific and technical feasibility 
of ensuring control? Can the factual readings of scientific instru
ments lose their validity under the influence of the international 
political atmosphere ?

NTo reasonable person is likely to argue that the readings of scientific 
instruments recording nuclear explosions are influenced by the state 
of relations among States. Indeed, how can such an assertion be 
made when the experience of many years provides irrefutable evidence 
that States, using their national devices, can and do detect tests car
ried out by other States. Nuclear tests carried out by the United

 ̂lUd., 1961, p. 351.
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States, the United Kangdom and France have been recorded in the 
Soviet Union, while the United States Atomic Energy Commission 
has more than once announced that it had recorded explosions in the 
Soviet Union.

Moreover, the possession of scientific instruments for the detection 
of nuclear explosions is no longer confined to the nuclear Powers. 
I t is common knowledge that many countries besides the USSR, the 
United States, the United Kingdom and France are now record
ing and reporting nuclear explosions carried out by the nuclear 
Powers. Thus, nuclear weapons tests are in effect already being con
trolled in this way by a number of countries.

There remains the question of underground nuclear weapons tests. 
Practical experience shows that nuclear explosions of this type too are 
detectable by national systems over considerable distances. Thus, 
the low-yield underground nuclear explosion carried out in the United 
States on 10 December 1961 was registered even in such distant coun
tries as Sweden, Japan and Finland.

Since, however, the United States Government still expresses doubts 
concerning the effectiveness of controls over the discontinuance of 
underground nuclear tests, the Soviet Government, to meet the United 
States point of view, has proposed a different approach to agreement 
on the discontinuance of underground nuclear explosions: namely, 
that a moratorium should be placed on such tests, and that while it is 
in force negotiations should be continued with a view to working out 
and agreeing on a system of control over the discontinuance of imder- 
ground nuclear tests, as an integral part of an international system 
of control over the implementation of general and complete dis
armament.

Such is the Soviet Government’s actual position as regards control 
over the discontinuance of nuclear tests of all kinds. I t  is a realistic 
approach, which takes into account not only the international situation 
which has arisen through the fault of the Western Powers but also 
existing scientific and technical possibilities.

Nevertheless, the United States and United Kingdom Governments, 
in their efforts to impose, by fair means or foul, a system of legalized 
espionage under the guise of “international control”, are trying to 
accuse the Soviet Union of adopting a position on the question of 
controls which is no more and no less than an “affront” to the United 
Nations. The reason why the United States and the United Kingdom 
are resorting to such methods is presumably in order to divert the 
attention of the Members of the United Nations from the real affront 
offered by the United States and its allies in the NATO military bloc 
not only to the United Nations but also to the peoples of the whole 
world in opposing the decisions taken by the General Assembly at
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its sixteenth session concerning the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
and thermonuclear weapons and the proclamation of Africa as a de
nuclearized zone.  ̂ This challenge demonstrates the real worth of the 
United States and United Kingdom assurances of their desire for 
disarmament, the discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests and respect 
for the aspirations of other countries.

In  their report, the United States and the United Kingdom refer 
to the question of the voluntary moratorium on nuclear weapons tests. 
I t  needs only a brief excursion into the past history of the question 
to make it clear who shipwrecked the moratorium on nuclear tests. 
The moratorium was wrecked by the Western Powers— t̂he United 
States, the United Kingdom and France.

I t can hardly be overlooked that when, in 1958, the Soviet Union 
j&rst took the step of discontinuing nuclear tests and called upon the 
Western Powers to follow its example,^ it was the United States and 
the United Kingdom that replied by staging an intensive series of 
nuclear tests. Again, how can it be explained that in December 1959, 
while negotiations were in progress in Geneva, Mr. Eisenhower, the 
President of the United States, made an official statement to the effect 
that the United States no longer regarded itself bound by the mora
torium and that after 1 January 1960 it would deem itself free to 
renew the testing of nuclear weapons.®

To make sure that no one should have any doubts as to how this 
statement by the President should be interpreted, on 21 November 
1960 the representative of the United States of America at the Geneva 
Conference gave the following explanation:

We need to make no justification for the resumption of testing. The Presi
dent of the United States last December stated clearly that the United States 
did not consider itself bound any longer by a moratorium on testing and would 
be free to resume testing at any time we believe it to be in our national 
interest, subject only to a prior announcement/

This unilateral action on the part of the United States cancelled 
the tacit agreement between the States taking part in the Geneva 
negotiations not to carry out nuclear weapons tests.

I t is not only that the West was the first to denounce the mora
torium. While negotiations were going on in Geneva, France, an 
ally of the United States and the United Kingdom in the NATO 
military bloc, was systematically testing nuclear bombs in the Sahara. 
The French Government, moreover, ignored the repeated appeals

 ̂For the General Assembly resolutions, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, 
pp. 647-650.

 ̂See ma., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 978-982.
* m d.,  pp. 1590-1591.
" GEN/DNT/PV.268, p. 24.
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made by the United Nations and disregarded the Soviet Government’s 
warnings that by continuing nuclear tests France was xmdermining 
the basis for productive negotiations and an agreement. The United 
States and the United Kingdom brought no influence to bear on 
France; on the contrary, they took it under their protection. All 
the evidence goes to show that the United States and the United 
Kingdom intend to go on with this two-faced policy whereby some 
members of NATO carry on negotiations with the Soviet Union, 
counting on tying its hands as regards measures to strengthen its 
own defences, while others test meanwhile nuclear weapons for the 
benefit of the whole NATO military bloc. This is the only explana
tion for the resistance opposed by the Governments of the United 
States and the United Kingdom to the Soviet Government’s pro
posal that France should join the Geneva negotiations.

I t will be understood that these actions of the United States and 
its NATO partners released the Soviet Union from its voluntary 
commitments in connexion with the moratorium, and gave the Soviet 
Union every moral justification for carrying out nuclear weapons 
tests to strengthen its own defences—^particularly in view of the inten
sification in 1961 of the Western Powers’ military preparations and 
threats. The Soviet Government has more than once explained the 
reasons why it was obliged to resume nuclear testing. As is well 
known, in answer to the pre-eminently peaceful proposal put forward 
by the Soviet Union—to remove the last vestiges of the Second World 
War and conclude a peace treaty with Germany—the Governments 
of the United States and the other members of the NATO aggres
sive bloc began to accelerate the build-up of their armed forces and 
armaments. They began to transfer more and more new troop con
tingents and military equipment to Europe. In a word, steps were 
taken to put the NATO armed forces in a state of war-preparedness. 
And all this was accompanied by open threats, directed against the 
Soviet Union, of the use of armed force if a German peace treaty 
was signed.

What could the Soviet Union do in the circumstances ? The Soviet 
Government, as it has already stated, drew the only correct and 
only possible conclusion, given the situation, and took appropriate 
steps to safeguard its security and that of all peace-loving countries.

Even after negotiations had been resumed at Geneva on 28 Novem
ber, the United States continued to carry out underground explosions 
of nuclear weapons and undertook extensive preparations for nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere. United States, United Kingdom and French 
oflSicials have repeatedly stressed that their Governments intend to 
continue carrying out nuclear weapons tests on a large scale. At 
their recent meeting in Bermuda, the President of the United States
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and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom decided to make 
preparations for a series of nuclear test explosions in the atmos
phere.^ Thus, the Western Powers are once more trying to impose 
competition in the development of nuclear weapons on the world. I t 
is worth recalling in this connexion that the Western Powers, as is 
well known, have carried out considerably more nuclear explosions 
than the Soviet Union.

I t  goes without saying that the Soviet Government cannot remain 
indifferent to all these actions of the Western Powers. While it is 
making every possible effort to reach agreement with the Western 
Powers on the discontinuance of all nuclear weapons tests, the Soviet 
Government has at the same time given several warnings that if the 
NATO Powers continue to test nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union, 
for the reasons already mentioned by the Soviet Government, will 
also be obliged to test nuclear weapons. To do otherwise would be 
to act to the detriment of the legitimate security interests of the Soviet 
Union and other peace-loving States.

The Soviet Union is striving, as it has already done, for the attain
ment of agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests. It 
would like to hope that the Governments of the United States, the 
United Kingdom and France will weigh the full danger of rivalry 
in nuclear armaments and will recognize that the time has come for 
action to remove the disarmament problem from the labyrinth of 
debate which has so far been used as a smoke-screen to conceal the 
efforts of the Western Powers in the arms race. The attainment at 
the earliest possible date of agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests on the basis of the Soviet proposals would undoubtedly 
be a most important step towards solving the problem of disarmament 
and relieving mankind of the burden of armaments.

The new Soviet proposals offer a good basis for the rapid conclu
sion of an agreement which would put an end to all test explosions 
of nuclear weapons. The new approach proposed by the Soviet 
Union takes account of the actual world situation, gives equal weight 
to the security interests of all States and makes the necessary pro
vision for control to ensure that States comply with their undertaking 
not to test nuclear weapons.

Only one thing is necessary for the attaimnent of agreement—good 
will and a genuine desire on the part of the Western Powers to save 
the peoples of the world from dangerous experiments with nuclear 
weapons. The Soviet Government, for its own part, will not relax 
its efforts to achieve a positive solution to the problem of the discon
tinuance of nuclear tests.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 742-744.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinu
ance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, January 16, 1962 ^

Today’s meeting of our Conference, the three hundred and fiftieth, 
is our first of this new year of 1962. I  earnestly wish that our nego
tiations this year will lead to more favourable results than they have 
done in the past year.

I t  is only realistic to recognise that 1961 was a total loss as far as 
Soviet co-operation in moving our work forward is concerned. I t 
proved impossible to settle any of the major issues which were out
standing at the beginning of last year, and, on the contrary, new 
Soviet proposals arose which challenged the very foundations on the 
basis of which our three countries have been seeking a controlled 
test ban agreement since 31 October 1958.

After our Christmas recess of 1958 we returned to work in this 
room with renewed energy to find a satisfactory formula for a treaty. 
In December 1958 we had agreed to the fundamental outlines of a 
control system incorporating the technical recommendations which 
had been made by the experts in Geneva in the summer of 1958. Dur
ing the first six months of 1959 we adopted about seventeen articles 
of the future treaty and sketched out the approach to a resolution of 
those political and organizational questions still remaining open.

After the Christmas recess of 1959 our three delegations returned 
to this room, two years ago, to explore ways and means of resolving 
the technical problems which had arisen in connexion with the control 
of small seismic events, and in less than three months of concentrated 
endeavour, involving a number of reciprocal accommodations, we 
had found the framework for resolving this issue as well. With that 
solution in prospect we were able to move forward on a number of 
the other outstanding issues in the organizational field, so that by 
the end of 1960 it appeared that the range of differences between the 
two sides at these talks had been narrowed to manageable proportions.

The Christmas recess of 1960 was prolonged until March of last year 
to enable the new United States Administration to make a most 
thorough-going review of the state of the negotiations after more 
than two years of painstaking work. The outcome of this review was 
the presentation at the first meeting of 1961, the two hundred and 
seventy-fourth, of a whole gamut of new proposals by the United 
Kingdom and United States delegations which were designed to

" GEN/DNT/PV.350, pp. 3-9. 
6 8 8 -7 1 4 --6 3 — vol. I-------3
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settle every remaining issue.  ̂ Many of these proposals involved far- 
reaching concessions to the Soviet Union in line with earlier Soviet 
demands. All of these Western moves, in addition to several others 
which were brought forward subsequently, have been incorporated 
in the complete Western draft treaty proposal which is before this 
Conference as document GEN/DNT/110 and Adds. 1, 2 and 3.̂  

Our surprise was indeed great last year when it became apparent 
that the Soviet Union was not willing to engage in serious negotia
tions for a resolution of the problems of a nuclear test ban treaty. 
From March to June of 1961 the Soviet Union insisted that the only 
solution to the test ban question was a total Western acceptance not 
only of every old Soviet demand but even of new demands, such as the 
requirement of a total Soviet veto right over all control operations. 
In June there was added to this position the new line that if the 
United States and the United Kingdom did not like the idea -of adopt
ing each and every one of the Soviet proposals the best course was 
to put aside the quest for an early test ban and to merge the subject 
into the forthcoming consideration of general disarmament questions.

I t  was only on 30 August 1961 that the world found out why the 
Soviet Union had adopted this policy of complete obstructionism. I t 
was then that we were informed of the Soviet plans to resume nuclear 
weapon tests despite previous Soviet pledges never to start testing 
nuclear weapons again unless the United States and United Kingdom 
did so first.  ̂ I t  soon became evident, moreover, that the Soviet Union 
would allow nothing to stand in its way in caiTying out the planned 
test series. I t had effectively frustrated these negotiations, and it 
then rejected the emergency appeal of President Kennedy and Prime 
Minister Macmillan on 3 September for a halt to all atmospheric test
ing as a prelude to renewed efforts to work out a satisfactory agree
ment for the cessation of all weapon tests.^

It was only after the completion of the massive Soviet series, pre
pared in secret behind the shield of these negotiations, that the Soviet 
Union indicated a willing-ness to return to this table. Unfortunately, 
however, it took only one meeting, that of 28 November last year, 
to discover that the Soviet Union still had no intention of returning 
to tlie negotiating basis which had been tripartitely agreed upon 
three years earlier. On the contrary, the Soviet Government put 
forward a new scheme which was intended to bring* about a test ban 
on paper, that is, a test ban consisting of declarations by the Gov
ernments concerned without any international control machinery

 ̂^ee Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 55-65. 
pp. 82-126, 101-162, 325, 327.

 ̂IMd,, pp. 337-348. For the previous Soviet pledges, see iUd., 1945-1959, vol. 
II, pp. 1440-1441, and 1960, pp. 5-6. 

p. 351.



STELLE STATEMENT, JANUARY 16 11

whatsoever, at least until some future date when an agreement on 
general and complete disarmament had been implemented.^ Mr. 
Tsarapkin was quite forthright in admitting that this new approach 
to a test ban was entirely at odds with what had been the former 
basis for negotiations, but he stated time and again that the Soviet 
Union considered the old basis, as he called it, to be impractical in 
view of the increase in world tension which had taken place since 
1958. In fact, he said, the Soviet Government would not agree to 
any international controls over a test ban outside the framework of 
a general disarmament treaty.

The Western delegations on a number of occasions endeavoured 
to convince the Soviet delegation that its rationale for a complete 
about-face on the issue of controls would not stand up under examina
tion. In  fact, the world situation had unfortunately been about as 
tense and difficult in 1958 as it was last autumn and, indeed, there 
seemed to be some hopeful signs that the major world problems of 
1960 were susceptible of negotiated solutions.

I t was in the light of such factors as these that we hoped during 
the meetings of this Conference in November and December last that 
the Soviet Government might again change its position by returning 
to the only previously agreed basis for negotiation, that of the experts’ 
recommendations of 1958.̂  I t was for this reason that I  said at the 
three hundred and forty-ninth meeting, our last meeting before the 
recess, th a t:

It is the most earnest wish of my Government that the Soviet delegation 
and the Soviet Government will take this opportunity to refleĉ t upon its 
destructive approach to these negotiations and wiU return to this table 
early next year with a changed policy which will allow us to resume serious 
efforts to achieve a controlled test ban on the basis which our three Govern
ments unanimously approved in 1958 and which the United Nations has 
sanctioned explicitly in General Assembly resolution 1649 (XVI).®

Thus it is that as we assemble here today, after the year-end recess, 
my delegation earnestly wishes this Conference to resume not in the 
spirit of the Soviet approach of 1961, but in the spirit of our meetings 
in 1959 and 1960. We want to return to a serious effort to work 
out a controlled test ban now. We know that it would be completely 
unsound both as a precedent and from the point of view of our 
national security to agree to an uncontrolled test ban treaty which 
amounted to no more than a paper pledge of the type which the 
Soviet Union proposed here on 28 November 1961. This Conference 
could never have been started in 1958 if that had been the position

^lua., p. 664.
" lUd., J9Jt5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111. 
’ GEN/DNT/PV.349, p. 5.
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of the Soviet Government, and it cannot achieve success today on 
that basis. My delegation, at a number of meetings before our last 
recess, made clear why it considered the latest Soviet proposal dan
gerous and unacceptable. I  can now inform my Soviet colleague 
that this is also the position of the United States Government. We 
have not been, are not now, and will not be ready to accept any 
measure of disarmament without the appropriately corresponding 
measures of effective international control.

There is no secret about why the United States insists on a test 
ban treaty with appropriate international controls. We explained 
this fully to the sixteenth session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations, and the overwhelming majority of Assembly Mem
bers supported our view by approving resolution 1649 (XVI).^

Our thoughts on this problem are exactly the same as they are on 
all other measures of disarmament. International controls are essen
tial in order to provide assurances to each country participating in 
the implementation of the particular disarmament measure that its 
fulfilment of the agreed disarmament obligation is, in fact, being 
matched by similar fulfilment on the part of all other participants. 
Without essential control measures, suspicions of violations could 
easily arise, and these could generate new tensions instead of dissi
pating old ones, since successful violations of disarmament pledges 
could give great political and military advantages to the violating 
State.

I t  was because of considerations like these that the sixth of the eight 
principles for disarmament agreed on by the United States and the 
Soviet Union in September 1961 calls for international control ma- 
chinery.2 This was also why the only possible agreed basis for this 
Conference from the beginning was one that recognized the necessity 
of creating an international control system that would be objective 
in its operations, would avoid self-inspection for violations, and would 
be free of any national vetoes.

The Soviet scheme of 28 November 1961 repudiates this agreed basis 
and rejects all international controls. I t asks each participating 
State to monitor its own performance in fulfilling the treaty, even 
though this would be both technically and politically inadequate. I t 
seeks to annul and liquidate all the progress achieved in several years 
of negotiations to work out mutually acceptable treaty provisions for 
a control system. It requires the Western Powers to rely solely on a 
Soviet pledge not to test again at the very moment when a grievous 
Soviet violation of its last pledge to adhere to a moratorium on nu
clear weapon tests is still fresh in our memories.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 578-579. 
p. 441.
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I t must be obvious that none of this is compatible with the frame
work of this Conference and with the General Assembly resolution, 
and it is quite apparent why the United States Government must re
fuse to have anything at all to do with this retrogressive Soviet plan.

I  am sure that this announcement of my Government’s decision 
comes as no surprise to Mr. Tsarapkin since it was clearly foreshad
owed by my delegation’s reaction last month and since it is entirely 
consistent with the position which the United States has taken on 
the matter of controls from the very outset of these negotiations. I  
am sure that Mr. Tsarapkin has understood this, and since in fact the 
grounds for the new Soviet plan of 28 November last are so weak and 
flimsy I  hope that the Soviet representative did utilize the recess 
which we have just liad in a constructive way to prepare a revised 
Soviet position which will enable our Conference to resume its work 
on the old agreed basis. In this sense I  am waiting to hear his re
marks today. Only if the Soviet Union will agree again to the idea 
of an internationally controlled ban on nuclear weapon tests is there 
any prospect of an agreement at this table. Since my Government, 
in harmony with the wishes of the great majority of peoples of the 
world, wants a sound test ban agreement as soon as possible, I  trust 
our Soviet colleague will not disappoint us and the world once again 
by adhering to his unacceptable and unsound scheme for a paper test 
ban.

I t is the earnest hope of my Government that the Soviet representa
tive has returned to the table today prepared to enter in good faith 
into negotiations upon a sound and adequately controlled agreement 
for the cessation of nuclear weapon tests and that our Conference can 
on this basis proceed to the prompt and successful conclusion of a 
treaty. This is the course of action the Government of the United 
States earnestly seeks and strongly prefers.

If, however, the Soviet representative has returned to the table to
day unwilling to undertake negotiations on the basis of adequate in
ternational controls along lines previously agreed as the basis for the 
work of the Conference, if the Soviet representative still refuses to 
negotiate on any basis other than the proposals and principles which 
the Government of the United States, after thorough and deliberate 
consideration, has found to be unacceptable for reasons I  have already 
set forth this afternoon, then we see no alternative to proceeding along 
the lines of a second course of action.

This second course of action is for the Conference to adjourn while 
the question of an appropriately controlled test ban is considered, in 
relation to general disarmament and the correspond!n2: international 
controls, by the eighteen-nation Disarmament Committee.
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The United States delegation would like to emphasize that its Gov
ernment greatly prefers the first alternative and has instructed my 
delegation to remain in Geneva if the Soviet delegation indicates any 
serious desire to negotiate a test ban treaty providing for adequate 
verification. If, however, the Soviet Government continues to re
nounce the objective of a separate nuclear test ban with effective 
control, the United States delegation has been instructed by its Gov
ernment to inform the Soviet delegation, and through it the Soviet 
Government, that the United States perceives no other alternative but 
to accept the procedure of having the question of nuclear testing con
sidered by the eighteen-nation Disarmament Committee.

In this connexion the United States delegation would like to refer 
to point 8 of the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations, 
which reads as follows:

8. States participating in the negotiations should seek to achieve and im
plement the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible date. Efforts 
should continue without interruption until agreement upon the total pro
gramme 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 programme and in such a way 
that these measures would facilitate and form part of that programme.

The United States delegation would like to make it clear also that 
it will agree to examine the nuclear test ban issue in the context of 
general disarmament negotiations only because the Soviet Government 
has insisted that it will only discuss international controls in this con
text. Once disarmament negotiations have resumed, the United 
States will work for the conclusion of a nuclear test ban treaty as a 
matter of the highest priority.

To sum u p : The United States Government points out to the Soviet 
Government that there are two alternative methods of achieving a 
test ban agreement. The first is to resume negotiations looking to
wards the establishment of an international control system along the 
lines of the Geneva network. The second is for the Conference to ad
journ while the question of an appropriately controlled nuclear test 
ban is considered, in relation to general disarmament and the corre
sponding international controls, by the eighteen-nation Disarmament 
Committee. The United States vastly prefers the course of a separate 
and safeguarded nuclear test ban agreement to be negotiated and im
plemented as rapidly as this can be done. Whichever alternative is 
chosen by the Soviet Government, however, the United States Gov
ernment will continue to pursue the objective of ending all nuclear 
weapon tests under effective international control as soon as this can 
be accomplished.
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Statement by the Soviet Government on the Question 
of the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, 
January 26, 1962 ^

The Soviet Government deems it necessary to draw attention to the 
fact that the Western Powers are placing the negotiations in Geneva 
on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests under the menace of a 
final failure.

When the negotiations were resumed on 16 January the United 
States representative, supported by the United Kingdom representa
tive, proposed that either we should engage in considering only the 
United States-United Kingdom proposals, which are mainly con
cerned not with the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests but with 
the establishment of a wide-spread intelligence network under the 
screen of international control, or that the Geneva Conference should 
be adjourned and the question of the discontinuance of nuclear tests 
be referred to the eighteen-nation disarmament committee.^ As a 
matter of fact the United States of America and the United Kingdom 
now want to have done with the Geneva negotiations in order finally 
to free their hands for an entirely unrestricted race in the field of 
nuclear armaments. Naturally, all those who are striving for the 
preservation and strengthening of peace and for the achievement of 
general and complete disarmament cannot disregard this provocative 
position of the United States and the United Kingdom.

It is obvious that the Western Powers intend in fact to suspend the 
negotiations precisely at the moment when the Soviet Union, in striv
ing to get the Geneva Conference out of the deadlock it has reached 
through the fault of the Western Powers, has introduced new, con
structive proposals which would enable this important international 
problem to be solved in a very short time.

As is well known, on 28 November 1961 the Soviet Union proposed 
the immediate signing of an agreement banning those types of nuclear 
weapon tests in respect of which control involves no technical difii- 
culties and can be exercised by means of the national systems of de
tection already available to States, namely, an agreement on the pro
hibition of tests in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space.  ̂
As regards underground nuclear explosions. States would under
take not to conduct such explosions until they had agreed on a sys-

 ̂GEN/DNT/127, Jan. 26, 1962. Submitted by the Soviet delegation at the 
352d meeting of the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear W’eap- 
on Tests.

® See Ambassador Stelle’s statement (supra).
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
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tern of control over their final prohibition as a constituent part of an 
international system of control over the implementation of general 
and complete disarmament.

In order to bring about conditions conducive to the achievement of 
an agreement, the Soviet Union, despite the fact that it had carried 
out considerably fewer tests than the United States, the United 
Kingdom and France, called upon all States to refrain from conduct
ing any experimental explosions of nuclear weapons whatsoever while 
the negotiations in Geneva were going on. At the same time the 
Soviet Government expressed itself in favour of including France 
in the Geneva negotiations. I t is impossible to tolerate the double 
game of the Western Powers, when some of the members of NATO 
are sitting at the conference table with the Soviet Union, while an
other member of that aggressive military bloc—France—is at the 
same time conducting nuclear weapon tests in the general interests 
of NATO.

In introducing its proposals the Soviet Government took into ac
count the recent statement by Mr. Kennedy, the President of the 
United States, and Mr. Macmillan, the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom, about their readiness to agree to the prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere under national control.^ The Soviet 
proposals are based on the achievements of modern science and tech
nology, which have confirmed that national systems of control are 
capable of detecting nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, under 
water and in outer space.

Despite the fact that the Soviet proposals were drafted with due 
regard to the positions of the Western Powers, the United States and 
the United Kingdom evaded giving an answer for almost two months. 
In  the meantime, the United States increased the tempo of nuclear 
weapon testing underground. In numerous tunnels and cavities pre
pared beforehand in the States of Nevada and New Mexico, one nuclear 
weapon explosion after another was conducted. Not content with 
this, the United States in agreement with the United Kingdom began 
extensive preparations for conducting nuclear weapon tests in the at
mosphere. This was announced openly after the recent meeting of 
the United States President, Mr. Kennedy, and the United Kingdom 
Prime Minister, Mr. ^Macmillan, in Bermuda.^

In the light of these facts it is easy to understand why the United 
States and the United Kingdom rejected the new Soviet proposals, 
as they declared on 16 January, and why they intend to cease taking 
part in the Geneva negotiations. They are not striving to bring about

 ̂m a.,  p. 351.
pp. 742-744.
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the discontinuance of the testing of nuclear bombs but to enable the 
Pentagon and other military establishments of the Western Powers 
to improve without hindrance these weapons of mass annihilation in 
the interests of aggressive forces. The Western Powers are trying 
to cover up this policy of frustrating the solution of the question of 
discontinuing nuclear weapon tests by means of the proposal to refer 
the question of nuclear tests to the eighteen-nation disarmament com
mittee which, by the decision of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations, has been entrusted with the task of elaborating an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament.

In  putting forward the proposal to refer consideration of the ques
tion of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests to the eighteen- 
nation disarmament committee, the United States does not at all in
tend to facilitate its solution. Quite the contrary. Its proposal is 
aimed at distracting the committee’s attention from its main task— 
elaboration of an agreement on general and complete disarmament— 
and also, at the same time, at evading a solution of the problem of dis
continuing nuclear weapon tests.

In  fact, the United States has by no means renounced and, as ap
pears from the statement made by the United States representative 
in Geneva, it is not renouncing its demand for a separate treaty on 
the discontinuance of nuclear tests together with the establisliment of 
international control apart from general and complete disarmament. 
As before, it is striving for the establishment of a wide-spread inter
national espionage network under the mask of international control 
over the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. Is it necessary to 
repeat that on this basis no agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapon tests is conceivable?

Nowadays there is no more urgent problem than the preservation of 
peace on earth. For its successful solution only one thing is required— 
the readiness of the Western Powers to put an end to the arms race un
leashed by them and to enter upon the path of co-operation with the 
Soviet Union and other peace-loving States in strengthening peace. 
The Soviet Government considers that for these purposes the Govern
ments must make the utmost efforts to implement measures that would 
contribute to the achievement of general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Government has repeatedly pointed out that a final solu
tion to the question of discontinuing nuclear weapon tests can be 
found only in the conditions of the achievement of general and com
plete disarmament. Wlien nuclear weapons are prohibited and all 
stocks of them eliminated—there will be no incentive to conduct 
nuclear tests.

In that case all the difficulties connected with control over com
pliance witli the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests will also be elimi
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nated. With general and complete disarmament, the conditions will 
be created for the establishment of the strictest international control 
without any limitations.

Nevertheless, in the opinion of the Soviet Government, possibilities 
already exist even now for a speedy and successful solution of the 
question of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, which would 
undoubtedly help to create favourable conditions for solving the prob
lem of general and complete disarmament. These possibilities are 
contained in the proposals which the Soviet Government submitted 
on 28 November last. They ensure an equal position for all States, 
do not jeopardise anyone’s security and at the same time make it pos
sible to ensure reliable control over compliance with the agreement 
through the use of national systems of detection.

The Soviet Government has already given warning and deems it 
necessary to give warning again that if the Western Powers continue 
nuclear weapon testing, whether underground or in the atmosphere, 
the Soviet Government will be compelled, in order to safeguard its own 
security, to resume such nuclear weapon tests as may be necessary for 
the strengthening of its defence capacity.

The Soviet Government will continue also in the future to strive 
for the speediest achievement of an agreement, which would save the 
peoples from dangerous experiments with nuclear weapons. With 
this purpose in mind it is prepared to continue the present negotiations 
in Geneva. If  the Western Powers continue as before to lead matters 
towards a failure of the Geneva Conference, they will thereby demon
strate once again before the peoples of the world their unwillingness 
to conclude an agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests and will bear all the responsibility for increasing the menace 
of a nuclear war.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Geneva Conference on the Discontinu
ance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, January 29, 1962 ^

The statement of the Soviet Government which was read into the 
record of this Conference by the Soviet representative at the three

 ̂GEN/DXT/I*V.353, pp. 3-9. After Mr. Stelle’s statement the Soviet repre
sentative refused either to agree to suspend the Conference or to state that 
negotiations would continue in the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee. 
At the end of the 353d meeting Sir Michael Wright, the Chairman, declared 
the meeting adjourned and stated that it would be up to the next Chairman
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himdred and fifty-second meeting was inaccurate, tendentious and, 
indeed, mendacious.^ I  shall go into some of these considerations 
in a few moments. But, even more, it left this Conference in a state 
of confirmed futility. Allow me to review our situation at this table 
as it is seen by the United States delegation and Government.

At the three hundred and fiftieth meeting, on 16 January, the 
United States and United Kingdom delegations briefly reviewed some 
pertinent aspects of the recent history of this Conference in an effort 
to clarify the distressing fact that it has now reached the stage of 
total deadlock;^ The crucial issue, in our opinion, is whether any 
test ban agreement which might be achieved should be monitored 
by a system of international verification and control. We say cate
gorically “Yes” ; the Soviet Union answers with an equally definite 
“No.” The two sides thus find that they are no longer operating 
within a common framework of negotiation; they are not discussing 
the same issues or seeking the same objective.

I t has not always been thus in the more than three years that we have 
sat around this table. In the beginning of our work we had a joint 
conception of how our problem should be approached. We had not 
arrived at it easily. Indeed, the Soviet Union had originally tried 
very strongly, for example in March 1958,̂  to induce the two Western 
Powers to accept an uncontrolled test ban deriving from paper 
pledges, but the United Kingdom and United States opposed it at 
the time and have always steadfastly refused to consider it. The 
Soviet Union was, however, later persuaded of the necessity for con
trols, and thus it was by common agreement that scientists were as
sembled in Geneva in July 1958 to explore the technical possibilities 
of arriving at an agreed system of control. In less than two months 
they succeeded.  ̂ The three Governments thereupon adopted the find
ings of the experts, and a basis was in this way created for opening 
these meetings on 31 October 1958.

The present adamant insistence of the Soviet Union that it is now 
determined to reject the idea of a separate test ban accompanied by 
international controls has undermined the rationale of our delibera
tions and endeavours. In  the statements made by the United Kingdom 
and United States representatives at the three hundred and fiftieth 
meeting it was made clear that the Western Governments do not and

(the U.S. representative) to fix the date of the next meeting in agreement with 
the other delegations. No further meetings have been held. Beginning in 
March test-ban negotiations were held in the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee and in a tripartite subcommittee established by the Committee.

 ̂Supra.
 ̂See ante, pp. 9-14.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 978-980. 

pp. 1090-1111.
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will not agree to the rationale proposed by the Soviet Union on 28 
November last for a treaty without any international controls. In 
logic, therefore, we are confronted with only two alternatives.

One of these would be for the Soviet Union to withdraw from its 
present stand and return to the established foundation of this Confer
ence, the general control arrangements of the experts’ report of 20 
August 1958. However, the Soviet representative told us again very 
firmly at the three hundred and fiftieth and three hundred and fifty- 
first meetings, that this would not happen and that his country would 
adhere to its new position. The declaration of the Soviet Govern
ment read at the tliree hundred and fifty-second meeting only con
firmed this.

The second alternative was put forward by the United States and the 
United Kingdom with obviously great reluctance, but it seemed in
escapable in the current circumstances in which we find ourselves. 
This plan would have involved an adjournment of our Conference 
while the question of an appropriately controlled nuclear test ban was 
considered, in relation to general disarmament and the corresponding 
international controls, by the eighteen-nation disarmament commit
tee, which is to begin its deliberations in this city on 14 March 
next.

Such an adjournment would, of course, be a sad event for many mil
lions of people around the world. We would thereby acknowledge 
that our negotiations were being indefinitely recessed, and this would 
mean that hopes and longing for an end to nuclear weapon tests would 
again be, at least temporarily, frustrated. One more forum for dis
armament efforts would now have to be recorded in the books of his
tory, at least tentatively, as a failure.

Nevertheless, even at such an unfortunate moment, it could be said 
that the outlook for some progress in our problem of reaching agree
ment on a nuclear test ban under effective international controls was 
less bleak than at the end of last summer. At that time the Soviet 
Union had begun to conduct a massive series of nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere with only two days’ warning, while these negotia
tions were taking place and in violation of its earlier unilateral pledge. 
The exact opposite of a test cessation was shocking the world, and the 
situation was not improved in the least by the Soviet proposal of 28 
November.^

Under the Western adjournment plan, although the two sides would 
be no closer to actual accord there would at least be the chance that 
we would have available a new forum which might be able to re
establish a common basis or framework for negotiation. The decision

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
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of the eighteen nations of the new disarmament committee to con
vene in Geneva on 14 March means that it will be opportmie to 
examine how our subject of a test ban can be related to the total effort 
to arrive at understandings on controlled disarmament. That is the 
reason why the Western Powers were able to propose two weeks ago 
that the present Conference adjourn while the new group considered 
how the quest for a test ban could be included in its work. At the 
three hundred and fifty-first meeting, moreover, the United States 
delegation elaborated its ideas on how the new conference might 
usefully proceed to handle this problem, namely, by establishing a 
sub-committee composed of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom 
and the United States to examine the relationship of a nuclear test 
ban to other measures of disarmament.

At that same meeting Mr. Tsarapkin talked of the danger of divert
ing the disarmament negotiators from their main task of working out 
an accord on general and complete disarmament by causing them to 
focus on nuclear testing. This theme was repeated in the Soviet 
Government statement of 26 January. Obviously, any such fears 
are groundless. We have had in mind only that a sub-committee 
would be formed which would not at all interfere with the other work 
of the conference, and, moreover, as I  stated explicitly on 19 January,^ 
we do not at all view a test ban agreement as a pre-condition to prog
ress on disarmament.

Nevertheless, I  have also made clear that we cannot just forget about 
a test ban by sweeping it under the rug of general disarmament. In 
the first place, an internationally controlled test ban is important in 
its own right—as a means of limiting the arms race, as a device for 
helping to check the spread of independent nuclear weapon capabil
ities and as a way to reduce radioactive fallout. Even more than 
this, however, a test ban has become almost a symbol of the ability of 
East and West to achieve meaningful agreements in the field of 
disarmament.

A test ban involves an area, after all, where the most has been 
accomplished in a concrete sense towards agreement, where large parts 
of a treaty were at one time agreed to among our three countries, until 
the Soviet Union repudiated all of this work. I t  covers an area where 
an all-embracing international control system is not necessary, but 
where only those limited measures of international verification are 
needed which, objectively speaking, can create no threat to the secu
rity of any State. Such measures have been spelled out in the Western 
draft treaty of 18 April 1961,  ̂and in broad outline they were approved

 ̂See GBN/DNT/PV.352, pp. 8-10.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126, 161-162, 325, 327.
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by an overwhelming majority in General Assembly resolution 1649 
(XVI)

In so far as we can decipher Soviet intentions, they are that an 
internationally controlled test ban need never be specifically negoti
ated. On the contrary, according to the Soviet Union, by the time we 
reach the last stage of general disarmament, the problem of banning 
tests will disappear because no production, stockpiling or use of nu
clear weapons will any longer be possible. Moreover, according to 
the Soviet Union, the overall controls which will be operating by then 
will ensure the enforcement of the result, as of all other disarmament 
steps.

For the United States and, I  dare say, for the United Kingdom, 
this is just not good enough. We already know, on the basis of the 
eight principles of disarmament to which both the United States and 
the Soviet Union agreed last September, that international control 
measures will be instituted to verify the implementation of all meas
ures of disarmament from the beginning of the very first stage of 
carrying out the overall agreement which we hope to reach.^ This 
is made clear by the fourth and sixth principles. That is why the 
United States refers to a test ban in connexion with the first stage 
of the plan for general and complete disarmament which it laid before 
the General Assembly on 25 September 1961.® As long as we begin 
with some international controls at the outset of disarmament—and, 
of course, I  am not at all implying that the control machinery at the 
start need have the broad scope which it will come to have in the 
last stage of disarmament— t̂hen there is no reason why a test ban, 
with the modest controls envisaged by the Geneva experts in 1958, 
cannot be one of the early steps adopted under the eighth disarma
ment principle en route towards our final common goal; and of course 
the United States stands ready to negotiate an independent adequately 
controlled test ban at any time.

This is what makes current Soviet statements, such as the Soviet 
Government’s declaration of 26 January, sound so cynical and hollow. 
Great crocodile tears are shed over the fact that, in the absence of a 
test ban agreement with international controls and as a reaction to 
the huge Soviet test series late in 1961, the United States is conduct
ing nuclear tests of its own. But the Soviet Union always conven
iently forgets that it has it in its power to bring about a cessation of 
all weapon tests at an early date. To do this, let it live up to its past 
commitments. Let it return to the framework of negotiation for a

" lUd., pp. 578-579.
 ̂Ibid., pp. 439-442.

* lUd., p. 478.
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test ban treaty to which it solemnly pledged itself in August 1958. 
Let it cancel its repudiation of all the agreed articles and other treaty 
language. Let it resume honest negotiations in accordance with the 
wishes of the overwhelming majority of Members of the United 
Nations expressed in resolution 1649 of the sixteenth session of the 
General Assembly. Let the Soviet* Union abandon its attempts to 
dictate to the United States and the United Kingdom its unilateral 
terms for conducting these talks on the basis of an unverifiable 
and, hence, unacceptable paper promise to cease tests.

There is no need to go into detail again on why international con
trols are indispensable. The statement of the technical problems in 
relying upon national control systems which Ambassador Dean made 
at the three hundred and forty-second meeting, on 29 November 1961, 
explains the technical grounds for the United States and United King
dom rejection of the Soviet approach.^ The United States has its own 
security and that of the free world to think about, and, for both tech
nical and political reasons, it will not undertake any commitments 
restraining its military defence efforts until the Soviet Union begins 
to carry out its past commitments to accept meaningful international 
controls.

The obvious fact in all this, however, is that the Western Powers 
cannot force the Soviet Union to adopt an honourable course at this 
Conference. If, despite all our entreaties and appeals to logic and 
common sense, the Soviet Union insists on taking the full responsi
bility upon itself for blocking a sound and reasonable test ban, we 
have no choice but to accept this situation temporarily. Whether we 
like it or not, these negotiations are, in fact, in a state of deadlock.

I t  was on this basis that, at the three hundred and fiftieth meeting, 
the United States delegation proposed the adjournment of our meet
ings while the question of an appropriately controlled nuclear test ban 
is considered, in relation to general disarmament and the correspond
ing international controls, by the eighteen-nation disarmament com
mittee. And, at the three hundred and fifty-first meeting, as I have 
already noted today, I  specifically stated that the United States expects 
to suggest, at an appropriate time after the eighteen-nation disarma
ment conference convenes, the establishment of a sub-committee, com
posed of the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union, 
to examine the relationship of a nuclear test ban to other measures of 
disarmament. This could not at all lead to diverting the eighteen- 
nation conference from its work on a general and complete disarma
ment agreement.

m̂d., pp. 682-691.
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For no convincing reason at all the Soviet Government has rejected 
this plan of action. The Soviet Union has offered no alternative pro
cedure ; it has merely said that we should remain in session here until 
the Western Powers capitulate and accept the Soviet proposal of 28 
November last. This proposal; however, has been formally rejected 
by the United States Government.

In this situation it appears to my delegation and to my Government 
that there is no sensible alternative to a suspension of our meetings. 
I t will make sense to resume them only when a common basis for nego
tiation has been re-established. Then, all three delegations will again 
be talking in similar language about the same subject.

As we explained at the three hundred and fiftieth meeting, the best 
way of re-establishing a common basis for negotiation is to work one 
out during the eighteen-nation disarmament conference beginning in 
Geneva in one and a half months’ time. We still think that this is 
likely to prove the most fruitful approach, and we shall certainly pur
sue it at an appropriate time. Nevertheless, it is apparent that the 
Soviet Union refuses to accept such an approach now. I t  will not 
commit itself to any efforts to work out test ban difficulties in the 
framework of general disarmament.

Of course we regret this exceedingly, but we must accept it. Yet it 
is still a fact that there now exists absolutely no common basis for our 
negotiations. The Soviet rejection does not at all alter the circum
stance that it will be futile for us to continue our meetings here at this 
juncture.

I  have therefore been authorized by my Government to state that 
the primary consideration for the United States is the re-establish- 
ment of a common basis for negotiations in any feasible way. I f  the 
Soviet Union will not accept the method of discussing the question in 
the eighteen-nation group we shall not insist on limiting ourselves to 
that procedure. We are willing to work this out through exchanges 
in normal diplomatic channels. We are also willing to work it out 
through informal contacts in Geneva. Indeed, to that end I  am au
thorized to state that representatives of the United States delegation 
will remain available in Geneva to respond to any informal ap
proaches which the Soviet delegation or Government may make to 
work out this problem, if that is the means of communication which 
the Soviet Union comes to prefer.

Upon instructions from my Government I  now formally propose 
that this Conference recess immediately until a common basis for 
negotiations can be re-established either at the forthcoming meetings 
of the eighteen-nation disarmament conference, through diploinatic. 
channels, or through informal contacts among delegations at Geneva.
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Message From President Kennedy and Prime Minister 
Macmillan to Premier Khrushchev, February 7, 1962 ^

D ear  M r . C h a ir m a n ,

We are taking the unusual step of addressing this message to you 
in order to express our own views, as well as to solicit yours, on what 
we can jointly do to increase the prospects of success at the new dis
armament negotiations which will begin in Geneva in March.

We are convinced that a supreme effort must be made and the three 
of us must accept a common measure of personal obligation to seek 
every avenue to restrain and reverse the mounting arms race. Unless 
some means can be found to make at least a start in controlling the 
quickening arms competition, events may take their own course and 
erupt in a disaster which will afflict all peoples, those of the Soviet 
Union as well as of the United Kingdom and the United States.

Disarmament negotiations in the past have been sporadic and fre
quently interrupted. Indeed, there has been no sustained effort to 
come to grips with this problem at the conference table since the three 
months of meetings ending in June of I960, over a year and a half ago. 
Before that, no real negotiations on the problem of general disarma
ment had taken place since negotiations came to an end in September 
1957.

I t  should be clear to all of us that we can no longer afford to take a 
passive view of these negotiations. They must not be allowed to drift 
into failure. Accordingly, we propose that we three accept a personal 
responsibility for directing the part to be played by our representa
tives in the forthcoming talks, and that we agree beforehand that our 
representatives will remain at the conference table until concrete re
sults have been achieved, however long this may take.

We propose that our negotiators seek progress on three levels. 
First, they should be instructed to work out a programme of general 
and complete disarmament which could serve as the basis for the 
negotiation of an implementing treaty or treaties. Our negotiators 
could thus build upon the common ground which was found in the 
bilateral talks between the United States and the USSE which took 
place this sunmier, and which were reflected in the Statement of 
Agreed Principles of 20 September 1961.2 Secondly, our negotiators 
should attempt to ascertain the widest measure of disarmament which 
would be implemented at the earliest possible time while still con
tinuing their maximum efforts to achieve agreement on those other 
aspects which present more difficulty. Thirdly, our negotiators

^ENDC/7, Mar. 16, 1962. Premier Khrashcliev replied on Feb. 10 {post, 
pp. 32-36).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-^42.
688-714—163— vol. I------ 4
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should try to isolate and identify initial measures of disarmament 
which could, if put into effect without delay, materially improve in
ternational security and the prospects for further disarmament prog
ress. We do not believe that these triple objectives need conflict with 
one another and an equal measure of urgency should be attached to 
each

As a symbol of the importance which we jointly attach to these 
negotiations, we propose that we be represented at the outset of the 
disarmament conference by the Foreign Ministers of our three coun
tries, who would declare their readiness to return to participate per
sonally in the negotiations as the progress made by our permanent 
representatives warrants. We assume, in this case, the Foreign Min
isters of other States as well will wish to attend. The status and 
progress of the conference should, in addition, be the subject of more 
frequent communications among the three of us. In  order to give 
impetus to the opening of the disarmament negotiations, we could con
sider having the Foreign Ministers of our three countries convene at 
Geneva in advance of the opening of the conference to concert our 
plans.

At this time in our history, disarmament is the most urgent and the 
most complex issue we face. The threatening nature of modem arma
ments is so appalling that we cannot regard this problem as a routine 
one or as an issue which may be useful primarily for the scoring of 
propaganda victories. The failure in the nuclear test conference, 
which looked so hopeful and to the success of which we attached such a 
high priority in the spring of 1961, constitutes a discouraging back
ground for our new efforts. However, we must be resolved to over
come this recent setback, with its immediate consequences, and forego 
fruitless attempts to apportion blame. Our renewed effort must be to 
seek and find ways in which the competition between us, which will 
surely persist for the foreseeable future, can be pursued on a less dan
gerous level. We must view the forthcoming meetings as an oppor
tunity and a challenge which time and history may not once again 
allow us.

We would welcome an early expression of your views.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy, 
February 7, 1962 ^

T h e  P resident : In  the next days and weeks, there will be a good 
deal said and written about two American policies, one in the field

 ̂PuMic Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy, 1962,
pp. 120-126.
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of disarmament, and the other in the field of preparations whiQh have 
already been announced, to be in a position to test in the atmosphere 
if our national security indicates that it is desii'ajble.^

There is no inconsistency here in my judgment, because I  think 
that we would be deeply irresponsible not to follow both courses. We 
are making necessary preparations for testing because of the wholly 
new situation created by the secretly prepared and massive series of 
40 to 50 tests conducted by the Soviet Union last fall while active 
efforts for a test ban agreement were still going forward.

This Soviet action took place in the face of a whole series of actions 
and efforts on our side. In the last year we have made at least a dozen 
new moves in a search for an agreement, and we have restated again 
and aga<in our willingness to sign an effective treaty. We stated it 
before, during, and after the Soviet tests. The Soviet tests not only 
ended the moratorium; they presented us with grave questions as to 
the long-range safety of avoiding all atmospheric tests while the 
USSE remains able to prepare in secret, and then test at will.

We are amply strong for today and tomorrow, but we must con
sider the future, too. These questions are still being reviewed. And 
there will be no testing that is not clearly necessary, but I  have ordered 
preparations because I  shall not hesitate to order the tests themselves 
if it is decided that they are necessary to maintain the effective deter
rent strength of the United States.

Any other course would imply unilateral disarmament, and would 
serve no true course of peace. But at the same time, and with equal 
energy, we shall go on seeking a path towards a genuine and controlled 
disarmament. What this means for atmospheric testing is methods 
of inspection and control which could protect us against a repetition 
of prolonged secret preparations for a sudden series of major tests. 
If  and when effective agreements can be reached, no nation will be 
more ready than ours to see all testing brought under control, and 
nuclear weapons as well. The fact that we must prudently meet 
our defense needs in the meantime is only one more reason for working 
towards disarmament. So I  repeat that these two courses are con
sistent with each other. We must follow both at once. I t  would be 
a great error to suppose that either of them makes the other wrong 
or unnecessary.

I  wholly disagree with those who would put all their faith in an 
arms race and abandon their efforts for disarmament. But I  equally 
disagree with those who would allow us to neglect our defensive needs 
in the absence of effective agreements for controlled disarmament.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament̂  1961, pp. 566-567, 742-744.
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Question: Mr. President^ your statement that a wholly new situation 
has leen created by the Soviet nuclear tests suggests^ or might he in
terpreted to mean that they have made some breakthrough^ perhaps 
even overtaken us in nuclear capability. Can you tell us what your 
estimate of our strength versus theirs is in the light of their tests?

Answer: My statement today indicates our feeling about our rela
tive position today and tomorrow, but this is a matter, of course, which 
is of continuing concern. These tests were very intensive. They have 
been in preparation for many months. And we could see a period go 
by possibly of another year or year and a half—secret preparations 
being made—and, suddenly, a new series of tests. And then extrapola
tions from those tests. And particularly when matters involving, 
for example, an antimissile missile may be involved, you have to con
sider very carefully what the situation is going to be— n̂ot today, not 
next year, but 3 or 4 years from now. The United States went far 
along the road in an attempt to get an agreement, not only the previous 
administration, but this administration. As I ’ve said before, it was 
obvious that these preparations had been going on for many months. 
Our preparations, which I  have announced before, have taken many 
months since the Soviet tests. This is a long, drawnout matter. We 
camiot permit these tests to go on year after year, and at the same time 
expect that the security of the Western World is going to be protected. 
So I  would say that my statement describes what I  think is our pres
ent position, what our future risks are, and before any definite action 
is taken, any final decision is made, I  will comment in detail to the 
American people for the reasons for whatever decision we make.

Question: Mr, President,^ in the ciramnstances which you have now 
described and with the preparations which you have ordered presum
ably going forward,^ have we now reached agreement with the British 
on the use of Christmas Island?

Answer: A statement on that will be forthcoming very shortly, in 
the next 24 hours or 48 hours.^

Question: Mr. President^ in the event the seemingly impossible 
task of a complete and checked to 100 per cent disarmament could be 
arranged with the Soviets^ some have speculated this would provide a 
very severe blow to our economy. Would you comment on that^ sir?

Answer: Well, the disarmament agency has made a study of that, 
and talked about some of the problems that might be forthcoming 
economically.^ But of course, we could never have a change compara-

 ̂See infra,
 ̂See post, pp. 217-274.
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ble to the change we had in 1945 when we went from a tremendously 
high expenditure, at a time when our gross national product was far 
less than it is today, into a terribly sharp drive, and had 3 very pros
perous years of full employment, so that would be the last reason, I  
think, that we would benefit. We can do so many more useful things 
from a social point of view if we had the funds that were available, 
so I  don’t think that’s any argimient against disarmament. The prob
lem, of course, is to make sure our security is protected and that the 
inspection system be adequate, and that’s what’s hung us up in the 
past.

Question: Gould I  ask you to am flijy your statement on nuclear 
tests. Did you mean to suggest that any decision taken hy this Gov
ernment to resume atmos'pheric tests will he contingent upon further 
or future Soviet tests?

Answer: N"o, it will be contingent upon our judgment as to the 
effects on our security of this series of tests, and the lessons and ex
trapolations that can be taken from them and what effect this might 
have on our security at a later date.

Question: Mr. President.^ last week in transmitting the report of the 
Disarmament and Arms Control Agency to Congress^ you spoke not 
only of the hope but the expectation that significant progress toward 
workable disarmament would he made at Geneva} In  the light of 
recent events.̂  could you clarify this expectation '̂^ part of it?

Answer: Well, I  put more stress on our hope and our earnest desire 
and our feeling that this arms race is—in the long run really does not 
provide very great security for the human race, or for all of those who 
are involved in it— . . . And it’s our hope, and I ’m sure we’re going 
to make a major effort in this disarmament conference to see if we can 
call a halt, because nuclear weapons are spreading to other countries, 
and if we try to look at what the world is going to look like in 1970 
or 1975, with all of the dangers that we will have with weapons of 
this size in the hands of a good many nations, we’re going to make a 
major effort. I  was merely attempting to indicate why I did not feel 
that our situation in these two areas was necessarily paradoxical.

Question: Mr. President.^ you have just concluded talks with the 
Secretary General of N A T 0^ Mr. Stikker^ and also talks with General 
Norstad, the Supreme Commander of NATO. Could you tell us., sir., 
if  and how far advanced are the plans to convert NATO into an inde
pendent nuclear power?

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 745.
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Answer: I  have no comment at this time. This is a matter, of 
course, coming from the proposal which was made by Secretary Her- 
ter  ̂ and which I  stated again at Ottawa  ̂and which is a matter now 
of concern to the NATO Council. When the matter has proceeded to 
the point when decisions might be needed, then would be an appro
priate time to discuss it.

Question: Mr, President, the nuclear test question has been under 
consideration for some months now, Gould you give us some idea of 
the time schedule you perceive from here on with respect to completing 
the studies and mahing your decision?

Answer: Well, we should know of—the studies and examinations 
and consideration by the Government should be, I  would think, com
pleted within the month.

Question: Mr, President^ would the United States he willing^ with- 
out further nuclear tests in the atmosphere^ to sign a formal treaty with 
the Soviet Union banning such tests?

Answer: Well, I have stated our concern would be—we stated it 
before, since, and, as I  said, afterwards—that we would sign an agree
ment which provided for an adequate inspections system—that is cor
rect. But adequate inspection in regard to preparations, as well as 
testing, because otherwise—

Question: My question hinged on further tests in the atmosphere.

Answer: I  understand that. We will support the passage of an effec
tive treaty which provides for eff'ective inspection, but we cannot take 
less in view of the fact of our experience of the past months where it 
takes us many months to prepare for tests in the atmosphere.

The Soviet Union could prepare in secret. Unless we had adequate 
protection against a repetition of that incident, any such test agree
ment obviously would be extremely vulnerable.

Question: Mr, President^ in connection with your forthcoming state
ment on Christmas Island^ I  understand that the United Nations 
Trusteeship Council,  ̂ particularly Russia and India^ will attempt or 
has attempted to prohibit all atmospheric testing in the Central and 
South Pa>cific,̂  My question is: Is this true? I f  it is true^ how much 
does it weigh in your decision to resume this testing?

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 9.1961, p. 40.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 149-151.
® UN/T/PV.1182, June 1, 1962, pp. 28-35; UX/T/PV.1192, July 5, 1962, pp 

33-35.
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Answer: Well, I think that one of the reasons that Christmas 
Island becomes a matter of importance is because of our special trustee 
relationship with Eniwetok and because we are anxious to main
tain the spirit as well as the letter of the trustee agreement. But in my 
opinion, that would not inhibit any action we might take in Christmas 
Island because the situation is entirely different legally and the re
sponsibilities are entirely different, and that is also true of Johnson 
Island.

Question: Mr, President^ on the test issue: if I  u/nderstand what you 
have heen saying correctly^ you^ve introduced a new element into these 
negotiations—that is, inspection which would cover any possHle secret 
preparations for tests. Is this in fact a new element that the United 
States is introducing and  ̂i f  sô  how might you meet that problem in 
an inspection system?

Answer: I  think this is a matter which should be discussed at the 
disarmament conference. But I  think that any agreement—if we’re 
not to have an agreement whereby some time would go by and then, 
when the Soviets have exhausted the information they have acquired 
from this series of tests, suddenly overnight begin another series of 
tests, meanwhile 2 years have gone by and many scientists and others 
who might have been working on this may have gone into other 
occupations.

I t is a deadly business, this competition. And I  don’t say that much 
security comes out of it. But less security would certainly come out 
of it if we permitted them to make a decisive breakthrough in an area 
like an ICBM. So we would have to have some assurances against a 
repetition of this summer’s incident before we would feel that the 
Treaty was a satisfactory one. But it is a matter which should be 
discussed, I  think in March at the disarmament conference.^

White House Statement on Anglo-American Arrange
ments for Nuclear Test Preparations at Christmas 
Island, February 8, 1962 ^

I t  is the joint view of the United States and the United Kingdom 
Governments that the existing state of nuclear development, in which

 ̂The question of safeguards against test preparations was further discussed 
by ACDA Director Foster in a letter to the press {Washington Post, Feb. 9,1962). 
As the President indicated, the problem was taken up at Geneva in March {post, 
p. 92).

® W’hite House press release, Feb. 8,1962.
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the recent massive Soviet tests are an important factor, would justify 
the West in making such further series of nuclear tests as may be 
necessary for purely military reasons.

The United States and United Kingdom Governments have there
fore decided that preparations should be made in various places, and 
as part of these the United Kingdom Government are making avail
able to the United States Government the facilities at Christmas 
Island.

The two Governments are, however, deeply concerned for the future 
of mankind if a halt cannot be called to the nuclear arms race. The 
two Governments are, therefore, determined to make a new effort to 
move away from this sterile contest. They believe that a supreme 
effort should be made at the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee which will begin meetings on March 14 at Geneva, and that 
the Heads of Government of the US, UK and USSR should assume 
a direct and personal interest in these negotiations. The President 
and the Prime Minister have, therefore, addressed a joint communica
tion to Chairman Khrushchev proposing that this meeting be initiated 
at the Foreign Minister level and that their Foreign Ministers should 
meet before the Conference started and also be prepared to return 
as personal participants in the negotiations at appropriate stages as 
progress is made.^

Message From Premier Khrushchev to President Kennedy 
and Prime Minister Macmillan, February 10, 1962 ^

Mr. P resident,
M r. P rime M intster,
I  am addressing you on a matter which, as is evident trom your mes

sage of 7 February 1962,̂  is also engaging your thoughts.
I  cannot but welcome the fact that you, too, are considering the part 

that will be played in the solution of the disarmament problem by 
the recently established eighteen-Power Committee which is to begin 
its work at Geneva on 14 March 1962 and of which our countries are 
members. I t  is indeed our duty to do so in view of the fact that,

 ̂See message of Feb. 7 from President Kennedy and Prime Minister Mac
millan to Premier Khrushchev {ante, pp. 25-26).

*END0/8, Mar. 19, 1962. President Kennedy replied on Feb. 14 (infra). 
Premier Khrushchev also sent copies of the message to many other heads of 
government, including President De Gaulle, whose reply is printed post, pp. 48-49.

* Ante, pp. 25-26.
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by the resolution adopted at the sixteenth session of the General As
sembly of the United Nations,^ the Governments of the countries rep
resented in this Conmiittee have been entrusted with a matter of such 
vital importance to the peoples as general and complete disarmament.

No proof is needed that the progress of work in this Committee will 
largely determine the future course of development of the interna
tional situation. Will the Committee succeed in rising to a height 
from which the remote and the difficult will appear near and feasible ; 
will it prove able to accomplish the important task assigned to it, that 
of reaching agreement on general and complete disarmament? Or 
will the new disarmament body begin at the very outset to come up 
against the same difficulties on which its predecessors foundered? 
All those who are not indifferent to the future of mankind are seeking 
an answer to these questions. And these questions are becoming a 
source of increasingly profound and grave concern to the peoples in 
that the armaments race is still growing, consuming the labour and 
wealth of hundreds of millions of people, while the threat of a new 
war is increasing, finding material expression in the massive ac
cumulation of armaments.

I t  seems to me that all this must be kept in mind if the significance 
which attaches to the resumption of disarmament negotiations at 
Geneva in the present circumstances is to be correctly understood.

You will, I  think, agree with me that a certain amount of pre
paratory work for these talks has already been done. For the first 
time in the whole history of the negotiations the disarmament body 
has quite precise terms of reference— t̂he basic principles for general 
and complete disarmament approved by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations. There are also grounds for hope in the fact that 
the disarmament body now includes representatives of all the three 
main groups of States in the world, the socialist States, those belong
ing to the Western Powers’ military blocs and the neutralist States. 
These are undoubtedly favourable factors.

At the same time, none of us can fail to realize that truly heroic 
efforts have still to be made if the disarmament talks are to yield the 
desired results. I t  is sufficient to compare the Soviet programme for 
general and complete disarmament  ̂with the other proposals put for
ward at the sixteenth session of the General Assembly, which are at 
variance with our programme, to see with one’s own eyes what moun
tains still have to be moved before an agreement can be reached.

The Soviet Government considers it necessary to take steps in ad
vance to ensure that the work of the Cormnittee of Eighteen will not

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
* Thid., 1960, pp. 241-248.
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slip into a well-worn rut and that it will not ultimately degenerate 
into a war of words among civil servants. The various committees, 
sub-committees and commissions on disarmament, of which quite a 
number have been set up in the past, have come to an inglorious end 
too often for us not to have leamt the necessary lessons.

In our opinion, the most important thing at the moment is that the 
work of the Committee of Eighteen should get off to a good start on the 
right track, that it should be given a powerful boost, which would 
enable it to do productive work and achieve good results.

Who is in a position to start the Committee’s work off in this way ? 
Who can most easily break through the routine attitudes and disagree
ments in which disarmament negotiations become enmeshed almost as 
soon as they have begun ? I t seems to me that this task should fall, 
first and foremost, on those in whom the people have most confidence 
and who are in possession of the fullest authority.

Accordingly, the Soviet Government proposes that the work of the 
Committee of Eighteen should be set in motion by the Heads of Gov
ernment (Chiefs of State) of the countries represented in the Com
mittee. The Heads of Government would arrive in Geneva by 14 
March and would themselves undertake the most responsible and diffi
cult part of the work confronting the Committee of Eighteen in the 
initial stages. This idea may seem rather unusual, but you will agree, 
I  am sure, that it is fully justified by the great importance of the goal 
and by the circumstances in which the Disarmament Committee is 
beginning its ^̂ 'ork.

In our time, direct contacts between the leaders of States have be
come established practice in international relations, in the form of 
personal meetings, conferences, exchanges of messages, or personal 
participation in the work of the most representative international 
bodies. This is, indeed, understandable. As the distances between 
States rapidly become less significant and as the means of destruction 
become ever more formidable, the responsibility of statesmen grows 
ever greater, and more insight and wisdom is required in settling 
major international problems, and even other problems which at first 
sight may appear secondary, but which frequently have their roots in 
matters of war and peace. This is doubly true of disarmament, which 
affects the interests of States in their most vital area, national security, 
and which calls for particular foresight, flexibility and boldness, if 
a solution is to be found.

I  will not conceal the fact that I  received your joint message when 
I  was already working on this appeal to the Heads of Government of 
the States represented in the eighteen-Power Disarmament Committee. 
It is satisfactory to note that we are thinking, on the whole, on the 
same lines. I  fully share your view that it is the personal responsi
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bility of Heads of Governments to direct disarmament negotiations 
and that the situation in the Committee of Eighteen should be the sub
ject of a more general exchange of views between us. But why should 
we confine ourselves to half-measures and merely be represented by 
our Ministers for Foreign Affairs at the beginning of the Disarma
ment Committee’s work ? Logically, if one starts out from the argu
ments you have put forward, one cannot but arrive at the proposal 
which the Soviet Government is making, namely, that the Disarma
ment Committee’s work should be begun at the highest level. The 
work of the Committee of Eighteen could be begun at the highest level 
even if not all the Heads of Government (or Chiefs of State) of the 
countries in the Committee wished to or were able to take p a rt; that 
should not be regarded as an obstacle to our taking part in its work. 
It goes without saying that the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of our 
countries should also take part in the work of the Committee of 
Eighteen together with the Heads of Government, as well as in the 
following stage of its work.

There is thus a great deal in favour of our proposal that the Heads 
of Government should take part in the work of the Committee of 
Eighteen. There may, of course, be some people who will assert 
that our proposal means the Soviet Union is again raising the idea 
of a summit conference and who will start to argue about whether 
the conditions are or are not right at present for such a conference. 
I  want to make it clear in advance that our proposal is not that there 
should be a summit conference as that term is usually understood, 
but that the Heads of Government should take part in the work of the 
Committee of Eighteen set up by the United Nations; not that they 
should discuss a broad range of international questions, but that they 
should negotiate on one specific question—disarmament. Only some
one who has no interest in solving the problem of disarmament can 
say that the time is not yet ripe for consideration of that problem.

We must not expect, of course, that at Geneva the Heads of Gov
ernment will inmiediately succeed in making so much progress that 
there will be nothing left to do but sign a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament. But if the result of their efforts is at least to set 
the negotiations on the right track and to outline the contents of a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament, that will be a tremendous 
step forward, which the peoples of the world have long been awaiting. 
I t seems to me that it is worth while, very worth while, to make this 
attempt, which, if it succeeds, as the Soviet Government sincerely 
hopes it will, promises to produce a fundamental change in inter
national relations and to brinir mankind nearer to the realization of 
its age-old dream of peace.
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I t is no secret that Heads of Government frequently hold negotia
tions on stepping up military preparations. But since that is so, on 
what grounds can anyone object to holding the first meetings of the 
Committee of Eighteen at the highest level, so that we can work in 
a fitting manner for the noble aim of disarmament! Posterity would 
not forgive us if we let slip the opportunity to discuss the problem of 
disarmament in a forum of such authority as a meeting of the Heads 
of Government of eighteen States held specially for the purpose.

I  hope that you will understand the Soviet Government’s motives in 
proposing that the Committee of Eighteen should begin its work at 
the Head of Government (or Chief of State) level and that you will 
react favourably to this proposal.

I  have sent similar messages to all the Heads of Government (or 
Chiefs of State) of the countries represented in the eighteen-member 
Committee on Disarmament.

N . K h r u s h c h e v  

ChaiTTTian of the Gouncil of 
Ministers of the USSR

Message From President Kennedy 
to Premier KJirushchev, February 14, 1962 ^

D ea r  M r . C h a ir m a n ,

In reading your letter of 10 February 1962  ̂ I  was gratified to see 
that you have been thinking along the same lines as Prime Minister 
Macmillan and myself as to the importance of the new disarmament 
negotiations which will begin in Geneva in March. I  was gratified 
also to see that you agree that the Heads of Government should assume 
personal responsibility for the success of these negotiations.

The question which must be decided, of course, is how that personal 
responsibility can be most usefully discharged. I do not believe that 
the attendance by the Heads of Government at the outset of an 
eighteen-nation conference is the best way to move forward. I  be
lieve that a procedure along the lines of that outlined in the letter 
which Prime Minister Macmillan and I  addressed to you on 7 Febru
ary® is the one best designed to give impetus to the work of the 
conference.

*ENDC/7, Mar. 16, 1962. Premier Khrushchev replied on Feb. 21 {post, pp. 
49-57).

* Supra,
® Ante, pp. 25^26.
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I  agree with the statement which you have made in your letter 
that there exists a better basis than has previously existed for success
ful work by the conference. The Agreed Statement of Principles 
for Disarmament Negotiations which was signed by representatives 
of our countries on 20 September 1961  ̂ and which was noted with 
approval by the sixteenth General Assembly of the United Nations  ̂
represents a foundation upon which a successful negotiation may be 
built.

As you have recognized, there still exist substantial differences be
tween our two positions. Just one example is the Soviet unwilling
ness so far to accord the control organization the authority to verify 
during the disarmament process that agreed levels of forces and arma
ment are not exceeded.

The task of the conference will be to attempt to explore this and 
other differences which may exist and to search for means of over
coming them by specific disarmament plans and measures. This 
does not mean that the conference should stay with routine procedures 
or arguments or that the Heads of Government should not be in
terested in the negotiations from the very outset. I t  does mean that 
much clarifying work will have to be done in the early stages of nego
tiation before it is possible for Heads of Government to review the 
situation. This may be necessary in any case before 1 June when a 
report is to be filed on the progress achieved.

I  do not mean to question the utility or perhaps even the necessity 
of a meeting of Heads of Government. Indeed, I  am quite ready to 
participate personally at the Heads of Government level at any stage 
of the conference when it appears that such participation could posi
tively affect the chances of success. The question is rather one of 
timing. I  feel that until thei:e have been systematic negotiations— 
until the main problems have been clarified and progress has been 
made—intervention by Heads of Government would involve merely a 
general exchange of governmental positions which might set back, 
rather than advance, the prospects for disarmament. I t  is for these 
reasons that I  think that meetings at the highly responsible level of 
our Foreign Ministers as well as the Foreign Ministers of those other 
participating States who wish to do so would be the best instrument 
for the opening stages.

A special obligation for the success of the conference devolves upon 
our two Governments and that of the United Kingdom as nuclear 
Powers. I therefore hope that the suggestion made in the letter of 
Prime Minister Macmillan and myself to you, that the Foreign Min-

Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
pp. 741-742.



38 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

isters of the three countries meet in advance of the conference in order 
to concert plans for its work, will be acceptable to the Soviet 
Government.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy 
{Extract}, February 14, 1962 ^

Q, Mr, President^ in the past it has heen thought that the Russians 
might persuade the Red Chinese to agree to any nuclear test han agree
ment thô t they might reach with the West, Now^ it seems that the 
Russians'' ability to persuade the Chinese to do very rrmeh is limited,

Hov)^ then^ do you see bringing the Red Chinese into any inspection 
and control system?

A. It is obviously very difficult, but there is really no use in having 
an inspection system agreed upon between, say, the Soviet Union and 
the United States and some other countries and then have another 
country—large—carrying on an intensive armament preparation. 
Quite obviously, that would not protect our security. So this prob
lem of bringing them in is a problem that must be considered before 
we would he able to have confidence in any disarmament agreement.

I  quite recognize the hazards and the difficulties of attempting to 
bring them in. But if we are making progress—and we have a good 
deal of hurdles to overcome before we come to this particular ques
tion—it is a question which waits for us before the end of the road is 
reached, and it would be a very difficult one, but one that we certainly 
should have in mind as we start on this conference.

Letter From the Swedish Foreign Minister (Unden) to 
Acting Secretary-General Thant: Spread of Nuclear 
Weapons, February 16, 1962 ^

In  your letter of 2 January 1962/ you have expressed your wish to 
receive, in accordance with resolution 1664 (XVI) adopted by the 
General Assembly on 4 December 1961,̂  the views of the Swedish

PuJ)Uc Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy, 1962, 
p. 139.

 ̂DC/201/Add. 2, Apr. 2,1962, pp. 69-72.
® Not printed.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 693.
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Government as to the conditions under which it might be willing 
to enter into specific undertakings to refrain from manufacturing or 
otherwise acquiring nuclear weapons and to refuse to receive in the 
future such weapons on its territory on behalf of any other country. 
With reference to this communication, I  wish to state as follows the 
position of the Swedish Government in this matter:

The Swedish Government is of the opinion that it would be an 
important contribution to the relaxation of tension if international 
agreements could be reached on balanced and gradual disarmament 
in respect of nuclear weapons as part of the efforts to achieve general 
disarmament under necessary control. I t  seems as if the Powers 
participating in the Geneva negotiations for the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapons tests have shared this opinion. While the result 
so far attained in the*negotiations on general disarmament, i.e. the 
joint American-Soviet declaration of 20 September 1961,̂  is of a 
preliminary and strictly limited nature, there has been, at a certain 
stage of the negotiations, a considerable measure of agreement on the 
text of a convention on the discontinuance of tests. One of the reasons 
for this is obviously that the nuclear Powers regard such a convention 
as an obstacle to the spreading of nuclear weapons to countries which 
do not now produce them. The general support for the idea of a ban 
on tests shows that the States Members of the United Nations so far 
possessing no nuclear weapons seem in principle to have accepted 
not to undertake any tests of their own.

The ultimate goal should obviously be to free the whole world from 
nuclear weapons. The Swedish Government would with the greatest 
satisfaction welcome a universal agreement which would effectively 
ban nuclear weapons and prevent their manufacture, stockpiling and 
use.

Even though the goal is a distant one, we should already now be 
able to take certain steps on the road leading to that goal. Such a 
step would be to create zones free from nuclear weapons hy means 
of undertakings on the part of the countries concerned and by means 
of agreements between them. Such zones could be of great im
portance as a contribution to a political detente, particularly if they 
were to cover wide contiguous areas and comprise Powers who dispose 
of strong military forces but who do not possess nuclear weapons 
of their own. Naturally, agreements on zones free from nuclear 
weapons must, like other measures in the field of disarmament, be 
constructed so that they do not give any State or group of States a 
unilateral military advantage and that the military balance is thus 
preserved.

pp. 439-442.
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The resolution adopted by the General Assembly is based on the 
assumption that for the time being only certain States will be pre
pared to make declarations or enter into agreements of the kind here 
envisaged. At the same time, however, the number of votes by which 
the resolution was adopted, seems to indicate that the majority of all 
United Nations Member States take in principle a positive attitude 
towards the resolution, even if several of the delegations made reser
vations for the contents of the answers which their Governments in 
due course would give to the inquiry of the Secretary-General.

The answers by these States on the conditions of various kinds 
which they wish to lay down for their willingness to undertake com
mitments in respect of the production, importation and stockpiling 
of nuclear weapons on behalf of some other State are now awaited 
with great interest.

As to the Swedish attitude to the resolution,‘the Swedish Govern
ment wishes to express its willingness to make Sweden—provided sat
isfactory agreements can be reached between the Governments 
concerned—^part of a nuclear-free zone in Europe of the greatest 
possible extension, comprising States in Central and Northern Europe 
which do not possess atomic weapons of their own.

In case no agreement on the creation of such a zone free of nuclear 
weapons has been reached before the end of 1963, the Swedish Gov
ernment wishes to reserve its right to consider the matter anew in 
the light of the circumstances then prevailing.

As to the conditions which the States concerned may want to lay 
down for their participation in an agreement of this kind, the Swedish 
Government wants first of all to state that it sees no reason to lay down 
special conditions in respect of any particular one of the commitments 
envisaged in the resolution, thus in respect to production, importation 
or stockpiling of nuclear weapons respectively. The iSwedish Govern
ment wishes, however, to declare that, inasmuch as the idea of zones 
free of nuclear weapons has not so far been tested in practice it would 
be reasonable that a first agreement to this end be concluded for a cer
tain period of time, say five years from the signature of the agreement.

The Swedish Government has carefully considered the question 
whether the agreement which may be reached between a group of 
States on the creation of a non-nuclear zone should be supplemented by, 
or made dependent on, commitments on the part of the nuclear Powers.

I t  seems obvious that those States which in the interest of peace are 
willing to assume obligations for the establishment of a non-nuclear 
zone should have the right to expect co-operation on the part of the 
nuclear Powers. Thus the nuclear Powers would be expected, either 
separately or by agreement, to declare themselves willing to respect 
the agreements which may be concluded, and to refrain from all meas-
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ures which would be contrary to these agreements. They might, for 
instance, midertake not to export nuclear weapons to the countries, 
concerned, not to supply technical information or equipment for the 
production of nuclear weapons and, possibly after an appropriate 
transitional period^ not to stockpile nuclear weapons on the territories 
of such countries and not to equip their armed forces stationed in these 
countries with nuclear weapons.

Furthermore, it may be questioned whether the States which intend 
to form a zone free from nuclear weapons should demand that the 
nuclear Powers on their part give at the same time a contribution to 
the status quo in respect of nuclear armaments—and in so doing also a 
contribution to a rela:^ation of tension— b̂y refraining from further 
testing of nuclear weapons and by entering into agreements to that 
effect. In  the opinion of the Swedish Government, such a demand is 
well justified. At the same time it should be borne in mind that this 
condition must not be set forth in such a form as to make it possible 
for one single nuclear Power, by refusing to enter into an agreement 6n 
the discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests, to prevent all efforts to 
reach agreement on the establishment of nuclear-free zones.

In this situation, the Swedish Government considers, on balance, 
that the agreements that may be negotiated on the establishment of 
zones free of nuclear weapons should be made conditional upon an 
agreement between the nuclear Powers bn the discontinuance of the 
tests. I t  is obvious that the agreements on nuclear-free zones can not 
be expected to last, nor, even less, to be renewed if the nuclear weapons 
tests should be resumed while, the a^eements are still in force.

Finally, the nuclear Powers migfit possibly be required to under
take—if war should come— n̂ot to subject the States members of a 
nuclear-rfree zone to nuclear attack. This type of agreement would 
obviously be desirable aiid important. The Swedish Government does 
not, however, for its part wish to lay down any requirements of this 
kind as a condition of its participation in the establishment of a nu
clear-free zone in Europe. One of the reasons for this attitude is that 
the establishment of such a zone even without any guarantees of the 
kind mentioned can be expected to be a contribution to the relaxation 
of tension.

In  accordance with the. opinion expre^ed above, the Swedish Gov
ernment considers that agreements on zones free of nuclear weapons, 
Which are not suppleihented by guarantees on the part of the nuclear 
Powers against the use of nuclear weapons, should be terminable with 
immediate effect in case of a war in which a nuclear Power is involved 
or in case of the threat of feitch a war.

The Swedish Government finally wants to express the opinion that 
some form of mutual control should be established to ensure that the

688-714— 63— vol. I----- 5



42 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

provision of any agreements on nuclear-free zones are observed. This 
matter, which becomes particularly important should a zone free from 
nuclear weapons comprise Powers members of different military al
liances, ought to be the object of special investigations.

OSTEN U nD E N  

Minister for Foreign Ajfairs

United Nations Consultative Group Study on Economic 
and Social Consequences of Disarmament {Extract}, 
February 16, 1962 ^

166. The present level of military expenditures not only represents a 
grave political danger but also imposes a heavy economic and social 
burden on most countries. I t  absorbs a large volume of human and 
material resources of all kinds, which could be used to increase eco
nomic and social welfare throughout the world;— b̂oth in the highly 
industrialized countries, which at the present time incur the bulk of 
the world’s military expenditures, and in the less developed areas.

Resources devoted to military purposes

167. There appears to be general agreement that the world is spend
ing roughly $120 billion annually on military account at the present 
time. This corresponds to about one-half of the total gross capital 
formation throughout the world. I t  is at least two-thirds of—and 
according to some estimates, of the same order of magnitude as—the 
entire national income of all the under-developed countries.

168. I t  is important that countries, in preparing to disarm, should 
take stock of the various resources that disarmament would release for 
peaceful uses. In  the major military powers, military production is 
highly concentrated in a few industry groups. In  those countries that 
rely upon imports for their supplies of military goods or in which the 
major part of military expenditure is for the pay and subsistence of 
the armed forces, rather than for their equipment, the resources de
voted to military purposes consist essentially of manpower and foreign 
exchange.

^E/35&3/Rev. 1, Feb. 28, 1962, pp. 47-52. Hie study was carried out by a 
consultative group of experts appointed by the U.N. Secretary-General under the 
terms of the General Assembly resolution of Dec. 15, 1960 {Documents on Dis- 
armament, 1960, pp. 368-569).
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The 'peaceful use of relee^ed resources

169. There are so many competing claims for usefully employing* 
the resources released by disarmament that the real problem is to 
establish a scale of priorities. The most urgent of these claims would 
undoubtedly already have been largely satisfied were it not for the 
armaments race.

170. Increased personal consumption might well absorb a large 
share of the released resources. A substantial portion of them, how
ever, would be used for expansion of productive capacities because only 
such expansion can provide a firm basis for further increases in con
sumption. In  the less developed countries, the utilization of released 
resources for capital formation must be considered vitally important.

171. Social investment is an important alternative both to private 
consumption and to industrial and agricultural investment. Its claims 
rest partly upon the clear urgency of the direct need for improved 
social amenities, and partly upon the fact that growth of industrial 
and agricultural productivity is dependent upon developments in edu
cation, housing, health, and other fidds.

172. The release of scientific and technical manpower would make 
it possible to encourage programmes of basic scientific research in fields 
which have hitherto been neglected. Disarmament would also open 
up possibilities for joint international ventures of an ambitious kind, 
such as the utilization of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, space 
research, the exploration of the Arctic and Antarctic for the benefit of 
mankind and projects to change the climates of large areas of the 
world.

173. Thus, though it would take active decisions by Governments in 
the light of national and international needs to set in motion the neces
sary programmes for employing the released resources, it seems abun
dantly clear that no country need fear a lack of useful employment op
portunities for the resources that would become available to it through 
disarmament.

Im'pact on naMonal 'production wnd e'tnployment

174. Disarmament would raise both general problems of maintain
ing the over-all level of economic activity and employment and specific 
problems in so far as manpower or productive capacity might require 
adaptation to non-military needs. In the economic life of all countries,, 
shifts in the pattern of demand and in the allocation of productive: 
resources are continually occurring. The reallocation of productive 
resources which would accompany disarmament is in many respects* 
merely a special case of the phenomenon of economic growth.

175. The post-war conversion was a much larger one and involved 
a more rapid transfer of resources than total disarmament would re
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quire at present. Nevertheless, huge armies were quickly demdbilized 
without a significant rise in unemployment in most countries. The 
pace of recovery, particularly of industrial output, was impressively 
rapid. During the post-war conversion, however, the major concern 
of economic policy was t o restrain, rather than to maintain, over-all 
demand.

176. Much attention has already been given in the industrialized 
private enterprise economies to the methods by which total effective 
demand can be maintained. Monetary and fiscal policy could be used 
to offset the effect of a shortfall in total demand that might result 
from a decline in military expenditure to the extent that it were not 
offset by a rise in civil government expenditure. Bearing in mind that 
a substantial part of military expenditure would probably be replaced 
h j  other government expenditure in most countries, it may be con- 
•cluded that the maintenance of effective demand in the face of dis
armament should not prove difficult.

177. For many under-developed countries, the effect of disarma
ment upon the industrial countries’ demands for primary products, 
and thus on the export earnings of the primary producing countries, 
would be of great importance. So would the methods of dealing with 
the liquidation of strategic stockpiles.

178. In  the centrally planned economies, the maintenance of effec
tive demand while reducing military expenditure would be simply a 
matter of the efficiency of planning techniques. In  consequence, ef
fective demand could be readily maintained, and the principal prob
lems of conversion would concern the physical adaptation of plants 
producing armaments to the production of goods for civilian use.

Stmcfurdl problems of conversion

179. Even with the successful maintenance of total effective demand 
during a period of disarmament, significant problems of adjustment 
would remain in specific sectors and areas of the economy. The re
sources now supplying military requirements could be adapted to 
peace-time needs partly by shifts within industries and plants. This 
might be a relatively easy procedure, in many cases involving little 
more than changes in designs, retooling, and minor adaptations of 
skills, particularly in plants and enterprises which already produce 
both military and civilian goods. Shifts between industries would 
necessitate new investment and acquisition of different types of skill 
by the working force. In  the longer run disarmament would allow 
each country to raise the rate of investment and to adapt productive 
capacity more adequately to the needs of the population and to the 
requirements of economic growth, both in the private enterprise and 
the centrally planned economies.
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18G. HypothiBtical'studies dii the assumption that military expeiidi- 
ture is replaced wholly by increases in expenditure on other kinds of 
goods and services suggest that in the event of very rapid disarmament 
some 6 or 7 percent (including the armed forces) of the total labour 
force in the United States and 3 ^  to 4 per cent in the United Kingdom 
would have to find civilian instead of military employment or change 
their employment from one industry group to another. These shifts 
would be small if spread out over a number af years and would bo 
greatly facilitated by the normal process of turnover. The higher 
the rate of growth of the economy, the easier the process of adaptation.

181. Under-developed countries generally have been meeting their 
requirements for military goods and services by imports, so that their 
disarmament would release foreign exchange rather than industrial 
workers. I t  would also free members of the forces,- many with useful 
skills and training. Some of these could be usefully employed in the 
development of social capital. In  some of the semi-industrialized 
countries, newly started basic industries could concentrate, without 
any transitional difficulty, on the manufacture of capital goods.

182. In  the centrally planned economies, where productive capacity 
is usually fully utilized, it would be necessary to convert plants pro
ducing military equipment to production of durable consumer goods 
and of such investment goods as can be produced in them with only 
minor retooling. This could be done rapidly.

183. Some special problems would arise with regard to re-employ
ment and training of manpower and reorientation of scientific re
search. While most members of the armed forces have received train
ing that would fit them easily for civilian life, a special effort would 
have to be made to find suitable employment for the rest. The de
mobilization of the no^^profesgional members of the armed forces 
would imply only that the numbei: of new entrants for that pm bd 
would be augmen:te4 by this special factor,
' 184. in  industries depending heavily on military orders, many of 

the employees possess a level of skill that should find gainful employ
ment in other branches of production, so long as oyer-all effective de
mand is rising. Even so, there might be some special cases which 
would require special assistance to encourage the adaptation of skills 
to new jobs. The uneven geographical distribution of the activity 
based on military expenditure would give rise to a n e ^  for various 
forms of public and other assistance to facilitate readjustment.

185. The task of shifting scientific and technical personnel to non
military fields of research in some countries would be considerable. 
No reduction in the actual employment of scientific and technical per
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sonnel need be feared, however, because the demand for civilian re
search would increase rapidly.

Im'pe/it on international economic relations

186. Disarmament would be bound to have favourable effects on the 
development of international relations. The political detente that 
would accompany an international disarmament programme would in 
itself imply that nations were willing to reconsider their economic re
lations with one another. The relaxation of international tensions 
would provide a sound basis for reduction of trade barriers and for 
modification of existing trade agreements and trading practices. An 
important consequence of this would be a substantial increase in trade 
between the centrally planned economies and the rest of the world.

187. Since disarmament may be expected to result in an acceleration 
of economic growth, it should stimulate the growth of demand for pri
mary production in general. Accelerated economic growth would be 
still more powerful in increasing total demand for manufactures. 
The over-all impact of disarmament on the trade of under-developed 
countries is likely to be favourable, not only because of the accelera
tion of economic growth but also because of the greatly expanded aid 
to be expected from the more advanced countries.

188. Some exports of primary products, such as petroleum, rubber 
and most metallic ores, depend significantly at present on direct and 
indirect demand generated by military purchases. Provided, how
ever, that military expenditure were fully replaced by public and 
private non-military spending, the impact on over-all demand for 
these commodities would be only minor. There might, however, be 
instances in which declines in demand for particular commodities 
would cause appreciable difficulties. In  these cases consideration 
should be given to special aid for the countries concerned, in the same 
way as for particular industries or areas within the principal disarm
ing coimtries. For most other primary commodities, the reallocation 
of military expenditure to civilian use would probably bring about a 
net increase in demand.

189. During the conversion period changes in the level of aggre
gate economic activity associated with disarmament in the major 
industrial countries would be a major determinant of the level of 
international trade. I t is believed that significant fluctuations in the 
general level of international trade could be avoided, but it should 
nevertheless be realized that any failure to achieve this goal could 
have serious consequences. Regardless of the technique employed, 
no country should be allowed to suffer a disruption to its economic 
life, even temporarily, as a result of disarmament.
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Ejfects on the volume and framework of aid for economic development

190. National efforts and international co-operation in the develop
ment of the under-developed countries have so far not brought about 
the desired acceleration of economic growth. A much larger volume 
of resources could be allocated to investment for productive develop
ment in thBse countri^ even if only a fraction of the resources cur
rently devoted to military purposes were used in this way. Disarma
ment could thus bring about a marked increase in the rate of growth 
of real income in the poorer parts of the world.

191. Bilateral and multilateral programmes of aid each have their 
own particular advantages and disadvantages, but in so far as political 
circimistances have had any weight in determining the direction and 
form of aid, effective disarmament and the related lessening of inter
national tensions should improve the prospects for more co-operative 
international action. Since repayment of loans granted on commercial 
terms niay impose heai^ bwdms on the balances of payments of the 
under-developed countries, as large a proportion of economic aid as 
possible should take the form of grants or ‘‘soft” loans.

192. B^ause the competing claims in developed countries are also 
urgent there is a serious possibility that the financial resources released 
by disarmament might be rapidly absorbed by purely national aims. 
I t  is therefore desirable that an appropriate proportion of these re
sources should be allocated to international aid in its various forms 
simultaneously with their use for domestic purposes.

193. Foreign aid, however, can play only a supplementary role in 
the development of these countries and the responsibility for initiation 
and intensification of development efforts would continue to lie entirely 
with the governments,;and people

Som  ̂ social consequences

194. In a disarmed world, a general improvement could be ex
pected in the level of living, including an increase in leisure. With 
the end of the armaments race, governments would accord social ob
jectives a higher priority. The pgrchological, moral and material 
evils of compulsory military service and of stationing troops away 
from their homes would be avoided; so would the danger that security 
considerations and the armed forces might play an excessive role in 
forming the values of the community. Scientific co-operation and the 
arts would benefit from an extension of international exchanges.

Conclusion

195. The Consultative Group is unanimously of the opinion that 
all the problems and difficulties of transition connected with disarma
ment could be met by appropriate national and international meas
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ures. There should thus be no doubt that the diversion to peaceful 
purposes of the resources now in military use could be accomplished 
to the benefit of all countries and lead to the improvement of world 
economic and social conditions. The achievement of general and com
plete disarmament would be an unqualified blessing to all mankind.

Letter From President De Gaulle 
to Premier Khrushchev, February  ̂ 18, 1962 ^

I  have taken cognizance of the message dated Feb. 10,̂  addressed 
to me and delivered to the Ministry for Foreign Affairs by the Soviet 
Embassy in Paris, which contains your suggestions for dealing with 
the problems of disarmament in the near future.

You are aware of the vital importance that I  a;ttach to this prob
lem. Indeed, on its solution depend, not only the safety and the 
continuation of the human race and the possibility of a complete re
newal of international relations, but also the implementation of the 
fundamental task of our era—I  mean, assistance to the less developed 
nations. May I  also bring to your attention bur exchange of notes 
on this subject in 1960. I  am referring in particular to my messages 
of June 10,̂  June 30  ̂and Aug. 12,1960:^

This will indicate to you how eager France is to take part in any 
negotiation that could hope for progress, however modest, in the direc
tion of disarmament, that is, first and foremost, nuclear disarmament.

In  order to have a chance to succeed, it is, in my opinion, necessary 
that negotiation take place between thfe pb'#ei*s that possess nuclear 
weapons or that will possess them in the near future. One cannot 
see, indeed, how the participation of states that at present have no 
direct responsibility in this nlatter dotild lead to positive results.

Moreover, it would seem to me to-be completely unjustified to 
attempt to limit the discussion to nuclear te$tirig without embarking 
upon disarmament proper. In  order to remove the danger and 
lighten the burden that nuclear weapons place on mankind, the essen

 ̂Neiv York Times, Feb. 20, 1962. P r^ ier  Blrushcjiev replied on Feb. 27 
(pos ,̂ pp. 64r-66).

* See ante, pp. 32-36,
® Not printed.
* Disarmament Commission Official Records, Supplement for January to Decent

pp. 11-12.
“ Not printed. j / f 1': h*:
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tial question is not the halting of tests, but rather, as you yourself 
have often stated, the destruction of existing weapons and the banning 
of the manufacture of new ones. The halting of tests would in no 
way by itself constitute a beginning of disarmament, and the monop
oly of the countries that possess nuclear weapons and that would keep 
this decisive means of domination in their possession would in no way 
be affected by this.

I t would also seem useless to me to want a destruction of weapons 
without a system of real control having been set up and put into 
operation. Wliat power will ever agree to destroy its own means 
without being able to verify that the same will be done in the other 
camp ? I t  is true that, in view of the quantities of existing atomic 
weapons, their dispersion, and the fact that it is very easy to conceal 
them, no one could in such an w ent be certain that they would be 
destroyed, even if all conceivable methods of control were employed. 
I t is for this reason that France has unceasingly advocated that the 
destruction, the banning and the control should first be applied to the 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons—launching pads, planes, sub
marines, etc.

Indeed, it still appears possible today to detect these means; fur
thermore, to abolish these means would undoubtedly mean eliminating 
almost completely the nuclear danger itself.

Once again, Mr. President, I  wish to say that France is ready to 
participate in any talks that would be held between the nuclear pow- 

-^rs—the Soviet Union, the United States, Britain and France—and 
that would have as their immediate goal the destruction, the ban and 
control of all means of delivery of nuclear weapons. I  hope most 
sincerely that it will be possible for you to adopt such a procedure.

Message From Premier Khrushchev 
to President Kennedy, February 21, 1962 ^

Mr. PRESIDElSrT,

I  have received your reply to the Soviet Government’s proposal 
that the work of the eighteen-Power Disarmament Committee should 
be started off by the Heads of Government (or Chiefs of State) of the 
countries represented in the Committee.^ I  must frankly say that I  
am distressed by your negative attitude to this proposal.

I  will not hide the fact that I  have been considering the idea of

 ̂ENDG/8, Mar. 19, 1962. President Kennedy replied on Feb. 25 {post, pp. 
61-63).

® See ante, pp. 36-38.
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beginning the Disannament Committee’s work at the highest level 
for some time. As I  told you, your message of 7 February  ̂reached 
me at the very time when I  was working on an appeal concerning this 
matter to those taking part in the forthcoming talks, and that gave 
me further encouragement.

After your reply to my appeal, however, the situation looks quite 
different.

I t  appears from your message that you consider that if it is possible 
for the Heads of Government to take part in the disarmament talks 
at all, they should not do so until definite progress has been achieved 
in those talks. But it may well be asked, who is most likely to achieve 
such progress, to create a favourable atmosphere for the talks ? Those 
who are invested with the fullest authority and play the leading part 
in shaping policy or those who are not entrusted with this responsi
bility and whose freedom of action is therefore limited by previous 
instructions? I t seems to me that there is oMy one answer to that 
question. I t  is clear that Heads of Government have a far greater 
chance of achieving such progress than anyone else.

The question can be put like th is: which is better, which will pro
duce better results—if the Heads of Government exercise control from 
a distance or if they roll up their sleeves and themselves get down to 
the most difficult business, setting the negotiations on the right track 
and working to achieve the progress which you speak of in your 
message?

As far as I  am concerned, my fundamental rule is to be wherever 
the most important work is to be done, wherever it is most important 
to achieve success. As I  see it, that is an obligation placed on me by 
my position as Head of the Government. I f  we were to remain far 
away from Geneva, we should, willy-nilly, have to treat the problems 
arising in the course of the disarmament talks just as one of the many 
important matters that statesmen in our position have to deal with 
every day.

I  will say frankly that I  am surprised at the inconsistency of some 
of the arguments you put forward in your message. You agree that 
the Heads of Government should accept a personal responsibility for 
the success of the disarmament negotiations opening in Geneva on 
14 March. But you go straight on to propose that we should wait 
until the foreign ministers have achieved concrete results. Suppose 
that, as has happened in the past, the disarmament talks do not make 
any progress—are the Heads of Government then to wash their hands 
of the matter? I f  so, what will have become of their personal re-

 ̂Antê  pp. 25-26.
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sponsibility for the negotiations, the importance of which you stress in 
your message? No, this simply does not hang together.

In  my view, there is no substance, either, in your argument that be
fore the Heads of Government can consider the situation taking shape 
at the disarmament talks, a great deal of preliminary work will have 
to be done to elucidate the positions of the different sides. I  will go 
further and say that your statement that there is further exploratory 
work to be done disappointed me greatly. That is exactly the trouble— 
up to now we have got no further with disarmament than explaining 
our positions. How much longer can we go on elucidating, studying 
and clarifying each other’s positions, when we have already devoted 
some fifteen years of talks, meetings and contacts at various levels, of 
endless arguments and disputes, to doing just that?

Surely we have already piled up enough documents, outlining a 
complete programme for the phasing of disarmament, setting out in 
the minutest detail disarmament procedures and the corresponding 
control measures—documents, in short, which indicate with absolute 
clarity the positions of the various Governments ? We can, of course, 
add yet more reams of paper to this mountain of documents, but that 
will not reduce the existing armies by a single division or a single 
soldier or the existing armaments by a single missile or a single 
cartridge. The delay is due to a lack of clarity, not with regard to the 
matters on which we disagree but, on the contrary, with regard to 
the matters on which our views are closer together. For a long time 
now it has not been a question of exploring positions, but of how to 
overcome the differences which have appeared and pave the way for 
an agreement. To say that anyone still has to spend time on exploring 
positions is simply a refusal to make any attempt to get the disarma
ment negotiations going on a practical basis.

And if previous negotiations have in fact left some questions un
answered, it is evident that it was certainly not due to any lack of 
effort. As I  have said before, disarmament encroaches upon the most 
closely guarded preserve of every State, the realm of its security, which 
in the present world situation everyone prefers to keep as far removed 
as possible from alien scrutiny. For that reason, a certain degree of 
trust and frankness, without which a solution to the problems of dis
armament cannot even be approached, can perhaps be reached only 
among those who bear the highest responsibility to their peoples for 
the security of their countries. And who bears this responsibility if 
not the Heads of Government (or State) ? Moreover, if the testiag 
time should come, many of them will have to take command of the 
armed forces of their countries. There is also no need of proof that 
personal contacts between Heads of Government can more readily lead
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to a better understanding of their respective aspirations, greater con
fidence and as a consequence of this—who knows—perhaps new ideas 
too.

I f  experience of past disarmament negotiations serves any useful 
purpose, it is primarily that of demonstrating how little practical 
progress towards disarmament may be expected without the most direct 
and effective participation in the negotiations by statesmen at the high
est level. Precisely because the positions of those taking part in the 
negotiations have been too extensively explored, it follows that only 
statesmen at this level can break the deadlock over disarmament, as- 
smning of course that this is desired by all the parties concerned.

Therefore neither ministers, no matter how highly they may be 
respected by the Governments and peoples of their countries, nor other 
representatives, no matter what their rank, can achieve anything unless 
the Heads of Government place the negotiations on a solid foundation 
by displaying a willingness and desire to reach agreement on the prob
lems of disarmament.
 ̂ As you do not at present wish to head the United States delegation 
in the negotiations in the Committee of Eighteen, and as you give 
so specious an argument as lack of the necessary preparation to justify 
your position, we can only conclude that you have not yet made up 
your mind to seek agreement on questions of disarmament. We cannot 
help wondering whether your reluctance to go to Geneva, Mr. Presi
dent, is not due to the fact that you have already privately condemned 
the Committee of Eighteen to failure, making up your mind in advance 
that the Committee will not succeed in dealing with the problems 
which it was set up to solve. I t is clear that the Western Powers are 
not yet ready for a disarmament agreement, and that is why you think 
it more expedient for the moment to remain a little aloof from the 
negotiations on this question. This is how all thinking people will be 
bound to interpret your unwillingness to agree to the Disarmament 
Committee meeting at the highest level.

I f  the work of the Committee of Eighteen is left to the foreign 
ministers, this will be a clear indication—and this will, of course, be 
understood by the ministers— t̂hat the Heads of Government, the chiefs 
of State do not wish to assume responsibility for the possible failure 
of the negotiations and prefer to lay any blame at the door of the 
ministers.

One can easily imagine how things will finally turn out. The foreign 
ministers, who are busy men, will—as often happens— t̂um over the 
negotiations to persons of lower rank, and they in their turn to officials 
at an even lower level. And so it will come about that, in the final 
analysis, the negotiations are to all intents and purposes conducted by 
civil servants. You would then find it difficult to explain what has
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become of the personal responsibility of Heads of Government to which 
you now refer.
{ In your message of 14 February, Mr. President, you mentioned the. 

fact that there are. substantial differences between our countries on 
the question of disarmament control. I t  is true, there are such differ
ences, but what do they stem from? You are trying to persuade the 
Soviet Union to agree to the institution of control not only over the 
armed forces and armaments being reduced or destroyed under an 
agreement, but also over that part of their armed forces and arma
ments which States will temporarily retain. The United States and 
its allies evidently want the Soviet Union to submit all its armed 
forces to control, to disclose its whole system of defence before dis
armament really begins.

I  must say frankly that if you adopt this approach to the quBStioni 
of control, you will achieve nothing, because we shall not accept it..

The Soviet Union is concerned to establish the strictest intema'tional 
control over the implementation^ of a disarmament agreement. If, 
for example, we agree to^generarand complete disarmament in stages,, 
in our opinion, the execution of each measure of disarmament laidl 
down for each stage must be carefully veriiSed. We are no less anxious  ̂
than anyone else to be sure that the armaments and armed forces 
scheduled for destruction at a given stage are in fact destroyed or; 
dealt with as previously agreed upon and specified in the agreement. 
This is genuine, effective control over disarmament. What you are* 
proposing is not control over disarmament, but something else.

Let us suppose that we agree to reduce the armed forces of our 
countries by several divisions. We are ready to do this. But you 
are demanding the institution of control not only over the disbanding^ 
of these divisions, but over all the armed forces and armaments at 
the disposal of States. One might well say, along the lines of the 
proverb: give him an inch and he’ll want an ell.

In the era of nuclear and ballistic weapons into which we have now 
entered, large armies have far less significance than in the F irst and 
Second World Wars. Today, war would immediately take on an all' 
embracing and world-wide character, and its outcome would depend! 
not on the operations of troops along a line dividing the belligerentSy 
but on the use of nuclear and ballistic weapons with the help at which 
a decisive blow can be delivered before great armies can be mobilized 
and led into battle.

In  modern conditions, therefore, reduction of the armed forces of 
States by a few divisions would in no way affect the position. But 
the control over the military potential of States which you want in. 
•exchange for what is essentially an insignificant reduction in armed 
forces is a different matter. The institution of such control w®d[dl
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give a major strategic advantage to a State contemplating aggression.
The kind of control proposed by tlie Western Powers, namely, a 

control that would in effect precede disarmament, we have every reason 
to regard as espionage. Such control would allow an aggressive State 
to station its intelligence agents in the territory of peace-loving States 
and gather information on their defence system. And it could then 
decide whether to agree to further disarmament or to steer events 
in the direction of war.

This is not what we want. The Soviet Unio-n wants an hone^ agree
ment guaranteeing that there would be no threat to the security of 
:any State either during the process of disarmament or after its com
pletion. Therefore we say: let us work out an agreement on general 
und complete disarmament under the strictest international control 
and let us carry out the provisions of this agreement in stages in such 
a way that the control is conmiensurate with the particular disarma
ment measure being carried out. After completing one stage of dis
armament under control, let us then proceed to the next stage, likewise 
under control. This is a sound, realistic approach to the question of 
control, and no one has yet succeeded in proposing a better one.

In the first stages of disarmament, of course, there will be some 
armaments and armed forces which will for the time being remain 
outside the scope of international control. But that will be nothing 
new; for as matters stand at present, we do not know exactly the 
quantity of armaments in the possession of the other side. Under 
phased disarmament, armaments and armed forces will be reduced 
by agreed instalments, so that the existing alignment of forces and 
balance will not be destroyed.

As for the quantity of armaments and armed forces for which exact 
information will be lacking after the completion of each stage, this 
will diminish constantly until it is reduced to nil.

How then does this raise any thread}, to the security of States ? There 
is no such threat; and with this approach there cannot be.

The same can by no means be said of the proposals put for
ward by the Western Powers. By insisting that control must pre
cede disarmament, the Western Powers are only strengthening the 
suspicion that they are pursuing any aim in the world but that of 
disarmament.

I t  is hard not to feel that some sort of a game is being played with 
disarmament. The peoples of the entire world are demanding dis
armament; they want to throw off the burden of military expenditure, 
to clear the horizon of the storm-clouds of war, but the Western Powers 
are unwilling to disarm.

I t is for that very reason that a variety of plans are making their 
appearance which are deliberately designed to be rejected by the other
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side. This is very much the kind of chicanery which is resorted to 
when it becomes necessary to bury a live issue.

How else can one describe disarmament plans which provide for 
a 1 per cent reduction in forces and the extension of control to the 
remaining 99 per cent of the armed forces ? How else can one interpret 
the refusal of the Western Powers to relax even in the smallest degree 
the intensity of their m ilit^^ preparations; for example, to abolish 
.military bases on the territories of foreign States and to withdraw 
their troops from Europe to their own territory ? The Soviet Union 
is prepared to repatriate immediately its troops now stationed abroad, 
if  the Western Powers will do the same.

Where, in such plans, is there any real spirit of partnership, any 
imderstanding of the aspirations of the peoples, any desire to eliminate 
the danger of a war fought with rockets and nuclear weapons which 
would bring incredible disasters and suffering to all mankind? There 
is not the slightest trace of such an approach.

With the Governments of the Western Powers taking this attitude 
on the problem of disarmament and pushing the main issue— t̂he de
struction of State military machines—into the background under cover 
of a show of concern about questions of control, there are genuine 
grounds for fear that the new Committee may meet with the sad fate 
of its predecessors. I f  there is no desire to negotiate on a realistic 
basis, then, of course, the disarmament negotiations will produce no 
useful results, whether the Committee begins its proceedings with the 
participation of the Heads of Governments, at the foreign minister 
level or at any other level.

I t is not my custom to dissemble or to conceal the truth; let me 
therefore speak bluntly. Your reply, like Prime Minister Macmil
lan’s message, made me feel that the journalists who perceived ul
terior motives in your proposal that the Committee of Eighteen should 
begin its work at the foreign ministers level might perhaps be in the 
right. They associated this proposal directly with the declaration 
made by the Governments of the United States of America and the 
United Kingdom concerning their intention to resume testing of nu- 
cle^T weapons in the p t̂mosphere.^

These journalists argue along the following lines. They understand 
that the Soviet Union will not let this aggressive action go unan
swered. The reckless urge of the United States of America and the 
United Kingdom to build up their nuclear arsenals and to increase 
the destructive force of their nuclear weapons will inevitably compel 
the Soviet Union to compete in the stockpiling and improvement of

* Cf. Kennedy-Macmillan communique of Dec. 22, 1961 {Documents on Dis  ̂
armament, 1961, pp. 742-744) and White House statement of Feb. 8, 1962 (ante, 
pp. 31-52).
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such weapons. I t  is natnral that the Soviet Union—which moreover 
has carried out a much smaller number of nuclear test explosions—will 
not wish to fall behind, and will make every effort to keep its atomic 
armament up to the mark. As a result, the whole process will be given 
unprecedented impetus and the nuclear arms race will be raised to 
greater and greater heights. The peoples, of course, will put the blame 
for this on the Governments of the United States and the United 
Kingdom. . . -̂---  . .

Similarly, they say that the ih t^ tion  of the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom in proposing that the disarma*- 
ment negotiations should be conducted at the ministerial level was to 
neutralize, by some means, tliê  hostile reaction of world opinion to the 
planned resumption of nuclear tests, to sweeten the bitter pill by mak
ing a gesture in the direction of disarmament. This view was further 
strengthened when the United States and the United Kingdom re
jected the Soviet proposal that the work of the Disarmament Commit
tee should be started at the highest level, with the participation of 
Heads of Governments—a concrete and businesslike proposal which 
offered greater prospects for the success of the negotiations. For all 
my desire to avoid unpleasant words, the conclusion is forced on me 
that there is some truth in these Press comments.

What, then are the prospects? We are living in times of rapid sci
entific and technological development, times when new scientific and 
technological achievements are recorded not just every day but liter
ally every hour. The numbers of nuclear rockets are swelling from day 
to day; already we, and you too, have thousands. But the greater the 
number of people involved in the handling of death-dealing nuclear 
rocket weapons, the greater the possibility of an accident. In the 
United States of America, indeed, there have already been cases in 
which “duty” bombers carrying nuclear bombs have suffered accidents 
and crashed, with most unpleasant consequences.

But the possibility of similar accidents occurring not just to bombers 
but to rockets equipped with thermonuclear warheads is by no means 
excluded. Apart from all the other causes, it needs only a disturbance 
in the mind of a particular individual operating a rocket-launching 
installation to bring about the irremediable: the explosion of a nu
clear device on the territory of another State. I t  will be difficult then 
to prove that the cause was an accident, and nothing more. Indeed, 
will there be time for such explanations to be given and heard? The 
accidental launching of a single rocket equipped with a thermonu
clear warhead may start a catastrophic world war.

Hunters have an excellent unwritten rule: even when you know a 
gun ŝ not loa^ded, do not point it at anyone, be it in jest. As they 
rightly say, once in ten years even an unloaded gun fires. ,. {
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Not very long ago it was reported in the Press that Ernest Heming
way, the great American writer, had lost his life accidentally while 
cleaning his hunting rifle. However great the loss, in that case only 
one mail died through carelessness in handling a weapon. But an ac
cident in the handling of nuclear rocket weapons would cause the death 
of millions and millions of people, and many would be doomed to slow 
death as a result of radioactive contamination.

All this is further warning that the leaders of States, who bear 
responsibility for the fate of mankind, must realize the true nature of 
the situation to which the rocket and nuclear armaments race has al
ready brought us and to which it is leading us. General and complete 
disarmament, that is, the total elimination of all weapons, and espe
cially nuclear weapons, has become in our time a vitally important 
problem, taking precedence over all others. Because it desires the so*- 
lution of this problem at the earliest possible date, the Soviet Govern
ment held that the work of the Committee of Eighteen should be initi
ated at the highest level, and it still maintains that view.

If  agreement on questions of disarmament is to be achieved, un
necessary niceties must be set aside and the interests of the causiB, the 
interests of strengthening peace, must be placed first and foremost. 
That is why I  venture to hope that you have not yet said your last 
word as regards your participation in the discussions of the Committee 
of Eighteen.

The Soviet Government considers that the proposals it has put for
ward for general and complete disarmament under strict international 
control offer a basis for reaching agreement without prejudice to either 
side or advantage to the other. We are ready, of course, to consider 
other proposals, provided that they are in fact such as to ensure a 
solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Union and the other socialist countries wish to reach an 
agreement on disarmament questions. I f  the Governments of th6 
Western Powers desire such an agreement, then there is good reason to 
hope that the negotiations, with the participation of Heads of Govern
ments, will produce tangible results and that agreement will become 
possible. That would do great honour to those who, at the outset of 
the negotiations, had laid the foundations for future agreement and 
found a way to surmount the existing difficulties. And how great a 
reward it would then be for Heads of Governments and Heads of 
State to sign a treaty on general and complete disarmament, to take 
part in an historic event which would, be engraved for ages in the 
memoiy of all mankind.

With respect,

N . K h r u s h c h e v

688-714—63—vol. I------6
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Anglo-American Report to the Disarmament Commis
sion on the Geneva Test-Ban Negotiations, February
21, 1962'

The Governments of the United Kingdom and the United States now 
wish to supplement their report of December 19, 1961, to the United 
Nations Disarmament Commi^ion on the’p ro g r^  of the Geiiieva test 
ban negotiations.^

During the short recess before negotiations were resumed on Jan
uary 16, 1962, the two Governments made an intensive review of the 
situation in the Conference. As a result of this review, the Govern
ments of the United Kingdom and the United States reached the 
following conclusions:

(1) that the Soviet proposal of November 28,1961, for a declaratory 
ban on nuclear weapon tests without international control,® would not 
assure, if accepted, that testing had in fact ceased. The Soviet draft 
agreement was a paper pledge, valueless in halting the nuclear arms 
race which had been revived when the Soviet Union unilaterally 
resumed atmospheric testing in August 1961. I t  was also inconsistent 
with General Assembly Kesolutions 1648 (XVI)^ and 1649 (XVI)® 
both of which express the views of the members of the General As
sembly on the need for appropriate international controls.

(2) that the parties to the test ban negotiations were therefore faced 
with two alternatives; either: (a) to resume negotiations on the pre
viously agreed basis that a test ban treaty should contain appropriate 
international controls; or (b) to seek an accommodation between the 
Soviet and Western positions within the framework of general and 
complete disarmament. Of the two alternatives, the United States 
and United Kingdom Governments vastly preferred the first. Their 
policy has been and is now directed toward achieving an effectively 
controlled test ban at the earliest possible time.

The Soviet Union immediately rejected the proposal to resume 
negotiations directed toward a treaty banning tests under interna
tional control. The Soviet Representative at Geneva reiterated his 
insistence that the Soviet Union would not negotiate a nuclear test 
ban under international controls.

 ̂Department of State press release 112, Feb. 21,1962.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 73S-738.
* Hid., p. 664.

p. 568.
''/6i(f.,pp. 578-579.
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Thus, there remained as the only avenue to agreement, the alterna
tive of negotiating for a test ban in the context of general disarmament 
negotiations. The Soviet Union, beginning with Chairman Khru
shchev’s talks with President Kennedy at Vienna on June 4,1961, had 
repeatedly urged this course of action. Indeed, in an aide memoire 
handed at that time to the President of the United States by the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers, the Soviet Government 
declared :

The Soviet Govemment is known to have repeatedly stressed, that, provided 
the Western Powers accept the proposal on general and complete disarmament, 
the Soviet Government is, for its part, prepared to accept uneonditionaUy any 
proposals of the VTestem Powers on control. The Soviet Govemment reiterates 
this readiness and is prepared in this case to sign a document which would 
include the proposals of the Western Powers on the question of the cessation of 
nuclear tests.^

The United Kingdom and the United States opposed this course 
of action believing that the most expeditious and effective way to 
reach final agreement on a test ban treaty was to keep the test ban 
talKS separate from other disarmament discussions. But with flat 
Soviet refusal to continue negotiations to achieve agreement on an 
internationally controlled test ban, the words of the Soviet Govern
ment in it^ cdde memoire of June 4,1961, contained the one remaining 
hope for progress.

Negotiations on general and complete disarmament were scheduled 
to begin on March 14, 1962, at Geneva. In  view of this fact, the 
United Kingdom and the United States proposed to the Soviet Gov
ernment on January 16, 1962, that, if indeed the Soviet Union had 
rejected the very concept of a separate internationally controlled test 
ban, the Geneva Conference might adjourn “while the question of 
an appropriately controlled test ban is considered, in relation to gen
eral disarmament and the corresponding international controls, by 
the eighteen-nation Disarmament Committee.” ̂

The two Governments made clear that they were reluctantly com
pelled to believe that the only alternative left open was to consider 
the test ban issue in the context of g^era l disarmament because the 
Soviet Union had insisted it would disQUSS international controls only 
in this context. In  this connection, the two Governments noted Point 
8 of the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations which reads 
as follows:

 ̂Slightly different translation in Department of State Bulletin, July 3, 1961, 
p. 24.

® Antej p. 13.
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8. States participating in the negotiations should seek to achieve and im
plement the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible date. Efforts- 
should continue without interruption until agreement upon the total pro
gramme has been achieved, and efforts to ensure early agreement on and 
implementation of measures of disarmament should be uiidertaken withotit 
prejudicing progress on agreement on the total programme and in such a way 
that these measures would facilitate and form part of that programme.^

The United States and the United Kingdom d^Iared that once 
disarmament negotiations were resumed they would work for the 
conclusion of a nuclear test ban treaty as a matter of the highest 
priority.

They also suggested, in responding to questions from the Soviet. 
Representative, that at the appropriate time their Governments ex
pected to propose the establishment of a subcommittee of the 18-natioa 
Disarmament Committee to examine the relationship of a nuclear 
test ban to other measures of disarmament. The United Kingdom 
and the United States made clear they favored a subcommittee com
posed of the three Gk)vemments which had been negotiating at Geneva^ 
in view of the long history of the test ban conference. The two- 
Governments also made clear that they did not regard a test ban as- 
a precondition to progress in disarmament nor did they agree that a 
test ban could come about only as a consequence of the final abolition 
of nuclear Aveapons and their manufacture at the last stage of general 
and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Union declared in response that the only altemative^  ̂
open to the United States and United Elingdom was to remain in 
Geneva and negotiate upon the Soviet November 28 proposals for a, 
pledge to end testing without international controls.

Clearly, the Soviet Union thereby blocked all chances to reach, 
agreement on the basis of international control envisaged by the Con
ference of Experts in 1958 and by subsequent technical working- 
groups, and as reaffirmed in United Nations Resolutions 1648 (XVI) 
and 1649 (XVI). This being the case, the United Kingdom and. 
the United States had no recourse but to propose a recess of the 
Geneva Conference until a common basis for negotiations could be> 
re-established. The two Governments expressed their hope that such 
a common basis could be quickly reinstituted through conversations, 
with the Soviet Union either at the forthcoming 18-nation Disarma
ment Conference, through diplomatic channels, or through informal 
contacts among their delegations at Geneva. The two Governments 
made clear that they would keep members of their delegations at 
Geneva available for any such consultations the Soviet Union might- 
desire.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 441-442.
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So long as the Soviet Union maintains its present position, the 
United States and the United Kingdom are bound to conclude that 
the Soviet rejection of a test ban agreement, both as an independent, 
internationally controlled agreement and as an early measure in a 
•disarmament program, clearly indicate that the Soviet Union does 
not want, now or at any time in the foreseeable future, an effective 
test ban. Nevertheless, the two Governments declare their intent to 
pursue, as a matter of high priority, their efforts to reach the widest 
possible area of agreement on disarmament measures in the eighteen- 
ination Disarmament Committee, including agreement on an effectively 
verified test ban treaty.

The United States and the United Kingdom earnestly hope the 
Soviet Union will reconsider the position which led it to begin anew 
the. nuclear arms race by unilaterally resuming nuclear testing, and 
which now leads it to oppose an internationally controlled test ban 
agreement. To this end, the United Kingdom and the United States 
reaflarm their desire to re-establish a conmion basis for negotiations 
either at the eighteen-nation Disarmament Conference, through diplo
matic channels, or through members of their test ban delegations now 
present at Geneva. The United States and United Kingdom pledge 
to redouble their efforts to reach an adequately controlled agreement 
on the cessation of nuclear weapons tests.

Letter From Presideiit Kennedy 
to Premier Khrushchev, February 25, 1962 ^

D ear Mr. Ch airm an ,
I  regret that in your message of 21 February  ̂you seem to challenge 

the motivations of Prime Minister Macmillan and myself in making 
our proposal of 7 February  ̂ that the forthcoming disarmament con
ference open at the Foreign Minister level. I  believe that there can 
be a legitimate difference of opinion on the most effective and orderly 
way to make progress in the vitally important field of disarmament. 
You have presented your own views and I  do not wish to imply that 
they are motivated by anything other than your own conviction that 
the way you suggest is the best way to proceed. However, I  must say 
that even though I  have given the most careful thought to the con
siderations you advance, I  continue to hold to my view that the per
sonal participation in Geneva by the Heads of Government should be

^ENDG/t, Mar. 16, 1962. Premier Khrushchev replied on Mar. 3 {post  ̂ pp. 
75-81).

* Ante, pp. 49-57.
® pp. 25-26.
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reserved until a laiter stage in the negotiations when certain prelimi
nary work has been accomplished.

Indeed, some of the statements you make reinforce my view in this 
respect. Your discussion of the control problems, for example, is 
based, in my view, on a fimdamental misconception of the United 
States position that can probably best be clarified in the light of dis
cussion of specific verification requirements for specific disarmament 
measures. I t  is not true, as you allege, that the United States is seek
ing to establish complete control over national armaments from the 
beginning of the disarmament process. Our position is a quite simple 
one and it is that whatever disarmament obligations are undertaken 
must be subject to satisfactory verification. For example, if, as we 
have both proposed, there is an agreement to reduce the level of armed 
forces to a specified number, we must be able to ensure through proper 
verification mechanisms that this level is not exceeded. I  do not pro
pose here to discuss this subject at length. I  wish merely to point out 
that this is the type of issue on which more work should be done be
fore it can usefully be dealt with at a Heads of Government meeting.

If  it were not for the existence of the Statement of Agreed Prin
ciples which was worked out so laboriously between representatives of 
our two countries last year,^ there might be greater force to your 
reasoning that Heads of Government should meet at the outset to set 
directions for the negotiations. In  my view, the Statement of Agreed 
Principles constitutes just the type of framework which would be the 
most that could be expected at this point from a meeting of the Heads 
of Government. Since this has already been done, I  believe now we 
need to have our representatives do further exploratory work of a 
more detailed nature.

As I  have said and as I  now repeat, I  think it is of the utmost im
portance that the Heads of Government of the major nuclear Powers 
assume a personal responsibility for directing their countries’ partici
pation in and following the course of these negotiations. I  can assure 
you that the Secretary of State would present my views with complete 
authority. Even so, I  hope developments in the conference and inter
nationally would make it useful to arrange for the personal participa
tion of the Heads of Government before 1 June. I  do not, however, 
believe that this should be done at the outset and I  must say frankly, 
Mr. Chairman, that I  believe this view is well founded. I  believe that 
to have such a meeting at this point would be to begin with the wrong 
end of the problem. The Heads of Government should meet to resolve 
explicit points of disagreement which might remain after the issues 
have been carefully explored and the largest possible measure of agree
ment has been worked out at the diplomatic level.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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I  continue to hope that you will agree to the proposed procedure 
which was set forth in Prime Minister Macmillan’s and my initial 
letter of 7 February. I  believe that the replies which have been made 
by other prospective participants to your me^ages indicate; a general 
support for this approach and I  trust that you will give a favourable 
response.

I  cannot conclude this letter without mentioning briefly the problem 
of nuclear testing. Since I  assumed the office of President of the 
United States, the conclusion of a nuclear test agreement has been a 
primary objective of mine. The record of American participation in 
the negotiations on this subject has demonstrated fully the creative- 
effort we made to achieve agreement. I t  must be understood that in 
the absence of an agreement which provides satisfactory assurance that 
all States will abide by the obligations they undertake, there is no real' 
basis for securing a safe end to the competition in the development 
of nuclear weapons. I t  is strange for the Soviet Union, which first 
broke the truce on nuclear testing, now to characterize any resumption* 
of testing by the United States as an aggressive act.

I t  was resumption of testing by the Soviet Union which put this 
issue back into the context of the arms race and that consequently 
forced the United States to prepare to take such steps as may be neces
sary to ensure its own security. Any such steps could not be char
acterized now as “aggressive acts”. They would be matter of prudent 
policy in the absence of the effectively controlled nuclear test agree
ment that we have so earnestly sought.

In  our 7 February message, the Prime Minister and I  attempted 
to lay a further framework for the conduct of the negotiations. W q 
believe that in a preliminary meeting among the Foreign Ministers 
of the United States, United Kingdom and USSE views cotild be 
exchanged and agreement reached on the three parallel approaches 
we suggested and on some of the procedural aspects of which we 
might jointly recommend to guide the Committee’s work. Such a 
discussion, together with the Statement of Agreed Principles, could 
give a valuable direction and impetus to the Committee’s work.

Mr. Chairman, I  think you agree that we must approach this meet
ing with utmost seriousness and dedication if we are to avoid a gradual' 
drift to the same kind of aimless and propaganda-oriented talk which 
has characterized so much of past disarmament negotiations. This^ 
can be best achieved if we who are ultimately responsible for the 
positions we take, and our chief diplomatic officials, concern ourselves 
directly, as we are now doing, with this subject. I  believe we should 
consider most carefully as we proceed when and how our actual par
ticipation at the conference table could be of most benefit.
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Message From Premier Khrushchev 
to President De Gaulle, February 27  ̂ 1962 ^

E steem ed  M r. P r e s id e n t : I  have thoroughly studied your reply 
to my message of 10 February containing the proposal of the Soviet 
Government that talks on disarmament in the 18-nation committee be 
opened by leading statesmen occupying the highest posts.^ In con
sidering the proposal that the talks be started with the participation 
of statesmen at the highest level, I  was prompted by the desire to 
achieve progress in the forthcoming talks and assure conditions in 
which work would be pursued productively, yielding a high result. 
I  note with satisfaction the statement in your message that France 
wishes to take part in any talks which could give hope of progress 
in the direction of disarmament.

I  remember my conversations with you in Paris and at Rambouil- 
let in the spring of 1960 in which we dealt, among other things, with 
•questions of disarmament. These were useful conversations which 
gave me a clearer picture of your position. At that time, we both 
•came to the conclusion that disarmament is the most important, the 
most urgent, problem of the present day. I  recall how you told me 
•during one of our conversations that the question of nuclear disarma
ment and the liquidation of means of delivering nuclear weapons, 
including floating and stationary bases and rocket bases, must be 
raised at a summit meeting. I  replied then that we were in favor of 
this proposal. I  would like to stress that exactly this is reflected in our 
proposals on the question of total and general disarmament, sub
mitted to all countries for examination soon after our meeting in 
Paris.®

You raise the question: By what means would it be possible to 
•eliminate the threat of a nuclear war? I  understand your apprehen
sion. Indeed, the task of eliminating the danger of rocket-nuclear 
war is the paramount task of our days. We, too, are deeply preoccu
pied with it.

You are of the opinion that the solution of this task could be 
achieved by beginning the process of disarmament with the destruc
tion and banning of the means of delivering nuclear weapons, under 
■control. The Soviet Government, as is known, also suggests begin
ning disarmament with the banning and destruction under interna
tional control of all means of delivering nuclear weapons—military 
rockets, military aircraft and warships, submarines, artillery guns

 ̂Moscow radio broadcast, Mar. 1,1962.
* See ante, pp. 32-36.
 ̂See J>ocument8 on Disarmament, I960, pp. 100-111.
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able to fire nuclear shells, and so forth—^with a simultaneous liquida
tion of foreign bases on foreign territories and the withdrawal of 
foreign troops from foreign territories.

Our proposals also envisage other steps in the field of disarmament 
directed toward the reduction and subsequently the full disbandment 
of armed forces, the destruction of conventional armaments, and the 
complete liquidation of stocks of nuclear weapons. I f  these measures 
are carried out, then the danger of a nuclear attack, and the threat 
of war in general, will be eliminated.

Stressing in particular in your message the role of states which 
have nuclear weapons, you, Mr. President, suggest that the composi
tion of participants in the disarmament talks be limited to four 
powers— t̂he USSR, the United States, Great Britain, and France. 
There is no doubt that the nuclear powers are called upon to play an 
important, perhaps even a decisive, part. Without the agreement of 
these powers, neither the problem of liquidating nuclear weapons 
nor the question of prohibiting their tests can be solved. The nations 
demand precisely that the nuclear powers reach early agreement on 
this score.

But you will agree that the problem of disarmament and of con
solidating peace affects not only the powers which possess nuclealr 
weapons. The peoples of other states, including neutralist ones, which 
constitute a considerable part of mankind, are no less interested in 
implementing universal and complete disarmament. Would thermo
nuclear war bypass them? Does it not threaten them with severe 
consequences ? But if this is so, it is obvious that these states ought 
to have a say . in solving the disarmament problem and ought to have 
the chance to make their own positive contribution to negotiations^ 
The cause of disarmament can only profit by this, as was unani- 
mously admitted when the 18-nation committee was established.

Participation in the disarmament committee by a number of states 
not in possession of nuclear weapons, including neutralist countries, 
understandably by no means excludes for the nuclear powers the pos
sibility of remaining in touch and exchanging views during negotia
tions on disarmament problems. Taking into account the special role 
and responsibility of these powers in solving the disarmament prob
lem, an exchange of views among them can facilitate the reaching 
of agreement on the most important disarmament problems. For our 
part, we are always prepared for this kind of contact.

I f  all member states of the committee want agreement on disarma
ment problems, negotiations with the participation of 18 statesmen) 
on the highest level in the initial work of the committee are capable 
of providing the greatest possibilities for reaching agreement on this 
cardinal problem.
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I  regret that you have shown no positive attitude to this proposal 
of ours. Is it necessary to mention how great a reward for the lead
ing statesmen of coimtries would be the subsequent signing of an 
agreement on general and complete disarmament, participation in an 
historic event which would remain for centuries in the memory of man
kind?

Such are the considerations, Mr. Presidfentj which arose in connec
tion with your message and which I  decided to share with you. I  
should like to hope that they will meet with understanding on your 
part.

KespectfuUy yours,
K h r u s h c h e v

IRadio-Television Address by President Kennedy on 
Nuclear Testing and Disarmament, March 2, 1962 ^

Good evening: Seventeen years ago man unleashed the power of 
the atom. He thereby took into his mortal hands the power of self- 
extinction. Throughout the years that have followed, under three 
successive Presidents, the United States has sought to banish this 
weapon from the arsenals of individual nations. For of all the 
awesome responsibilities entrusted to this office, none is more somber 
to  contemplate than the special statutory authority to employ nuclear 
arms in the defense of our people and freedom.

But until mankind has banished both war and its instruments of 
de^ruction, the United States must maintain an effective quantity 
and quality of nuclear weapons, so deployed and protected as to be 
capable of surviving any surprise attack and devastating the attacker. 
Only through such strength can we be certain of deterring a nuclear 
strike, or an overwhelming ground attack, upon our forces and allies. 
Only through such strength can we in the Free World—should that 
deterrent fail—face the tragedy of another war with any hope of 
survival. And that deterrent strength, if it is to be effective and 
<5redible when compared with that of any other nation, must embody 
the most modem, the most reliable and the most versatile nuclear 
weapons our research and development can produce.

The testing of new weapons and their effects is necessarily a part 
o f  that research and development process. Without tests— t̂o experi
ment and verify—progress is limited. A nation which is refraining 
from tests obviously cannot match the gains of a nation conducting

* White House press release, Mar. 2, 1962.
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tests. And when all nuclear powers refrain from testing, the nuclear 
arms race is held in check.

That is why this Nation has long urged an effective world-wide 
end to nuclear tests. And that is why in 1958 we voluntarily sub
scribed, as did the Soviet Union, to a nuclear test moratorium, during 
which neither side would conduct new nuclear tests, and both East 
and West w^uld seek concrete plans for their control.

But on September first of last year, while the United States and the 
United Kingdom were negotiating in good faith at Geneva, the Soviet 
Union callously broke its moratorium with a two-month series of 
more than 40 nuclear tests. Preparations for these tests had been 
secretly underway for many months. Accompanied by new threats 
and new tactics of terror, these tests—conducted mostly in the at
mosphere—represented a major Soviet effort to put nuclear weapons 
back into the arms race.

Once it was apparent that new appeals and proposals were to no 
avail, I  authorizeid on September fifth a resumption of U.S. nuclear 
tests underground,^ and I  announced on November second—^before the 
close of the Soviet series—that preparations were being ordered for a 
resumption of atmospheric tests, and that we would make whatever 
tests our security required in the light of Soviet gains.^

This week, the National Security Council has completed its review 
of this subject. The scope of the Soviet tests has been carefully re
viewed by the most competent scientists in the country. The scope 
and justification of proposed American tests have been carefully re
viewed, determining which experiments can be safely deferred, which 
can be deleted, which can be combined or conducted underground, and 
which aro essential to our military and scientific pro^gr^ss. Careful 
attention has been given to the limiting of rafdî acM’Ve rfajH-out, to t̂fee 
future course of arms control diplomacy, and to our obligations to 
other nations.

Every alternative was examined. Every avenue of obtaining Soviet 
agreement was explored. We were determined not to rush into imitat
ing their tests. And we were equally determined to do only what 
our own security required us to do. Although the complex prepara
tions have continued at full speed while these facts were being un
covered, no single decision of this Administration has been more 
thoroughly or more thoughtfully weighed.

Having carefully considered these findings—having received the 
unanimous recommendations of the pertinent Department and Agency 
heads— ând having observed the Soviet Union’s refusal to accept any

* Docummts on Disarmament, 1961, p. 355.
'md., pp. 566-567.
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agreement which would inhibit its freedom to test extensivdy after 
preparing secretly— have today authorized the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Department of Defense to conduct a series of 
nuclear tests—^beginning when our preparations are completed, in the 
latter part of April and to be concluded as quickly as possible (within 
two or three months)—such series, involving only those tests which 
cannot be held undergromid, to take place in the atmosphere over 
the Pacific Ocean.

These tests are to be conducted under conditions which restrict the- 
radioactive fallout to an absolute minimum, far less than the con
tamination created by last fall’s Soviet series. By paying careful 
attention to location, wind and weather conditions, and by holding 
these tests over the open sea, we intend to rule out any problem of 
fallout in the immediate area of testing. Moreover, we will hold the 
increase in radiation in the Northern Hemisphere, where nearly all 
such fallout will occur, to a very low level.

Natural radioactivity, as everyone knows, has always been part of 
the air aroimd us, with certain long-range biological effects. By con
servative estimate, the total effects from this test series will be roughly 
equal to only 1% of those due to this natural background. I t  
has been estimated, in fact, that the exposure due to radioactivity from 
these tests will be less than %o of the difference which can be ex
perienced, due to variations in natural radioactivity, simply by living 
in different locations in this country. This will obviously be well 
within the guides for general population health and safety, as set 
by the Federal Radiation Council; and considerably less than %o of 
1% of the exposure guides set for adults who work Avith industrial 
radioactivity.

Nevertheless, I  find it deeply regrettable that any radioactive mate- 
Hal must be added to the atmosphere— t̂hat even one additional in- 
dividual’s health may be risked in the foreseeable future. And how
ever remote and infinitesimal those hazards are judged to be, I  still ex
ceedingly regret the necessity of balancing these hazards against the 
hazards to hundreds of millions of lives which would be created by 
any relative decline in our nuclear strength.

In  the absence of a major shift in Soviet policies, no American 
President—responsible for the freedom and safety of so many people— 
could in good faith make any other decision. But because our nuclear 
posture affects the security of all Americans and all free men—be
cause this î ssue has aroused such widespread concern—I  want to share 
with you and all the world, to the fullest extent our security permits, 
all of the facts and thoughts which have gone into my decision.

Many of these facts are hard to explain in simple terms—many are
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hard to face in a peaceful world—-but these are facts which must be 
faced and must be understood.

II.

Had the Soviet tests of last fall reflected merely a new effort in in
timidation and bluff, our security would not have been affected. But 
in fact they also reflected a highly sophisticated technology, the trial 
of novel designs and techniques, and some substantial gains in weap
onry. Many of their tests were aimed at improving their deftoses 
against missiles—others were proof tests, trying out existing weapons 
systems—but over one-half emphasized the development of new 
weapons, particularly those of greater explosive power.

A primary purpose of these tests was the development of warheads 
which weigh very little compared to the destructive efficiency of their 
thermonuclear yield. One Soviet test weapon exploded with the 
force of 58 megatons—the equivalent of 58 million tons of TNT. 
This was a reduced-yield version of their much-publicized hundred- 
megaton bomb. Today, Soviet missiles do not appear able to carry 
so heavy a warhead. But there is no avoiding the fact that other 
Soviet tests, in the 1-5 megaton range and uj>, were aimed at unleash
ing increased destructive power in warheads actually capable of 
delivery by existing missiles.

Much has also been said about Soviet claims for an anti-missile mis
sile. Some of the Soviet tests which measured the effects of high 
altitude nuclear explosion—in one case over 100 miles high—^were 
related to this problem. While apparently seeking information (on 
the effects of nuclear blasts on radar and communication) which is 
important in developing an anti-missile defense system, tliese tests 
did not, in our judgment, refl̂ ect a developed system.

In short, last fall’s tests, in and by themselves, did not give the 
Soviet Union superiority in nuclear power. They did, however, pro
vide the Soviet laboratories with a mass of data arid experience on 
which, over the next two or three years, they can base significant 
analyses, experiments and extrapolations, preparing for the next test 
.series which would confirm and advance their findings.

And I  must report to you in all candor that further Soviet series, 
in the absence of further Western progress, could well provide the 
;Soviet Union with a nuclear attack and defense capability so power
ful as to encourage aggressive designs. Were we to stand still while 
the Soviets surpassed us—or even appeared to surpass us—the Free 
W orld’s ability to deter, to survive and to respond to an all-out attack 
^ou ld  be seriously weakened.
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m .
The fact of the matter is that we cannot make similar strides with

out testing in the atmosphere as well as undergromid. For, in many 
areas of nuclear weapons research, we have reached the point where 
our progress is stifled without experiments in every environment. 
The information from our last series of atmospheric tests in 1958 
has all been analyzed and re-analyzed. I t  can tell us no more with
out new data. And it is in these very areas of research—^missile pene
tration and missile defense, for example— t̂hat further major Soviet 
tests, in the absence of further Western tests, might endanger our 
deterrent.

In  addition to proof tests of existing systems, two different types 
of tests have therefore been decided upon. The -first and most im
portant are called “effects tests”—determining what effect an enemy’s 
nuclear explosions woujd have upon our ability to survive and re
spond. We are spending great sums of money on radar to alert our 
defenses and to develop possible anti-missile systems—on the commu
nications which enable our command and control centers to direct a 
re^onse—on hardening our missiles sites, shielding our missiles and 
their warheads from defensive action, and providing them with 
electronic guidance systems to find their targets. But we cannot be 
certain how much of this preparation will turn out to be useless; 
blacked out, paralyzed or destroyed by the complex effects of a nuclear 
explosion.

We know enough from earlier tests to be concerned about such phe
nomena. We know that the Soviets conducted such tests last fall. 
But until we measure the effects of actual explosions in the atmosr 
phere under realistic conditions, we will not know precisely how to 
prepare our future defenses, how best to equip our missiles for pene
tration of an anti-missile system, ajid whether it is possible to achieve 
su<;h a system for ourselves.

SecoTidly^ we must test in the atmosphere to permit the develop
ment of those more advanced concepts and more effective, efficient 
weapons which, in the light of Soviet tests, are deemed essential to 
our security. Nuclear weapon technology is still a constantly changing 
field. I f  our weapons are to be more secure, more flexible in their 
use and more selective in their impact—if we are to be alert to new 
breakthroughs, to experiment with new designs—if we are to main
tain our scientific momentum and leadership— t̂hen our weapons prog
ress must not be limited to theory or to the confines of laboratories 
and caves.

This series is designed to lead to many important, if not always 
dramatic, results. Improving the nuclear yield per pound of weight
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in our weapons will make them easier to move, protect and fire—^more 
likely to survive a surprise attack—and more adequate for effi^tive 
retaliation. I t  will also, even more importantly, enable us to add to 
our missiles certain penetration aides and decoys, and to make those 
missiles effective at higher altitude detonations, in order to render 
ineffective any anti-missile or interceptor system an enemy might some 
day develop.

Whenever possible, th,ese development tests will be held underground. 
But the larger explosions can only be tested in the atmosphere. And 
while our technology in smaller weapons is unmatched, we know now 
that the Soviets have made major gains in developing larger weapons 
of low-weight and high explosive content—of 1 to 5 megatons and up
ward. Fourteen of their tests last fall were in this category, for a 
total of 30 such tests over the years. The United States, on the other 
hand, had conducted, prior to the moratorium, a total of only 20 tests 
within this megaton range.

IV.

While we will be conducting far fewer t^ ts  than the Soviets, with 
far less fallout, there will still be those in otheir countries who will urge 
us to refrain from testing at all. Perhaps they forget that this coun
try long refrained from testing, and sought to ban all tests, while the 
Soviets were secretly preparing new explosions. Perhaps they for
get the Soviet threats of last autumn and their arbitrary rejection of 
all appeals and proposals, from both the U.S. and the U.N. But 
those free peoples who value their freedom and security, and look to 
our relative stren^h to shield th^m from danger—those who know of 
our good faith in seeking an end to testing and an end to the arms 
race—will, I  am confident, want the United States to do whatever it 
must do to deter the threat of aggression.

I f  they felt we could be swayed by threats or intimidation—if they 
thought we could permit a repetition of last summer’s deception- 
then surely they would lose faith in our will and our wisdom as well 
as our weaponry. I  have no doubt that most of our friends around 
the world have shared my own hope that we would never find it nec
essary to test again—and my own belief that, in the long run, the only 
real security in this age of nuclear peril rests not in armament but in 
disarmament. But I  am equally certain that they would insist on 
our testing once that is deemed necessary to protect free world secu
rity. They know we are not deciding to test for political or psycho
logical reasons—and they also know that we cannot avoid such tests for 
political or psychological reasons.
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V.

The leaders of the Soviet Union are also watching this decision. 
Should we fail to follow the dictates of otir own security, they will 
chalk it up, not to goodwill, but to a f ailui*e of will—not to our confi
dence in Western superiority, but to our fear of world opinion, the 
very world opinion for which they showed such contempt. They 
could well be encouraged by such signs of weakness to seek another 
period of no testing without controls—another opportunity for stifling 
our progress while secretly preparing, on the basis of last fall’s experi
ments, for the new test series which might alter the balance of power. 
With such a one-sided advantage, why would they change their strat
egy, or refrain from testing, merely because we refrained? Why 
would they want to halt their drive to surpass us in nuclear technology ? 
And why would they ever consider accepting a true test ban or mutual 
disarmament?

Our reasons for testing and our peaceful intentions are clear—so 
clear that even the Soviets could not objectively regard our resumption 
of tests, following their resumption of tests, as provocative or prepar
atory for war. On the contrary, it is my hope that the prospects for 
peace may actually be strengthened by this decision—once the Soviet 
leaders realize that the West will.no longer stand still, negotiating in 
good faith, while they reject inspection arid, are free to prepare fur
ther tests. As new disarmament talks approach, the basic lesson of 
some three years and 353 negotiating sessions at Geneva is this— t̂hat 
the Soviets will not agree to an effective ban on nuclear tests as long as 
a new series of offers and prolonged negotiations, or a new uninspected 
moratorium, or a new agreement without controls, would enable them 
once again to prevent the West from testing while they prepare in 
secret.

But inasmuch as this choice is now no longer open to them, let us 
hope that they will take a different attitude on banning nuclear tests— 
that they will prefer to see the nuclear arms race checked instead of 
intensified, with all the dangers that intensification is likely to bring: 
the spread of nuclear weapons to other nations; the constant increase 
in world tensions; the steady decrease in all prospects for disarma
ment ; and, with it, a steady decrease in the security of us all.

VI.

I f  the Soviets should change their position, we will have an oppor
tunity to,learn it immediately. On the 14th of March, in Geneva, 
Switzerland, a new 18 power conference on disarmament will begin. 
A statement of agreed principles has been Worked out with the Soviets
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and endorsed by the U.N.^ In  the long run, it is the constructive pos
sibilities of that conference—and not the testing of new destructive 
weapons—on which rest the hopes of all mankind. However dim 
those hopes may sometimes seem, they can never be abandoned. And 
however far-off most steps toward disarmament appear, there are some 
that can be taken at once.

The United States will offer at the Geneva conference—not in the 
advance expectation they will be rejected, and not merely for purposes 
of propaganda—a series of concrete plans for a major “breakthrough 
to peace.” We hope and believe that they will appeal to all nations 
opposed to war. They will include specific proposals for fair and en
forceable agreements: to halt the production of fissionable materials 
and nuclear weapons and their transfer to other nations— t̂o convert 
them from weapon stockpiles to peaceable uses—to destroy the war
heads and the delivery systems that threaten man’s existence— t̂o check 
the dangers of surprise and accidental attack— t̂o reserve outer space 
for peaceful use—and progressively to reduce all armed forces in such 
a way as ultimately to remove forever all threats and thoughts of war.

And of greatest importance to our discussion tonight, we shall, in 
association with the United Kingdom, present once again our pro
posals for a separate comprehensive treaty—with appropriate arrange
ments for detection and verification— t̂o halt permanently the testing 
of all nuclear weapons, in every environment: in the air, in outer space, 
underground or under-w aterN ew  modifications will also be offered 
in the light of new experience.®

The essential arguments and facts relating to such a treaty are well- 
known to the Soviet Union. There is no need for further repetition, 
propaganda or delay. The fact that both sides have decided to resume 
testing only emphasizes the need for new agreement, not new argu
ment. And before charging that this decision shatters all hopes for 
agreement, the Soviets should recall that we were willing to work out 
with them, for joint submission to the U.N., an agreed statement of 
disarmament principles at the very time their autumn tests were being 
conducted. And Mr. Khrushchev knows, as he said in 1960, that any 
nation which broke the moratorium could expect other nations to be 
“forced to take the same road.” ^

Our negotiators will be ready to talk about this treaty even before 
the Conference begins on March 14th—and they will be ready to sign

 ̂The joint statement {Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442) was en
dorsed by the General Assembly on December 20, 1961 {iMd., pp. 741-742).

* m a,, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325-327.
' See U.S. note of Mar. 15,1962 {post, p. 150).
 ̂Documents on Disarmam^t, 1960, p. 5.
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well before the date on which our tests are ready to begin. That date 
is still nearly two months away. I f  the Soviet Union should now be 
willing to accept such a treaty, sign it before the latter part of April, 
and apply it inunediat^ly—if all testing can thus be actually halted— 
then the nuclear arms race would be slowed down at last— t̂he security 
of the United States and its ability to meet its commitments would be 
safeguarded and there would be no need for our tests to begin.

But this must be a fully ejffective treaty. We know enough now 
about broken negotiations, secret preparations and the advantages 
gained from a long test series never to oflEer again an uninspected 
moratorium. Some may urge us to try it again, keeping our prepara
tions to test in a constant state of readiness. But in actual practice, 
particularly in a society of free choice, we cannot keep top-flight 
scientists concentrating on the preparation of an experiment which 
may or may not take place on an imcertain date in the future. Nor 
can large technical laboratories be kept fully alert on a stand-by basis 
waiting for some other nation to break an agreement. This is not 
merely diflSicult or inconvenient—we have explored this alternative 
thoroughly, and found it impossible of execution.

In  short, in the absence of a firm agreement that would halt nuclear 
tests by the latter part of April, we shall go ahead with our talks— 
striving for some new avenue of agreement— b̂ut we shall also go ahead 
with our tests. If, on the other hand, the Soviet Union should accept 
such a treaty in the opening month of talks, that single step would 
be a monumental step toward peace—and both Prime Minister Mac
millan and I  would think it fitting to meet Chairman Khrushchev at 
Geneva to sign the final pact.

VII.

For our ultimate objective is not to test for the sake of testing. Our 
real objective is to make our own tests unnecessary, to prevent others 
from testing, to prevent the nuclear arms race from mushrooming out 
of control, to take the first steps toward general and complete disarma
ment. And that is why, in the last analysis, it is the leaders of the 
Soviet Union who must bear the heavy responsibility of choosing, in 
the weeks that lie ahead, whether we proceed with these steps—or 
proceed with new tests.

I f  they are convinced that their interests can no longer be served by 
the present course of events, it is my fervent hope that they will agree 
to an effective treaty. But if they persist in rejecting all means of 
true inspection, then we shall be left no choice but to keep our own 
defensive arsenal adequate for the security of all free men.
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I t  is our hope and prayer that these grim, unwelcome tests will 
never have to -be made— t̂hat these deadly weapons will never have to 
be j&red—and that our preparations for war will bring us the preserva
tion of peace. Our foremost aim is the control of force, not the pur
suit of force, in a world made safe for mankind. But whatever the 
future brings, I  am sworn to uphold and defend the freedom of the 
American people—and I  intend to do whatever must be done to fulfill 
that solemn obligation.

Thank you—and good night.

Message From Premier Khrushchev 
to President Kennedy, March 3, 1962 ^

M r . P r e s id e n t ,

I  have carefully studied your message of 25 February 1962.̂  After 
considering the ideas you put forward concerning the forthcoming 
negotiations in the eighteen-Power Disarmament Committee, I  re
main convinced that the personal participation of the most responsible 
statesmen would be particularly necessary at the first stage— repeat, 
at the first stage of the negotiationsa when the direction they are to 
take and hence  ̂ to a considerable extent, their outcome will be 
determined.

As you know, disarmament negotiations have been going on for a 
good fifteen years now, becoming more intensive from time to time 
and then stagnating again, and it seems as if the hopes of the peoples 
are aroused only to be dashed once again. For all the abundance of 
methods of conducting these negotiations that have been tried— t̂he 
establishment of various committees and sub-committees, commissions 
and sub-commissions, the discussion of disarmament questions in the 
United Nations, and the exchange of views through diplomatic chan
nels— ŵe are, as they say, back where we started.

To what conclusions does all this lead? Firstly, that it would be 
shortsighted, to say the least, to rely once again on methods which 
have shown themselves to be ineffective in the past and, secondly, that 
it is the bounden duty of the States taking part in the disarmament 
negotiations to find new and more reliable methods of conducting 
them.

That is the line the Soviet Government has taken, in submitting a 
proposal to the Governments of all the countries belonging to the

^ENDC/8, Mar. 19,1962. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 61-63.
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eighteen-Power Committee that the Committee should begin its work 
at the highest level, with the participation of Heads of Government 
or Chiefs of State.

Our proposal was prompted solely by the desire to free the disarma
ment negotiations from the rut into which they fell when they had 
hardly even begun, and to pave the way for an agreement on general 
and complete disarmament. I t  would seem to be indisputable that 
the statesmen who have been given the broadest powers and occupy 
the position of greatest responsibility in their country would also 
have much greater possibilities of coping with these difficult tasks. 
We therefore regret that our proposal for beginning the work of the 
eighteen-nation Committee at the liighest level has not met with under
standing on your part. The considerations advanced in your message 
are not capable of shaking the weighty and cogent argument that the 
course proposed by the Soviet Government is the best course.

You yourself note the need for a serious and dedicated approach to 
the forthcoming negotiations in the eighteen-nation Committee, and 
you urge that the leading statesmen should give unflagging attention 
to these negotiations. You admit, furthermore, that the personal 
participation of the Heads of Government in the disarmament negotia
tions may be useful, although you hold to the view that such participa
tion should be deferred until a later stage in the negotiations. In 
this connexion you express the hope that developments in the eighteen- 
nation Committee and internationally would make it useful to arrange 
for the personal participation of the Heads of Government before 
lJune.

I t  thus appears from the messages exchanged by the Heads of State 
that there is general agreement concerning the importance of the 
disarmament negotiations in the eighteen-nation Committee. No 
less important is the fact that the personal responsibility of the Heads 
of Governments and States for the success of these negotiations and 
the need for direct participation by statesmen of the highest rank 
in the work of the eighteen-nation Disarmament Committee are now 
recognized by all. We interpret this as a definite step towards our 
position. Since the United States and some of our other partners in 
the forthcoming negotiations are not as yet ready to agree to the 
personal participation of the leading statesmen in the work of the 
eighteen-nation Disarmament Committee from the outset, we shall 
proceed on the assumption, Mr. President, that both of us, as well as 
the leaders of the other States members of the Committee, will do 
this somewhat later.



KHRUSHCHEV MESSAGE, MARCH 3 77

The paramoimt consideration, of course, is to accomplish something, 
to reach agreement on general and complete disarmament, and we 
shall, at every stage of the negotiations, do our utmost to ensure their 
success. We are naturally in favour of utilizing the possibilities of 
the Ministers for Foreign Affairs to the full, for they can play a 
useful role if all the members of the Committee of Eighteen evince a 
desire to reach an agreement on disarmament. The position thus is 
that the Foreign Ministers will be the first to set things in motion 
after the establishment of the Committee of Eighteen. Let us, then, 
wish them success! We do not, of course, object to the Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs of the United States and the United Kingdom meeting 
with the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, as you propose, 
before the Committee of Eighteen starts its work.

Several matters relating to the substance of the disarmament prob
lem are also touched upon in your message. I  should like to make 
the following comment in regard to these.

First of all, a few words about control. You believe that the views 
expressed on this subject in my previous message are based on a “mis
conception of the United States position.”

I  should be only too glad if the position of the United States Gov
ernment on the question of control were other than we have imagined 
it to be up to now. Unfortunately, however, there is no factual basis 
to support such a conclusion.

The attitude of the Soviet Union towards the question of control 
has already been set forth in my previous message of 21 February 
1962.̂  Is there any need to repeat that the Soviet Union favours an 
honest agreement on disarmament under strict international control? 
I  can reaffirm once again our oft-repeated statement that the Soviet 
Union is willing to accept any proposals of the Western Powers on 
disarmament control if the Western Powers will accept our proposals 
on general and complete disarmament. I f  the United States Govern
ment is really concerned about how an agreement on setting up dis
armament control can be reached, then our willingness in this regard 
removes all difficulties in advance, and essentially there is no room left 
for disagreement.

A few words now about nuclear weapons tests. Let us speak 
frankly. I  have just examined the speech in which you announced 
your decision that, beginning in the latter part of April of this year, 
the United States of America would carry out a series of nuclear tests 
in the atmosphere.^ Try as you may to justify this decision, there can 
be no doubt that it is a further expression of an aggressive line in in-

 ̂Ante, pp. 4^57. 
® Supra.
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temational relations, that it is a blow directed at the Committee of 
Eighteen that is to begin work at any moment now, a blow directed 
against the forthcoming disarmament negotiations. No matter what 
attempts you made to persuade us to the contrary, the shock wave 
from the United States nuclear tests in the Pacific Ocean will travel 
all the way to the Palais des Nations in Geneva.

You state that the United States of America is compelled to conduct 
further nuclear tests if it is not to fall behind the Soviet Union; but 
you did not even mention that the United States and its NATO allies 
have carried out far more nuclear test explosions than the Soviet 
Union. That, however, is the truth, and anyone who is not pursuing 
the specific aim of deceiving world public opinion must realize that if 
the United States and its allies, in addition to the nuclear tests they 
have already carried out, conduct a further series of such tests for the 
purpose of perfecting their nuclear weapons, then the Soviet Union 
will be compelled to test new types of its nuclear weapons to the extent 
which in these circumstances may be necessary for strengthening its 
security and preserving world peace. The Soviet Union was forced 
only a few months ago to carry out such tests because of the aggressive 
preparations of the NATO Powers.

When you assert that the United States cannot dispense with 
further tests of nuclear weapons, there is much that you leave unsaid. 
For the action contemplated by the United States Government in
volves more than just the nuclear explosions planned by the United 
States and its military-bloc allies. You are embarking on a new 
round in the contest to create increasingly lethal types of nuclear 
weapons; you are setting off as it were a chain reaction which, more
over, will become increasingly violent. This is what you refer to in 
your message as a ‘̂ prudent policy” !

Where, Mr. President, is the logic in this? On the one hand you 
repeatedly assert in your speeches that the United States is ahead 
of the Soviet Union in the size of its nuclear weapons stockpile, and 
your military leaders constantly boast that they could wipe the Soviet 
Union and all the countries of the socialist camp from the face of 
the earth.

On the other hand, you now say that the United States must carry 
out nuclear weapons tests if it is not to be left behind in armaments 
by the Soviet Union. These two statements obviously do not tally.

What your logic, Mr. President, amounts to is that you are now 
announcing a new series of nuclear weapons tests to be conducted by 
the United States of America, whereas just recently you and the 
entire Western Press were demonstrating—and correctly demon-
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strating— ĥow harmful such tests are. How often was it then said 
that nuclear explosions contaminate the air, the soil and vegetation, 
that radioactive fall-out, with the contaminated vegetation, are ab
sorbed by animal organisms, especially by cattle, and that this fall-out 
is transmitted to children by the milk they drink.

But it now appears that all these arguments were directed solely 
against the Soviet Union, and were intended merely to enable the 
United States to maintain its superiority in certain types of weapons. 
Now that you yourself have come to the conclusion that you need to 
carry out such tests, what has become of these arguments; What has 
become of that love of mankind of which you were so prodigal in your 
speeches and messages?

Who will new nuclear tests benefit, considering that throughout 
the post-war years the United States has been building up enormous 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons? I t is obvious that they will benefit 
the monopolists who profit from the arms race and whose desire for 
gain outweighs any dangers connected with the contamination of 
the atmosphere, of water or the soil from radioactive fall-out.

But the people of the United States of America, like the people of 
all other nations, can only suffer from this policy thait is being carried 
out in the interest of monopolistic capital. On the one hand, nuclear 
weapons are produced, and the monopolists profit from the accumu
lation of nuclear stockpiles. On the other hand, by instilling a fear of 
these weapons in the people of the world, and by no means l ^ t  of all 
the peojyle of their own country, the monopolists profit from the con
struction of fall-out shelters. In  this way the monopolies fleece and 
ruthlessly exploit the people.

I t  is thus apparent that all talk of humanitarianism and love of 
mankind stops as soon as the profits of the monopolies are affected.

You and your allies in the various aggressive blocs justify your 
decision to resume nuclear weapons tests on the ground that such 
tests have been conducted by the Soviet Union. This argument does 
not hold water, for the whole world knows that the atomic bomb was 
first made by the United States of America and that, in addition, the 
first nuclear weapons tests were carried out by the United States of 
America. Furthermore, the United States not only conducted tests 
in the atmosphere but also exploded atomic bombs over the Japanese 
cities of Nagasaki and Hiroshima. I t  was the United States, and 
the United States alone, that forced the Soviet Union, for the sake of 
ensuring its own security, to embark on the manufacture and stock
piling of nuclear weapons.

If, therefore, we are to be logical and to make a sincere effort to 
achieve mutual understanding and agreement on a system of disarma
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ment based on equality of rights, then we must admit that the Soviet 
Union should be the last side to complete nuclear weapons testing. 
The testing carried out by the Soviet Union has from the very begin
ning been merely a coimter-measure to the nuclear armaments race 
dictated by the Western Powers.

You announced in your speech, Mr. President, that the United 
States will begin conducting tests in the atmosphere in the latter part 
of April. But the fact is that you have already given the order for 
the tests to begin and are putting them off for one and a half to two 
months merely, as is evident, to prepare the public of the world for 
the effort of swallowing this bitter pill.

You understand, of course, that if the United States begins carrying 
out test explosions of nuclear weapons, then the Soviet Union, for the 
sake of its own security and of world peace, will inevitably be forced 
to meet this challenge too by carrying out its own series of new tests. 
For we have the teclmical means for doing this, and they are at least 
equal to yours. By your testing, therefore, you will be starting a new 
lap in the race for the creation of lethal weapons. What we should 
like to do, however, is to compete with the United States and other 
friendly States in creating better conditions for peaceful living and to 
join forces in the cause of ensuring world peace.

The decision of the United States Government to conduct a new se
ries of nuclear tests will spur on the improvement and stockpiling of 
precisely those types of modem weapons that present the greatest dan
ger, namely, atomic and hydrogen bombs, nuclear rocket warheads and 
rockets themselves. What, then, it may be asked, will there be to agree 
on at the disarmament negotiations? Surely not the number of ma
chine-guns and rifles to be scrapped or the size of the reduction to be 
made in the forces guarding the arsenals where increasing supplies of 
nuclear weapons and rockets will continue to be stockpiled ?

Perhaps the Soviet Union is expected to state whether it will be will
ing, before nuclear testing is begun by the United States in April, to 
agree to the terms, already rejected by us, of an agreement which, be
hind a camouflage of international control to ensure the cessation of 
testing, would lead to the creation of an extensive system of intelligence 
and espionage. I  hope that this is not what is expected of us, because 
that would look very much like atomic blackmail. You are well aware, 
I  am sure, that such methods applied to the Soviet Union have never 
benefited anyone in the past and will be fruitless either now or in the 
future.

Thus, for the statesmen of those countries in particular which bear 
the main responsibility for the preservation of peace, the United States
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Government’s decision to carry out a new series of nuclear tests raises 
very serious questions, among which is the question of what prospects 
lie in store for the eighteen-nation Disarmament Committee. I  con
sider it my duty to speak to you frankly about all these matters.

I  am convinced that the relentless increase in the power of nuclear 
armaments can be stopped. This, indeed, is the purpose of our recent 
proposals, with which you are familiar, for the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests. The conclusion of an agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear tests, instead of their resumption, would be a manifestation of 
precisely that prudent policy of which you speak in your message.

I  have the honour to be, etc.

N . K hrushchev

Statement by the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
March 5, 1962'

I t  was indicated on February 9 that the French Government would 
have to adopt a position of extreme reserve with respect to the antici
pated meeting at Geneva on March 14 of the disarmament committee 
established by the United Nations General Assembly, composed of 
representatives of eighteen countries.

I t  did not appear that such discussions would develop in a frame
work permitting even partial solutions to outstanding problems.

The letter addressed by General de Gaulle to Mr. Khrushchev on 
February 18 has demonstrated French views on this subject,^ both 
as to the substance and as to the procedure, considering the funda
mental importance that the question of disarmament has in our view.

Since then events have confirmed the French Government in its 
position and that is why it does not intend to send representatives to 
the March 14 meeting. I t  wishes very much that it may later be pos
sible to organize, in an atmosphere free from all spirit of polemics 
and propaganda, discussions on the problem of disarmament and also 
on other great world problems, among the powers that can effectively 
contribute to their solution.

 ̂Le Monde, Mar. 7,1962, p. 6 (translation by ACDA).
* See ante, pp. 48-49.
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Letter From the Acting British Representative (Crowe) 
to Acting Secretary-General Thant: Spread of Nuclear 
Weapons, March 9, 1962 ^

I  have the honour to refer to your letter PO 134 of 2 January 
transmitting the text of resolution 1664 (XVI) dated 4 December 
1961, by the General Assembly “ and to transmit to you the views of 
Her Majesty’s Government.

I t  appears to Her Majesty’s Government that it is for those Gov
ernments not posseting nuclear weapons to decide on the conditions 
under which they might give the imdertakings suggested in the fourth 
preambular paragraph of resolution 1664. Her Majesty’s Govern
ment do possess such weapons and no question therefore arises under 
this resolution of their giving such imdertakings.

As for operative paragraph 3 of the resolution, the attitude of Her 
Majesty’s Government, when the matter is discussed in the Disarma
ment Commission, or ^ou ld  it be raised in the Eighteen-Nation Con
ference on Disarmament, will be governed by the following:

(a) their view that Restrictions on the freedom of governments to 
deploy, or to accept the deployment on their territories of, nuclear 
weapons could only be accepted if they formed part of measures for 
general and complete disarmament which would adequately safeguard 
the security of the States concerned.

(b) their support of General Assembly resolution 1665 of 4 
December 1961, about means to prevent an increase in the number 
of Governments possessing their own nuclear weapons.^

(c) their conviction that further nuclear tests can be prevented if 
aU those concerned will enter into fruitful negotiations to end such 
tests under effective international control.

C. T. CfeowB 
United Kingdom Mission 

to the United Nations

" D0/201/Add.2, Apr. 2,1962, p. 83.
 ̂Not printed.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1961 y p. 693.
* m d .,  p. 694.
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Letter From Foreign Minister Gromyko to Acting Sec
retary-General Thant: Spread of Nuclear Weapons, 
March 10, 1962^

S ir ,
With, reference to your letter of 2 January 1962,̂  in which you 

asked me to give the Soviet Government’s views concerning the possi
bility of giving effect to the United Nations General Assembly’s 
resolution relating to an inquiry into the conditions under which 
States not possessing nuclear weapons might enter into undertakings 
to refrain from manufacturing or acquiring such weapons and from 
siting them in their territory, I  have the following to state.

The Soviet Union, which regards the conclusion of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament as the principal task con
fronting States at the present time, is at the same time in favour 
of the implementation of measures which would help to lessen inter
national tension, bring about increased confidence among States and 
thereby contribute to the speedy solution of the problem of general 
and complete disarmament. On 26 September 1961 the Soviet Gov
ernment submitted for consideration at the sixteenth session of the 
United Nations General Assembly a special memorandum in which 
it proposed a series of measures designed to cleanse international 
relations from the accumulated effects of the “cold war” and to in
crease confidence among States.® The Soviet Government is, at the 
same time, ready to consider any constructive proposals of other 
States, too, directed towards the same goal.

The Soviet Union is firmly opposed to the use of atomic and hydro
gen weapons, and ever since they first appeared has called resolutely 
for the prohibition and the cessation of the manufacture of these weap
ons of mass destruction of peoples, and the elimination of all stock
piles of such weapons. I t  was precisely this attitude which determined 
the Soviet Government’s approach to the proposal made at the six
teenth session of the United Nations General Assembly by Mr. Unden, 
the Swedish Minister for Foreign Affairs, that States which did not 
possess nuclear weapons should declare that they would not participate 
in nuclear armament, that they did not themselves intend to manufac
ture nuclear weapons and that they would not permit nuclear weapons 
to be kept in their territory either for themselves or for any other

" A/5103, Mar. 12,1962.
 ̂Not printed.
® Documents on Disarmamentj 1961, pp. 496-504.
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State.^ In  a letter to Mr. Erlander, the Prime Minister of Sweden, 
Mr. Khrushchev, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, noted the positive significance of this proposal by the Govern
ment of Sweden.2 The Soviet Union supported the resolution adopt
ed by the United Nations General Assembly approving the Swedish 
proposal.®

The Soviet Government wishes to reaffirm that it considers it im
portant, in order to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons, 
that an agreement should be concluded between States whereby coun
tries not possessing nuclear weapons should enter into an undertaking 
not to manufacture such weapons, not to acquire them from Powers 
which do possess them, and not to permit them to be sited in their 
territory. The Soviet Union, for its part, is ready to enter into an 
undertaking not to deliver nuclear weapons or information concern
ing their manufacture to other countries, if the United States, the 
United Kingdom and France will enter into identical undertakings. 
The Soviet Government considers that there is no justification for 
postponing the conclusion of such an agreement.

The cause of peace and of removing the threat of nuclear warfare 
can only benefit if measures are taken against the further spread of 
nuclear weapons—the objective proposed in the resolution of 4 Decem
ber 1961. The greater the number of countries possessing nuclear 
weapons—whether these weapons are acquired by new States or 
whether they are made available to one or another military bloc as a 
whole— t̂he more difficult it will be to carry out the measures needed 
for the complete prohibition and destruction of these weapons of mass 
destruction, and to find a solution to the entire problem of general 
and complete disarmament. Any widening of the circle of such coun
tries will set up new obstacles on the road to disarmament and will 
greatly increase the danger of mankind’s slipping into the abyss of a 
nuclear war.

The Soviet Government feels it necessary to point out to States Mem
bers of the United Nations that the further spread of nuclear weapons 
could be prevented by agreeing that such weapons of mass destruction 
should not be produced or sited in specified geographical areas. Such 
an agreement would be fully in accordance with the provisions of 
the General Assembly’s resolution of 4 December 1961.

I t  is well known that the idea of establishing atom-free zones in 
various parts of the world has wide support. This support found 
expression in the well-known resolution, adopted by the United Na
tions General Assembly at its sixteenth session and warmly supported

pp. 632-634.
* See Izvestiya, Mar. 2,1962, p. 1. - ^
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, p. 693. ^
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by the Soviet Union, providing that the entire African continent 
should be made a denuclearized zone.^

The Soviet Government associates itself with the United JNations 
appeal to all States to refrain from using the territory, territorial wa
ters or air space of Africa for testing, storing or transporting nuclear 
weapons. The Soviet Government fully supports the decision that 
Africa should be made a denuclearized zone, and calls upon all other 
States, and particularly upon the Powers possessing nuclear weapons, 
to comply with that decision.

To declare the African continent a denuclearized zone would be a 
good start towards the establishment of such zones in various parts of 
the world. There exists, for example, a proposal by the Government 
of the Polish People’s Republic, supported by the Governments of 
Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic, that an atom- 
free zone should be created in Central Europe, the part of the world 
where the greatest tension prevails.^ I t need hardly be stressed that 
the implementation of such a measure would be a valuable contribution 
to the normalization of the general situation not only in Europe but 
in other areas of the world, and would do much to remove the threat 
of war.

Another well-known proposal is that of the People’s Republic of 
China for the establishment of an atom-free zone in the Far East and 
the Pacific Ocean.  ̂ Similar plans have been put forward for the Near 
and Middle East,^ the Balkans and the Adriatic,^ and for other ports 
of the world.

The emergence of zones free from nuclear weapons would reduce 
the likelihood of the outbreak of military conflicts and would facilitate 
the establishment of an atmosphere of trust in relations between States. 
The Soviet Union accordingly feels it a duty to give every possible 
support to the practical realization of these proposals.

Now that the United Nations General Assembly has adopted 
decisions aimed at setting up the first barriers against the danger of the* 
outbreak of atomic war, it is the duty of all States sincerely desirous, 
of eliminating for ever the threat of such a war to do everything in 
their power to ensure that those decisions are carried out. In that 
connexion, the position taken by the States members of the NATO mili
tary bloc, i.e., the United States, the United Kingdom and France, 
gives rise to some concern. I t  is known that in the General Assembly 
they opposed the resolution concerning the obligation of States not

" IMd., pp. 647-648.
1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 889-892, 944-948, 1217-1219; I960, pp. 258-260. 

^IMd„ I960, pp. 180-181.
 ̂lUd., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 943.1036.

^ im .,  pp. 14^-1426.
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possessing nuclear weapons to refrain from manufacturing or acquir
ing such weapons or siting them in their territory. They likewise 
withheld their support from the resolution providing for Africa to be 
declared a denuclearized zone.

The Soviet Union, for its own part, will continue to do everything, 
as it has in the past, to promote the implementation of measures aimed 
at the establishment of favourable conditions for the practical solution 
of the major problem of our times—general and complete disarma
ment under strict international control.

I  have the honour to be, etc.

A. Gromyko 
Minister for Foreign Ajfairs 

of the USSR

Letter From Foreign Minister Gromyko to Acting Sec- 
retary-Generai Thant: Use of Nuclear Weapons, 
March 10, 1962 ^

10 March 1962
In  reply to your letter requesting the Soviet Government’s views 

concerning the convening of an international conference for signing 
a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, as pro
vided for in General Assembly resolution 1653 (XVI) of 24 Novem
ber 1961,2 j  would communicate the following.

The United Nations General Assembly laid a sound and encourag
ing foundation at its sixteenth session by adopting a declaration to 
prohibit the use of nuclear weapons for war purposes. The peoples, 
for whom the removal of the threat of a devastating war is a cherished 
dream, cannot but endorse the words of the declaration to the effect 
that the use of atomic and hydrogen weapons would be contrary to the 
spirit, letter and aims of the United Nations and to the rules of in
ternational law and would be a war directed against mankind in 
general.

The Soviet Union has for several years called insistently upon the 
United States of America, the United Kingdom and other States to 
assume a solemn and unconditional undertaking to renounce the use 
of nuclear weapons and other types of weapons of mass destruction.

 ̂A/5174, annex II, pp. 36-37.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1961 ̂ pp. 648-650.
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I t  is therefore particularly gratifying to the Soviet Government that 
the United Nations has now expressed itself in favour of the assump
tion by States of such an undertaking.

The Soviet Government attaches great importance to the proposal 
made in the declaration for the convening of a special conference for 
signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weap
ons. The conclusion of such a convention should prove an important 
step towards the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, their elimi
nation from the armaments of States and the liquidation of all accu
mulated stocks of such weapons. The significance of agreements of 
this nature is confirmed by historical experience and has stood the test 
of time. I t  is known, for example, that the 1925 Protocol for the pro
hibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons  ̂ had a 
great restraining effect and prevented the use of these types of weap
ons during the Second World War. I f  States succeeded then in bar
ring the use of bacteriological and chemical weapons, it is all the more 
necessary to prevent the use of nuclear weapons, which would doom 
hundreds of millions of people to destruction.

The conclusion of a convention would help to relieve international 
tension, to strengthen confidence among States and, what is partic
ularly important, to solve the problem of general and complete dis
armament. I t would thus constitute an important contribution to 
the cause of realizing the most cherished aspirations of all peoples— 
the elimination of the threat of nuclear-rocket war.

A. Gromyko 

Minister for Foreign Ajfairs 
of the USSR

Letter From Acting Secretary of State Ball to Acting 
Secretary-General Thant: Spread of Nuclear Weapons, 
March 13, 1962 ^

E xcellency :

I  have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of Jan
uary 2^ in which, pursuant to General Assembly Eesolution 1664

 ̂Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Dis
armament and Security: A Collection of Documents (S. Com. print, 84th Gong., 
2d sess.), pp. 169-170.

 ̂Department of State press release 169, Mar. 14,1962.
® Not printed.
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(XVI) you request the views of my Government “as to the condi
tions under which countries not possessing nuclear weapons might 
be willing to enter into specific undertakings to refrain from man
ufacturing or otherwise acquiring such weapons and to refuse to re
ceive in the future nuclear weapons on their territories on behalf of 
any other country.”

The United States attaches great importance to this matter and 
desires that an early solution be achieved to this as well as other im
portant aspects of disarmament. Its views on the manner in which 
the problem of proliferation of nuclear weapons must be solved have 
been set forth by the Eepresentative of the United States to the United 
Nations during the General Assembly debates on this problem. Nev
ertheless, I  welcome this additional opportunity to reiterate these 
views.

With regard to the position of the United States, the question of 
dissemination of nuclear weapons appears to fall logically into two 
categories: (1) the manufacture or acquisition of ownership of nuclear 
weapons, and (2) the deployment of nuclear weapons. With respect 
to the manufacture or ownership of nuclear weapons, the concern of 
my Government to prevent the proliferation of such weapons has been 
made clear by its actions. Both United States legislation and policy 
severely limit United States transfer of weapons information to other 
countries; United States policy opposes the development of national 
nuclear weapons capability by any additional nation. United States 
legislation precludes transfer of ownership or control of such weapons 
to other states. This legislation has been a keystone in nuclear weap
ons policy of the United States.

The concern of my Government with the problem of proliferation of 
nuclear weapons is also reflected in the far-reaching disarmament 
proposal which it put forward on September 25,1961, in the Sixteenth 
General Assembly. That proposal in its Stage I  provides, inter alia, 
that “States owning nuclear weapons shall not relinquish control of 
such weapons to any nation not owning them and shall not transmit 
to any nation information or material necessary for their manufac
ture.” I t  further provides that “States not owning nuclear weapons 
shall not manufacture such weapons, attempt to obtain control of 
such weapons belonging to other States, or seek or receive informa
tion or materials necessary for their manufacture.”  ̂ In the Sixteenth 
General Assembly, the Government of Ireland proposed a resolution 
(1665 XVT),^ the substance of which was in consonance with the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 693.
IHd., p. 478.

® IMd., p. 694.
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Similar proposals contained in the United States proposal of Septem
ber 25. Consequently, the United States gave its full support to 
that constructive effort to deal with the problem and joined other 
delegations in passing this resolution by a unanimous vote.

On the second aspect of General Assembly Kesolution 1664 (XVI), 
i.e., location of nuclear weapons, for reasons that are well miderstood 
the defense system of the United States and of its allies includes both 
conventional and nuclear weapons, which exist to support the right of 
individual and collective self-defense, a right recognized by the 
Charter of the United Nations. Both the United States and its allies 
have chosen these arrangements recognizing that nuclear weapons are 
a necessary deterrent to a potential aggressor who is armed with such 
weapons and openly threatens the free world.

I t  is the firm belief of the United States that the only sure way 
to remove nuclear weapons, wherever located, from national defense 
establishments is through realization of a program of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control. Al
though this country cannot speak for other states, it is the opinion 
of the United States that, in the present world situation, nations 
would be willing to accept those specific undertakings which would 
involve giving up vital elements of their security arrangements only 
after they can be sure their security is adequately guaranteed by effec
tive disarmament and peacekeeping measures.

This problem was carefully considered by my Government in draft
ing the broad disarmament proposals it advanced on September 25. 
My Government considers it appropriate that the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Conmiittee, endorsed by the General Assembly in its 
Eesolution 1722 (XVI) take under consideration the questions raised 
by General Assembly Eesolution 1664. The resolution put forward 
by the Government of Sweden was adopted by the General Assembly 
prior to the formation of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Com
mittee. Consonant with its views that all of the problems specified 
in General Assembly Kesolution 1664 (XVI) can only be finally 
resolved in the context of general and complete disarmament with 
adequate control, the United States Government believes that these 
matters are appropriate for the Disarmament Committee to consider. 
That Committee is charged with negotiating a balanced disarma
ment agreement in keeping with the unanimous reconmiendation of 
the General Assembly that such negotiations be based on the Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations of 
20 September 1961 (Document A/4879).^

" lUd., pp. 741-742.
pp. 439-442.
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May I  assure you of the continued cooperation of the United 
States Government in those areas of endeavor which will lessen the 
threat to mankind of nuclear destruction. I t  is fervently hoped that 
real progress can soon be made toward the attainment of peace in a 
disarmed world.

Accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration.

G e o r g b  W. B a u l  

Aotmg Secretary of State

Letter From President Kennedy 
to Secretary of State Rusk, March 13, 1962 ^

As you and your colleagues from every quarter of the globe enter 
upon the work of the Geneva Disarmament Conference, it may seem 
unnecessary to state again that the hopes and indeed the very pros
pects of mankind are engaged. And yet the fact that the immediate 
and practical significance of the task that has brought you together 
has come to be so fully realized by the peoples of the world is one of 
the crucial developments of our time. For men now know that amass
ing of destructive power does not beget security; they know that 
polemics do not bring peace. Men’s minds, men’s hearts, and men’s 
spiritual aspirations alike demand no less than a reversal of the 
course of recent history—a replacement of ever-growing stockpiles of 
destruction by ever-growing opportunities for human achievement. 
I t  is your task as representative of the United States to join with 
your colleagues in a supreme effort toward that end.

This task, the foremost item on the agenda of humanity, is not a 
quick or easy one. I t  must be approached both boldly and responsibly. 
I t  is a task whose magnitude and urgency justifies our bringing to 
bear upon it the highest resources of creative statesmanship the inter
national community has to offer, for it is the future of the community 
of mankind that is involved. We must pledge ourselves at the outset 
to an unceasing effort to continue until the job is done. We must 
not be discouraged by initial disagreements nor weakened in our 
resolve by the tensions that surround us and add difficulties to our task. 
For verifiable disarmament arrangements are not a fair weather 
phenomenon. A sea wall is not needed when the seas are calm. 
Sound disarmament agreements, deeply rooted in mankind’s mutual

' ENDC/7, Mar. 16,1962.
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interest in survival, must serve as a bulwark against the tidal waves 
of war and its destructiveness. Let no one, then, say that we cannot 
arrive at such agreements in troubled times, for it is then their need is 
greatest.

My earnest hope is that no effort will be spared to define areas of 
agreement on all of the three important levels to which Prime 
Minister Macmillan and I  referred in our joint letter of 7 February to 
Premier EZhrushchev.  ̂ Building upon the principles already agreed, 
I  hope that you will quickly be able to report agreement on an outline 
defining the overall shape of a programme for general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world. I  have submitted such an outline 
on behalf of the United States to the United Nations General 
Assembly last September.^ But an outline is not enough. You 
should seek as well, as areas of agreement emerge, a definition in 
specific terms of measures set forth in the outline. The objective 
should be to define in treaty terms the widest area of agreement that 
can be implemented at the earliest possible time while still continuing 
your maximum efforts to achieve agreement on those other aspects 
which present more difficulty. As a third specific objective you should 
seek to isolate and identify initial measures of disarmament which 
could, if put into effect without delay, materially improve international 
security and the prospects for further disarmament progress. In 
this category you should seek as a matter of the highest priority agree
ment on a safeguarded nuclear test ban. At this juncture in history 
no single measure in the field of disarmament would be more produc
tive of concrete benefit in the alleviation of tensions and the enhance
ment of prospects for greater progress.

Please convey, on my behalf and on behalf of the people of the 
United States, to the representatives of the nations assembled, our 
deep and abiding support of the deliberations on which you are about 
to embark. I  pledge anew my personal and continuing interest in 
this work.

 ̂AntCy pp. 25-26.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 475-482.
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News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy: Safe
guards Against Preparations for Nuclear Tests, 
March 14, 1962 ^

Q, Mr. President.^ there liave heen reports that some Western offi- 
cials at the disarmament meetmg at Geneva have expressed doubt 
that a/ny system of inspection and control^ no matter how rigid or 
comprehensive^ could possibly either prevent or detect secret prepara
tions for nuclea/r weapons tests in an area as large as the Soviet 
Union. Would you give us your view on that?

A. Obviously, I  think that we could develop a system which would 
predict, or which would detect, significant tests or tests which could 
lead to significant results with an effective inspection system. Prep
arations—of course, there is no guarantee, because preparations are 
another naatter, and there is no guarantee that any inspection system 
can be worked out that can predict all inspections. But I  think that 
we could work out a system that would detect a series of tests. That 
would be most useful.

We could also, and will suggest, some proposals to at least make it 
more difficult to prepare—^make preparations. But I  have never sug
gested that we could develop a foolproof system on preparations. And 
I  don’t regard that as significant, as being able to detect the tests 
themselves, because once—preparations are only important if they 
lead to tests. Once the tests come, then if the system is satisfactory, 
we receive a notification and could take action ourselves. There 
would be a time loss, but it would not be as— t̂he important thing is to 
have some ability to detect preparations and also a very effective 
ability to detect the tests themselves.

Agreement on Procedural Arrangements of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, March 14, 1962 ^

1. Nature of Meetings

All meetings will be private, except when otherwise agreed by the 
participating States.

 ̂Pul)lic Papfirs of the Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy^ 1962, 
pp. 228-229.

^ENDQ/1, Mar. 14, 1902. Adopted at the first plenary meeting. For other 
procedural arrangements, see post, pp. 176-177,276-277.
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2. Time of the Meetings

There will be one meeting a day from 10.00 A.M. to 1.00 P.M. Mon
days through Fridays unless otherwise agreed. I f  experience proves 
that this time creates difficulties for any delegation, the matter may 
be raised again for further discussion.

3. Publicity cmd Communique

Publicity by or on behalf of the Committee will be limited to the 
agreed communique following each meeting. The draft communi
que will be prepared by the Chairman and approved by the partici
pating States. Normally, it will refer to the chairmanship of the 
meeting; the title of any new documents tabled; agreements reached; 
the time of the next meeting; and, when required, the release of Com
mittee verbatim records and documents.

4. Languages and Records

The official languages of the Committee will be English, French, 
Eussian and Spanish. There will be simultaneous interpretation into 
each of those languages, and verbatim records will be provided in 
the four languages. Any member may speak in his own language 
provided he makes available simultaneous interpretation into an offi
cial language. Normally, verbatim records will be made available 
after a delay of two weeks for public use through the United Nations 
Secretariat at Geneva and New York unless otherwise decided.

5. Seating and GUairman-sM'p

Delegations will be seated in English alphabetical order, with two 
members of each delegation at the table. Two seats shall be reserved 
for the Secretariat on either side of the Chairman of the meeting.

The Chair will be rotated daily in English alphabetical order among 
all members of the Committee. The Permanent Co-Chairmen of the 
Committee will be the Eepresentatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America. The Chairman of the 
incoming meeting will normally consult with the Co-Chairmen of the 
Committee regarding the next day’s business. The Co-Chairmen will 
consult with each other and other delegations as desirable with the aim 
of facilitating both the formal and informal work of the conference.
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Statement by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, March 15, 1962 ^

A little more than two years have passed since the day when, from 
the rostrum of the United Nations, the Head of the Soviet Govern
ment, N. S. Khrushchev, appealed to the whole world for general and 
complete disarmament.^ In  this historically brief period of time, the 
idea of general and complete disarmament has not only gripped the 
imagination of people, but has also definitely rallied hundreds of mil
lions of people under its banner. I t  is no exaggeration to say that 
today the largest army in the world is the army of the advocates of 
general and complete disarmament, and its ranks are being reinforced 
every year, every month.

Is not the vitality of this idea shown by the fact that following upon 
its unanimous approval by the Fourteenth Session of the United 
Nations General Assembly, the Sixteenth Session, held last autumn, 
instructed the Eighteen Nation Committee especially set up for this 
purpose, to work out an agreement on general and complete dis
armament? ®

Long before the Chairman’s gavel opened the meetings of our Com
mittee, the Soviet Government made endeavours with a view to ensur
ing the fruitful nature of the negotiations on disarmament. I t  was 
precisely concern for a successful outcome to the negotiations that 
inspired the message of the Head of the USSR Government, N. S. 
Khrushchev, to the leading statesmen of the member countries of the 
Eighteen Nation Committee, in which he proposed that the work of 
the Committee should begin at the highest level, with the participation 
of Heads of Government or Chiefs of State.* This initiative of the 
Soviet Union has greatly contributed to the realization of the import
ance of the disarmament negotiations now beginning.

Today everyone recognizes the personal responsibility of the Heads 
of Government and Chiefs of State for the success of these negotia
tions and the need for the direct participation of statesmen of the 
highest rank in the work of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis
armament. No less important is the fact that the activities of the 
Committee on Disarmament are now the focus of world public opinion. 
Those who are fond of holding forth on international control may well

" END0/PV.2, pp. 5-14.
® See Doovments on Disarmament, 1945-1959  ̂vol. II, pp. 1452-1460.
* See iMd., 1961, pp. 741-742.
 ̂Ante, pp. 32-36.
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be pleased: the work of the Eighteen Nation Committee will indeed 
proceed mider broad and rigorous “international control”—under the 
control of the peoples.

The hopes of human beings are centered on preventing the outbreak 
of a new world war, the flames of which would devour whole countries. 
And these hopes are justifiably linked with general and complete 
disarmament, which is the common concern of all peoples and of all 
States, large and small. For this reason the Soviet Government 
expresses its satisfaction at the fact that this time, unlike in the past, 
States other than those belonging to opposing military alignments are 
also participating in the negotiations on disarmament.

The Eighteen Nation Committee can be said to be a sort of cross- 
section of the present-day world. All three main groups of States are 
represented here: the socialist coimtries, the States belonging to the 
military blocs of the Western Powers, and the neutralist countries. 
The Committee also incorporates the interests of the various geo
graphical regions of the world.

Never before has there been a negotiating body for disarmament 
that was so fitted for the solution of the problem confronting it. The 
Committee is broad enough to be representative in the full sense of the 
word. At the same time it is narrow enough to act efficiently without 
getting stuck in the quagmire of endless discussions in which the vital 
cause of disarmament would be bogged down.

The Committee is starting its work in a situation characterized by 
certain favoura;ble circumstances to which I  have just referred. But, 
of course, they must not envelop in a golden-tissued veil the sinister 
omens looming on the horizon. No one can ignore the fact that a 
rather painful blow was inflicted on the negotiations in the Committee 
even before they had begun. Everybody, of course, realizes that I  
am referring to the decision of the United States Government to carry 
out a series of nuclear explosions in the atmosphere, beginning in the 
second half of April this year. And no matter what arguments may 
be put forward in justification, the United States Government cannot 
divest itself of the responsibility for the consequences of that decision.

As the Soviet Government has already declared, if the United States 
and its allies add to the nuclear tests already conducted by them yet 
another series of nuclear tests in order to improve their nuclear weap
ons, the Soviet Union will be faced with the necessity of carrying 
out such tests of new types of its own nu<jlear weapons as may be re
quired in these circumstances in order to strengthen its security and 
maintain pea«e.
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The Soviet Government is convinced, as hitherto, that there exist 
all the necessary conditions for putting an end to nuclear weapons 
tests once and for all, if the United States, the United Kingdom and 
France display a sincere desire to do so and if they do not steer a 
course aimed at whipping up the nuclear arms race. The Soviet 
Union considers acceptable a decision to discontinue nuclear tests 
within the framework of general and complete disarmament or on the 
basis of a separate agreement, as was proposed by the Soviet Union 
on 28 November 1961.̂

This is not the first time that speeches on disarmament are being 
made in the Palais des Nations at Geneva. I t  is said that recently 
it was even necessary to replace the floor covering worn out by those 
who have “laboured” in the field of disarmament in various commit
tees and sub-committees, commissions and sub-commissions. So far 
there has been no other practical result of these deliberations. I t  is 
true that there are also large piles of documents, but this has not ad
vanced the cause of disarmament by a single inch. I t  is easy to under
stand the feeling of frustration evoked among the peoples by these 
unending talks around and about disarmament. I t  is the duty of gov
ernments that listen to the voice of the peoples and endeavour to meet 
their aspirations not to allow the Eighteen Nation Committee to share 
the inglorious fate of its predecessors.

What must the Committee’s work end in, so that the participating 
governments can say with a clear conscience that they have really 
coped with the task assigned to them? Anyone who does not wish 
to prevaricate will give only one reply to this question— t̂he work 
must lead to the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament.

Guided by the desire to make the negotiations practical and busi
nesslike from the very outset, the Soviet Government has submitted 
for the Committee’s consideration a draft treaty on general and com
plete disarmament under strict international control.^

Unlike previous drafts considered in the past under the aegis of the 
United Nations, this document is a real draft treaty, in which a pro
gramme for general and complete disarmament is set forth, artidle by 
article, paragraph by paragraph, in the precise language of binding 
provisions. This document encompasses the whole process of dis
armament from beginning to end.

Our draft treaty is based on the principles of general and complete 
disarmament agreed upon by the USSE and the United States and 
approved by the General Assembly of the United Nations at its six-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664. 
 ̂Infra,
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teenth session. At the same time, it takes into account many obser
vations and wishes expressed in the past by other countries in regard 
to the programme for general and complete disarmament put forward 
by the Soviet Union.

The draft treaty prepared by the Soviet Government sets forth 
measures which, if fulfilled, will make it possible within a relatively 
short time to liquidate the entire military machinery of States, from 
rockets to rifles, from armies and divisions to general staffs. I t pro
vides for three clearly determined stages, each of which covers the 
specific obligations of States regarding disarmament and control. The 
purpose of these stages is to ensure the continuous and uninterrupted 
implementation of the whole disarmament programme and at the 
same time to create favourable conditions for the transfer of the econ
omies of States to a peaceful basis.

Each party to the treaty on general and compilete disarmament, 
when proceeding to carry out the treaty, must know everything it will 
have to do both at the beginning and at the end of the disarmament 
process. The stages are, so to speak, the steps of general and com
plete disarmament, and we want to build a sound staircase, so that 
we can firmly set our feet on each step, knowing that it will not col
lapse under our feet and that the world will not again plunge into the 
abyss of the arms race.

In this respect the Soviet draft differs favourably from other pro
posals which, although generally expressing agreement with the prin
ciple of carrying out general and complete disarmament in stages, in 
effect reduce the actual plans for disarmament to an enumeration of 
a few, and mainly very indefinite, measures of the first stage. As for 
the measures of the remaining stages, they are at best a vague outline 
which no one, including its authors, can decipher.

The implementation of the measures of the first stage set forth in 
the relevant articles of the Soviet draft treaty would practically elim
inate the danger of an attack with nuclear weapons.

Just imagine that instead of being at the very start of the work of 
the Eighteen Nation Committee, we were already on the eve of the 
entry into force of a disarmament treaty. Then within less than two 
years all the means of delivering nuclear weapons would vanish from 
the face of the earth, and this means that the weapons themselves 
would be factually immobilized. There would be no military rockets 
or pilotless aircraft, and their launching pads, silos and platforms 
would be demolished. Even if rockets did fly, they would merely 
be the harbingers of science, probing the depths of the universe. 
Military aircraft capable of carrying atomic and hydrogen bombs 
would not be ploughing through the sky for they would have been 
destroyed. I t  would also be peaceful on the high seas: surface war
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ships which could serve as nuclear weapon vehicles, and submarines 
would have been scrapped. The foreign military bases scattered over 
the territory of dozens of countries would remain only as dots on the 
maps charted by general staffs before the conclusion of the treaty on 
general and complete disarmament, while the bases themselves would 
no longer exist. The troops of any country would be stationed inside 
their own country, and not in foreign territories, as is the case today in 
regard to a number of countries. In  addition, the strength of these 
troops would be considerably reduced; in particular, the armed forces 
of the Soviet Union and the United States would total no more than 
1.7 million men.

I t can hardly be denied that this picture, which is not derived from 
a science-fiction book, but fully corresponds to the specific and strict 
provisions of the draft treaty on general and complete disarmament 
proposed by the Soviet Government, greatly differs from what every
one can see today.

The implementation of the measures of the second stage of disarma
ment set forth in the draft treaty will ensure the prohibition of nuclear 
and other types of weapons of mass destruction, together with the 
elimination of all stockpiles of these weapons and the cessation of 
their production. The threat of the outbreak of a thermo-nuclear war 
will be completely removed. A further considerable reduction of the 
armed forces of States will diminish the likelihood of armed conflicts 
generally. I  should like to draw attention to the fact that we are pro
posing that the armed forces of the USSR and the United States be 
reduced at this stage to one million men. This figure has been named 
by the United States itself,^ and for this reason there should be no 
difficulty in reaching agreement.

When all the armed forces and armaments of States have been 
eliminated and all military establishments abolished in the third 
stage, as provided for in articles 31-38 of the draft treaty, war will be 
practically banished from the life of human society.

The word “stage” may sound somewhat dull, but just think what 
a tremendous and really world-transforming content is injected into 
it in the 'Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament. 
These are three historic landmarks on the steep path of mankind’s 
ascent towards universal peace, well-being and progress.

On fine days, the snow-capped peak of Mont Blanc can be seen 
from Geneva. For a long time people thought it would remain un-

 ̂The United States was a cosponsor of the VTestern working paper of May 28, 
1952, which suggested a numerical ceiUng between 1 million and 1.5 million 
for the U.S., the U.S.S.R., and China {Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, 
vol. I, p. 366).
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conquered. Yet the attack on that summit continued, and it was 
conquered. I f  disarmament is tackled properly, then that summit too, 
on which the aspirations of the peoples have been centred for ages, 
can be conquered in four years.

Disarmament measures in the Soviet draft treaty are arranged in 
stages in such a way that, both during the process of general and 
complete disaramment and after ite completion, States will be in a 
position of equality in regard to the protection of their security and 
no one will obtain any kind of advantages. I f  other proposals with 
which the Committee is acquainted are examined from this point of 
view, it is obvious that they suffer from a one-sided approach. How, 
for example, can the destruction of the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons be divorced from the dismantling of military bases on for
eign territory and the withdrawal of troops from such territory? 
Does anyone believe that to follow a policy of calling on the other 
side to destroy its rockets, while you retain your own military bases 
on its frontiers amounts to disarmament? No, attempts to encroach 
upon the interests of the other side and to obtain a one-sided military 
advantage at its expense represent an unsound approach and cannot 
yield any satisfactory results. The Soviet Union is in favour of 
reasonable negotiations, honest disarmament and—if I  may put it 
this way—^honest co-operation in the solution of disarmament 
problems.

The Soviet Union wishes to have the necessary guarantees that the 
disarmament obligations that have been agreed upon will be strictly 
carried out and that there are no loopholes which will permit the 
clandestine production of aggressive armaments once the process of 
general and complete disarmament has begun. Our country does 
not intend to take anyone at his word, least of all States which have 
established closed military alignments, are pursuing a policy of build
ing up armaments and have placed their military bases as close as 
possible to the Soviet Union. Nor do we expect others to take us at 
our word. The Soviet Union is a firm advocate of strict control over 
disarmament.

A study of the Soviet draft treaty makes it quite clear that, under 
the Soviet proposals, disarmament measures are coupled at each stage 
with reliable international control over their implementation. As 
N. S. K!hrushchev, the head of the Soviet Government, has repeatedly 
explained, the Soviet Union is ready to accept any proposals on 
control over disarmament put forward by the Western Powers if 
they will accept Soviet proposals on general and complete disarma
ment. This is the principle underlying the solution of problems relat
ing to control in the draft treaty proposed by the Soviet Government.
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Long before the work of the Committee of Eighteen began, a num
ber of predictions started to appear in the Western Press to the effect 
that the Committee was bound to come up against difficulties on the 
problem of control. Of course, if instead of seeking progress towards 
agreement, a deliberate attempt is made to deepen the gulf which 
has hitherto divided the positions of the sides, then the Committee 
will certainly begin to falter from its very first steps. But if all 
participants in the Committee approach the problem of control over 
disarmament from unbiassed positions, adopt a straightforward atti
tude and do not attempt to substitute control over armaments for 
control over disarmament, then the problem of control is bound to find 
a solution.

I t  will scarcely be disputed that the best means of guaranteeing 
peace and the security of States is disarmament itself. When there 
are no armies and no armaments, no-one, as a matter of fact, will be 
in a position to precipitate a war, to use force in international rela
tions or to threaten the use of force.

During previous negotiations certain States expressed the view 
that it would be desirable to take additional measures to safeguard 
security while general and complete disarmament is being imple
mented. This view does not differ from our own. Our draft Treaty 
provides for specific measures, including the setting up of armed 
forces to safeguard peace and the security of States both during the 
implementation of general and complete disarmament and after its 
completion. I t  is obvious that the establishment of institutions for 
the maintenance of the security of States can and should take place 
within the framework of the United Nations.

While the Soviet Government regards the preparation of an agree
ment on general and complete disarmament as the Committee’s main 
task it would nevertheless consider it useful if a number of measures 
which would facilitate the relaxation of international tension, the 
strengthening of confidence among States and the creation of more 
favourable conditions for disarmament were taken forthwith, without 
awaiting the completion of the negotiations on general and complete 
disarmament.

The Soviet Union’s proposals on such measures are contained in the 
Memorandum of the Soviet Government which was submitted to the 
General Assembly of the United Nations on 26 September 1961.̂  
We note with satisfaction that the ideas contaiaed in these proposals 
are finding increasing support. I  need only mention in this con
nexion the proposal previously made by Poland and supported by 
Czechoslovakia for the establishment of an atom-free zone in E u rop e.^

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 496-504.
" See iUd., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 944-948,1217-1219.
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Three of the four States which might form part of such a zone, 
namely, Poland, Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Repub
lic, are prepared to carry this proposal into effect. I f  we further recall 
the proposal for the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization and NATO,^ it will become abundantly 
clear how far agreement on such questions might improve the inter
national situation and facilitate progress towards general and com
plete disarmament.

Discussion of specific measures to ease international tension should 
not, of course, deflect the Committee of Eighteen from its main con
cern. In  order to prevent this from happening, discussion of such 
measures should proceed parallel with work on the treaty on gtoeral 
and complete disarmament, and without detriment to the principal 
task confronting the Committee.

Being anxious to facilitate the work of the Committee and to give 
the Governments represented on it an opportunity to gain a fuller 
and better understanding of the Soviet Union’s position, the Soviet 
Government is submitting, in addition to the draft treaty on general 
and complete disarmament under strict international control, a memo
randum explaining the main provisions of the draft treaty

Each year and each month lost for disarmament do not mean merely 
marking time in the talks; they also mean a headlong sliding towards 
the red line that separates the world from the holocaust of a rocket- 
nuclear war. Indeed, while the talks on disarmament are proceed
ing the arms race goes on as before and, moreover, with ever-increas- 
ing gigantic strides, and the weapons of annihilation are becoming 
more and more lethal and destructive. I f  an attempt were made to 
visualize the mountain of armaments accumulalted year after year by 
States, it would resemble an inverted pyramid with each new layer 
more massive than the previous one and holding an even greater stock 
of the means of destruction.

I t  would be a crime against himianity and against the conscience 
of the peoples, if the governments were to follow those groups which, 
though numerically small, strongly influence the policies of certain 
countries, and for which the arms race is merely a profitable business. 
But how squalid are these narrow interests compared to the stakes 
involved in the continuation of the arms race.

The production of armaments has now become a sort of continu
ously accelerating cycle which greedily sucks in ever bigger sectors

 ̂See Documents on Gtermany  ̂1944-1961 ( S. Com. print,, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), 
pp. 183-184:, 209, 328-331, and Documents on Disarmamenty 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 
727; vol. II, pp. 925,1029-1030, 1473.

 ̂Post, pp. 127-141.
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of industry, agriculture, science and technology. Military aircraft, 
rockets, bombs, tanks, submarines and other means of exterminating 
human beings possess a highly attractive property in the eyes of those 
for whom armaments are a source of profit. They cannot be sold to 
the population, because no one has any need whatever for them, yet 
they are paid for out of the pockets of the taxpayers and, further
more, they become obsolete the moment they see the light of day.

Today a powerful bomber of a certain type is built, and tomorrow 
a different bomber with a greater range, greater speed and greater 
carrying capacity is put on the production line. Where is the end of 
it all ? Does mankind have to regard the arms race as some sort of 
robot before which it must fall on its knees? No, and no again, say 
all those who cherish peace, who hold dear the future of mankind: 
there is a sure and realistic way to be spared the dangerous conse
quences with which the arms race is fraught. This way lies in gen
eral and complete disarmament.

In  wartime, lists used to be published of the casualties at the front. 
Yet no-one publishes the lists of the “cold war” casualties, the vic
tims of the arms race. And they are countless. What electric com
puter can calculate how many people could have been saved from 
hunger and disease if but a part of the funds expended on armaments 
had been diverted to the improvement of the living conditions in those 
countries which, through no fault of their own, lag many decades, or 
even centuries, behind the present-day levels of technology, education 
and medicine?

In considering the problem of disarmament in the Eighteen Nation 
Committee, we must constantly bear in mind that general and com
plete disarmament will release vast material resources, a certain pro
portion of which could be earmarked, as the Soviet Government pro
poses, for economic and technical assistance to the underdeveloped 
countries, for the elimination of their backwardness caused by the 
colonial exploitation of these countries. Such assistance would mean 
that the lofty principles of the United Nations, to which the govern
ments of our S ta t^  appended their signatures in 1945, do not remain 
hollow phrases, but are being embodied in a great and just cause.

General and complete disarmament, for which the Soviet Govern
ment is steadfastly calling, will consolidate the foundations of the 
peaceful co-existence of States and will make it indestructible. The 
sooner the States take this path, the sooner will come the day when 
there will be no room left for war.

Permit me in conclusion to express the hope that the members of 
the Committee, after impartially and carefully studying the draft 
treaty submitted today by the Soviet Government, will recognise the
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need to make it the basis of the Committee’s work. The Soviet Gov- 
ermnent, as it has already stated, is ready to do its utmo^ to ensure 
the success of the negotiations and to justify the expectations of the 
peoples that hinge on the work of the Eighteen Nation Committee.

Soviet Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee: Draft Treaty on General and 
Complete Disarmament Under Strict International 
Control, March 15, 1962 ^

P R E A M B L E

The States of the world,
A c t i n g accordance with the aspirations and will of the peoples, 
Oom)inced that war cannot and must not serve as a method for 

settling international disputes, especially in the present circumstances 
of the precipitated development of means of mass annihilation, such 
as nuclear weapons and rocket devices for their delivery, but must 
forever be banished from the life of human society,

Fulfilling the historic mission of saving all the nations from the 
horrors of war,

Proceedvng from the fact that general and complete disarmament 
under strict international control is a sure and practical way to fulfil 
mankind’s age-old dream of ensuring perpetual and inviolable peace 
on earth.

Desirous of putting an end to the senseless waste of human labour 
on the creation of the means of annihilating human beings and of 
destroying material values.

Seeking to direct all resources towards ensuring the further growth 
of welfare, and socio-economic progress in all countries in the world, 

Conscious of the need to build relations among States on the basis 
of the principles of peace, good-neighbourliness, equality of States 
and peoples, non-interference, and respect for the independence and 
sovereignty of all countries,

ReaifiTmiTig their dedication to the aims and principles of the 
United Nations Charter,

^ENDO/2, Mar. 19, 1962. Soviet amendments are printed posit PP- 65S-659. 
The Soviet delegation submitted a revised draft treaty to the Mrst Committee 
of the General Assembly on Sept. 22,1962 {post, pp. 913-938).
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Have resol/oed to conclude the present Treaty, and to implement 
forthwith general and complete disarmament under strict and effec
tive international control.

PART I. GENERAL

Article 1.

Disarmament Obligations
The States parties to the present Treaty solemnly undertake:

1. To carry out, over a period of four years, general and complete 
disarmament entailing:

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

The prohibition, and destruction of all stockpiles, and the cessa
tion of the production of all kinds of weapons of mass destruction, 
including atomic, hydrogen, chemical, biological and radiological 
weapons;

The destruction and cessation of the production of all means 
of delivering weapons of mass destruction to their targets;

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

The abolition of any kind of military conscription for citizens;
The cessation of military training of the population and the clos

ing of all military training institutions;
The abolition of war ministries, of general staffs and their local 

agencies, and of all other military and para-military establishments 
and organizations;

The elimination of all types of conventional armaments and 
military equipment, and the cessation of their production, except 
for the production of strictly limited amounts of agreed types of 
light firearms for the equipment of the police (militia) contingents 
to be retained by States after the accomplishment of general and 
complete disarmament;

The discontinuance of the appropriation of funds for military 
purposes, whether from State budgets or from organizations or private 
individuals.

2. To have, at their disposal, upon completion of general and com
plete disarmament, only strictly limited contingents of police (militia) 
equipped with light firearms, and intended for the maintenance of 
internal order and for the discharge of their obligations with regard 
to the maintenance of international peace and security, under the
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United ISTations Charter and under the provisions of Article 37 of 
the present Treaty.

3. To carry out general and complete disarmament simultaneously, 
in three consecutive stages, as is set forth in Parts II, I I I  and IV of 
the present Treaty. Transition to a subsequent stage of disarmament 
shall take place after adoption by the International Disarmament 
Organization of a decision confirming that all disarmament measures 
of the preceding stage have been carried out and verified, and that 
any additional verification measures, recognized to be necessary for 
the next stage, have been prepared and can, when appropriate, be put 
into operation.

4. To carry out all measures of general and complete disarmament 
in such a way that at no stage of disarmament could any State or 
group of States gain military advantage and that security would be 
ensured equally for all States parties to the Treaty.

Article 2.

Control Obligations
1. The States parties to the Treaty solemnly undertake to carry 

out all disarmament measures, from beginning to end, under strict 
international control, and to ensure the implementation in their ter
ritories of all control measures set forth in Parts II, I I I  and IV  of the 
present Treaty.

2. Each disarmament measure shall be accompanied by such control 
measures as are necessary for verification of that measure.

3. To implement control over disarmament, an International Dis
armament Organization including all States parties to the Treaty 
shall be established within the framework of the United Nations. 
I t  shall begin operating as soon as disarmament measures are initiated. 
The structure and functions of the International Disarmament 
Organization and its bodies are laid dawn in Part V of the present 
Treaty.

4. In all countries parties to the Treaty the International Disarma
ment Organization shall have its own staff, recruited internationally 
and in such a way as to ensure the adequate representation on it of 
all three existing groups of States.

This staff shall exercise control, on a temporary or permanent basis, 
depending on the nature of the measure being carried out, over the 
compliance by States with their obligations to reduce or eliminate 
armaments and their production and to reduce or disband their armed 
forces.

5. The States parties to the Treaty shall in good time submit to the 
International Disarmament Organization such information about their 
armed forces, armaments, military production and military appro-

688- 714— 63— vol. I-------9
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priations as are necessary to carry out the measures of the correspond
ing stage.

6. Upon completion of the progranmie of general and complete dis
armament the International Disarmament Organization shall be kept 
in being to maintain supervision over the implementation by States of 
the obligations they have assumed, so as to prevent the re-establish
ment of the military potential of States in any form whatsoever.

Article 3

Obligations to Maintain International Peace and Security
1. The States parties to the Treaty solemnly confirm their resolve 

in the course of and after general and complete disarmament:

(a) to base relations with each other on the principles of peace
ful and friendly co-existence and cooperation;

(b) not to resort to the threat or use of force to settle any inter
national disputes that may arise, but to use to these ends the pro
cedures provided for in the United Nations Charter;

(c) to strengthen the United Nations as the principal institution 
for the maintenance of peace and for the settlement of international 
disputes by peaceful means.

2. The States parties to the Treaty undertake to refrain from using 
the contingents of police (militia), remaining at their disposal upon 
completion of general and complete disarmament, in any manner other 
than for the safeguarding of the internal security of States or for the 
discharge of their obligations to maintain international peace and 
security, under the United Nations Charter.

PART II. FIRST STAGE OF GENERAL AND COMPLETE 
DISARMAMENT

Article 4 

First Stage Tasks

The States parties to the Treaty undertake, in the course of the 
first stage of general and complete disarmament, to effect the simul
taneous elimination of all means of delivering nuclear weapons and of 
all foreign military bases on alien territories, to withdraw all foreign 
troops from these territories, and to reduce their armed forces, conven
tional armaments and their production, and military expenditures.
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Chapter I

Elimination of the Means of Delivering Nuclear Weapons and Foreign
Military Bases on Alien Territories, and Withdrawal of Foreign
Troops from those Territories, Control over such Measures

A. M e a n s  of D e l iv er y  

Article 5

Elirriiruition of Rockets Capable of Delivering Nuclear Weapons

1. All rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons, of any calibre 
and range, whether strategic, operational or tactical (except for strict
ly limited numbers of rockets to be converted to peaceful uses), as 
well as pilotless aircraft of all types shall be eliminated from the 
armed forces, and destroyed. All launching pads, silos and plat
forms for the launching of rockets and pilotless aircraft, other than 
those pads that will be retained for peaceful launchings under the 
provisions of Article 15 of the present Treaty, shall be completely 
demolished. All instruments for the equipment, launching and guid
ance of the above mentioned rockets and pilotless aircraft shall be 
destroyed. All underground depots for such rockets, pilotless air
craft and auxiliary facilities shall be demolished.

2. The production of all kinds of rockets and pilotless aircraft, and 
of the materials and instruments for their equipment, launching and 
guidance referred to in Paragraph 1 of this Article shall be com
pletely discontinued. All enterprises, or workshops thereof, engaged 
in their production shall be dismantled; machine tools and equipment 
specially and exclusively designed for the production of such items 
shall be destroyed; the premises of such enterprises, as well as general 
purpose machine tools and equipment shall be converted to peaceful 
uses. All proving grounds for tests of such rockets and pilotless 
aircraft shall be demolished.

3. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
verify the implementation of the measures referred to above in Para
graphs 1 and 2.

4. For the peaceful exploration of space the production and test
ing of appropriate rockets shall be allowed, provided that the plants 
producing such rockets, as well as the rockets themselves, will be sub
ject to supervision by the inspectors of the International Disarmament 
Organization.
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Article 6

Elvmination of Military Aircraft^ Capable of Delivering Nuclear
Weapons

1. All military aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons shall 
be eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed. Military air
fields serving as bases for such aircraft, repair and maintenance facili
ties, and storage places at these airfields shall be rendered inoperative 
or converted to peaceful uses. Training establishments for crews of 
such aircraft shall be closed.

2. The production of all military aircraft referred to in Paragraph 
1 of this Article shall be completely discontinued. Enterprises, or 
workshops thereof, designed for the production of such military air
craft shall be either dismantled or converted to the production of civil 
aircraft or other peaceful items.

3. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
verify the implementation of the measures referred to above in Para
graphs 1 and 2.

Article 7

Elimination of A ll Surface Warships. Capable of Being Used as 
Vehicles for Nuclear Weapons^ and Submarines

1. All surface warships, capable of being used as vehicles for nu
clear weapons, and submarines of any class or type shall be eliminated 
from the armed forces, and destroyed. Naval bases and other installa
tions for the maintenance of the above warships and submarines shall 
be demolished or dismantled and handed over to the merchant marine 
for peaceful uses.

2. The building of warships and submarines referred to in Para
graph 1 of this Article shall be completely discontinued. Shipyards 
and plants, wholly or in part designed for the building of such war
ships and submarines, shall be dismantled or converted to peaceful 
production.

3. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
verify the implementation of the measures referred to above in Para
graphs 1 and 2.

Article 8

Elimination of A ll Artillery Systems^ Capable of Ser^nng as Means 
of Delivering Nuclear Weapons

1. All artillery systems, capable of serving as means of delivery 
for nuclear weapons shall be eliminated from the armed forces, and 
destroyed. All subsidiary instruments and technical facilities de
signed for controlling the fire of such artillery systems shall be de
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stroyed. Surface storage places and transport facilities for such 
systems shall be destroyed or converted to peaceful uses. The entire 
non-nuclear stock of munitions for such artillery systems, whether at 
the gun site or in depots, shall be completely destroyed. Underground 
depots for such artillery systems, and for the non-nuclear munitions 
thereof, shall be destroyed.

2. The production of the artillery systems referred to above in 
Paragraph 1 of this Article shall be completely discontinued. To this 
end all plants, or workshops thereof, engaged in the production of 
such systems shall be closed or dismantled. All specialized equipment 
and machine tools at these plants and workshops shall be destroyed, 
the remainder being converted to peaceful uses. The production of 
non-nuclear munitions for these artillery systems shall be discon
tinued. Plants and workshops engaged in the production of such 
munitions shall be completely dismantled, and their specialized equip
ment destroyed.

3. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
verify the implementation of the measures referred to above in Para
graphs 1 and 2.

B . F o reig n  M il it a r y  B ases  a n d  T roops i n  A l ie n  T erritories

Article 9

Dismantling of Foreign Military Bases
1. Simultaneously with the destruction of the means of delivering 

nuclear weapons under Articles 5-8 of the present Treaty, the States 
parties to the Treaty, which have army, air force or naval bases in for
eign territories, shall dismantle all such bases, both the principal and 
the reserve bases, as well as all depot bases of any designation. All 
personnel of such bases shall be evacuated to their national territory. 
All installations and armaments existing at such bases and coming 
under Article 5-8 of the present Treaty, shall be destroyed on the spot. 
Other armaments shall be destroyed on the spot in accordance with 
Article 11 of the present Treaty or evacuated to the territory of the 
State which owned the base.

All installations of a military nature at such bases shall be destroyed. 
Living quarters and subsidiary installations of foreign bases shall be 
transferred for peaceful uses to the States on whose territory they are 
located.

2. The measures referred to in Paragraph 1 of this Article shall be 
fully applicable to those military bases that are used by foreign troops 
even though legally they may belong to the State on whose territory 
they are located. The said measures shall also be implemented in re
gard to those army, air force and naval bases that have been set up
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under military treaties and agreements for use by other States or 
groups of States, regardless of whether any foreign troops are present 
at these bases at the time of the conclusion of the present Treaty.

All previous treaty obligations, decisions of the organs of military 
blocs, and any rights or privileges pertaining to the establishment and 
use of military bases in foreign territories, shall become invalid and 
unrenewable. The granting henceforth of military bases for use by 
foreign troops, and the concluding to this end of any bilateral or multi
lateral treaties and agreements shall be prohibited.

3. The Legislatures and Governments of the States parties to the 
present Treaty, shall enact legislation and promulgate decrees to en
sure that no military bases to be used by foreign troops are established 
in their territory. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Or
ganization shall verify the implementation of the measures referred to 
in Paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article.

Article 10

’Withdrawal of Foreign Troops from Alien Territories
1. Simultaneously with the elimination of the means of delivering 

nuclear weapons under Articles 5-8 of the present Treaty, the States 
parties to the Treaty which have troops, or military personnel of any 
nature, in foreign territories, shall withdraw all such troops and per
sonnel therefrom. All armaments, and all installations of a military 
nature, which are located at points where foreign troops are stationed, 
and which come under Articles 5-8 of the present Treaty, shall be 
destroyed on the spot. Other armaments shall be destroyed on the 
spot under Article 11 of the present Treaty or evacuated to the ter
ritory of the State withdrawing its troops. Living quarters and sub
sidiary installations formerly held by such troops or personnel shall be 
transferred for peaceful uses to the States on whose territory such 
troops were stationed.

2. The measures set forth in Paragraph 1 of this Article shall be 
fully applicable to foreign civilians employed in the armed forces, or 
engaged in the production of armaments or any other activities serv
ing military purposes on foreign territory.

The said persons shall be recalled to the territory of the State whose 
citizenship they hold, and all previous treaty obligations, decisions 
by the organs of military blocs, and any rights or privileges pertain
ing to their activities, shall be invalidated and unrenewable. The 
future dispatching of foreign troops, military personnel, or the said 
civilians, to foreign territories, shall be prohibited.

3. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
verify the withdrawal of troops, the destruction of installations, and 
the transfer of the premises referred to in Paragraph 1 of this Article.
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The International Disarmament Organization shall have the right to 
exercise control also over the recall of the civilians referred to in 
Paragraph 2 of this Article. The legislation and decrees referred to 
in Paragraph 3 of Article 9 of the present Treaty, shall indude pro
visions prohibiting the citizens of States parties to the Treaty from 
serving in the armed forces or from engaging in any other activities 
for military purposes in foreign States.

Chapter II

Reduction of Armed Forces, Conventional Armaments and Military 
Expenditures, Control Over Such Measures

Article 11

Reduction of Armed Forces and Gonventional Arrrhaments
1. In the first stage of general and complete disarmament the 

armed forces of the States parties to the Treaty shall be reduced to 
the following levels:

The United States of America—IjTQOjOOO enlisted men, oflSicers and 
civilian employees;

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—1,700,000 enlisted men,
officers and civilian employees..................................... (Agreed force
levels for other States parties to the Treaty shaJll be included in this 
Article).

2. The reduction of the armed forces shall be carried out primarily 
through the demobilization of personnel released as a result of the 
elimination of the means of delivering nuclear weapons, the disman
tling of foreign bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from 
alien territories, as provided for in Articles 5-10 of the present Treaty, 
and chiefly by way of the complete disbandment of units and ships’ 
crews, their officers and enlisted men being demobilized.

3. All released conventional armaments, military equipment and 
munitions of the disbanded units shall be destroyed, and the means 
of transportation and subsidiary equipment shall be either destroyed 
or converted to peaceful uses. Conventional armaments and equip
ment intended for reserve forces shall also be destroyed.

All living quarters, depots and special premises previously occupied 
by units being disbanded, as well as the territories of all proving 
grounds, firing ranges and drill grounds, shall be transferred for 
peaceful uses to the civilian authorities.

4. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
exercise control at places where troops are disbanded and reileased 
conventional armaments and military equipment destroyed, and shall 
also verify the conversion to peaceful uses of means of transportation 
and other non-combat equipment, premises, proving grounds, etc.
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Article 12

Reduction of Oonventional Amiaments Production
1. Proportionately to the reduction of armed forces, as provided for 

in Article 11 of the present Treaty, the production of conventional 
armaments and munitions not coming under Artidles 5-8 of the present 
Treaty, shall be reduced. Such reduction shall be carried out pri
marily through the elimination of enterprises engaged exclusively in 
the production of such armaments and munitions. These enterprises 
shall be dismantled, their specialized machine tools and equipment 
shall be destroyed, and their premises, and general purpose machine 
tools and equipment shall be converted to peaceful uses.

2. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
exercise control over the measures referred to in Paragraph 1 of this 
Article.

Article 13 

Reduction of Military Expenditures
1. The States parties to the present Treaty shall reduce their mili

tary budgets and appropriations for military purposes proportion
ately to the destruction of the means of delivering nuclear weapons 
and the discontinuance of their production, to the dismantling of 
foreign military bases and withdrawals of foreign troops from alien 
territories, as well as to the reduction of armed forces and conventional 
armaments and to the reduction of the production of such armaments 
as provided for in Articles 5-12 of the present Treaty.

The funds released through the implementation of the first-stage 
measures shall be used for peaceful purposes, including the reduction 
of taxes on the population and the subsidizing of the national economy. 
At the same time a certain portion of the funds, thus released, shall 
be diverted to economic and technical assistance to underdeveloped 
countries. The size of this portion shall be subject to agreement be
tween the parties to the Treaty.

2. The International Disarmament Organization shall verify the 
implementation of the measures, referred to in Paragraph 1 of this 
Article, through its financial inspectors, to whom the States parties 
to the Treaty undertake to grant unhindered access to the records of 
central financial offices concerning the reduction of the budgetary 
allocations of States in connexion with the elimination of the means 
of delivering nuclear weapons, the dismantling of foreign military 
bases and the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments, 
including the relevant decisions of their legislative and executive bod
ies on this subject.
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Chapter III

Measures to Safeguard the Security of States 

Article 14

Restriction of Displacements of the Means of Delivering Nuclear
Weapons

1. From the very beginning of the first-stage and until the final 
destruction of all means of delivering nuclear weapons under Article 
6-8 of the present Treaty, the placing into orbit or stationing in outer 
space of any special devices capable of delivering weapons of mass 
destruction, the leaving of their territorial waters by warships, and the 
flying beyond the limits of their national territory by military air
craft capable of carrying weapons of mass destruction, shall be 
prohibited.

2. The International Disarmament Organization shall exercise con
trol over compliance by the States parties to the Treaty, with the 
provisions of Paragraph 1 of this Article. The States parties to the 
Treaty shall provide advance information to the International Dis
armament Organization about all launchings of rockets for peaceful 
purposes, as provided for in Article 15 of the present Treaty, as well 
as about all flights of military aircraft within their national frontiers 
and movements of warships within their territorial waters.

Article 15

Control Over Launchings of Rochets for Peaceful Purposes
1. The launching of rockets and space devices shall be carried out 

exclusively for peaceful purposes.
2. The International Disarmament Organization shall exercise con

trol over the implementation of the provisions of Paragraph 1 of 
this Article through the establishment of inspection teams at the sites 
for peaceful rocket launchings who shall be present at the launchings 
and shall thoroughly examine every rocket or satellite before their 
launching.

Article 16

Prevention of the Further Spread of Nuclear Weapons
The States parties to the Treaty, possessing nuclear weapons, under

take to refrain from transferring control over nuclear weapons and 
from transmitting information necessary for their production to States 
not possessing them.

The States parties to the Treaty not possessing nuclear weapons 
undertake to refrain from producing or otherwise obtaining nuclear 
weapons and shall refuse to admit the nuclear weapons of any other 
State into their territories.
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Article 17 

Prohibition of Nuclear Tests
The conducting of nuclear tests of any kind shall be prohibited. 

(If such prohibition is not implemented under other international 
agreements by the time this Treaty is signed.)

Article 18

Measures to Strengthen the Gafacity of the United Nations to Ensure 
International Peace and Security

1. To ensure that the United Nations is capable of effectively pro
tecting States against threats to or breaches of the peace, all States 
parties to the Treaty shall, between the signing of the Treaty and its 
entry into force, conclude agreements with the Security Council by 
which they undertake to make available to the latter armed forces, 
assistance and facilities, including rights of passage, as provided for 
in Article 43 of the United Nations Charter.

2. The armed forces provided under the said agreements shall form 
part of the national armed forces of the corresponding States and 
shall be stationed within their territories. They shall be kept up to 
full strength, equipped and prepared for combat. When used under 
Article 42 of the United Nations Charter, these forces, commanded 
by the military authorities of the corresponding States, shall be placed 
at the disposal of the Security Council.

Chapter IV

Time-lhnits for Measures of the First Stage Transition from First to
Second Stage

Article 19

Time-limits for Measures of the First Stage
1. The first stage of general and complete disarmament shall be 

initiated six months after the Treaty comes into force (under Article 
46 of the present Treaty), within which period the International 
Disarmament Organization shall be set up.

2. The duration of the first stage of general and complete disarma
ment shall be 15 months.

Article 20 

Transition from First to Second Stage
In the course of the last 3 months of the first stage the International 

Disarmament Organization shall review the results of the implementa
tion of the first-stage measures of general and complete disarmament 
with a view to reporting on them to the States parties to the Treaty,
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as well as to the Security Council and the General Assembly of the 
United Nations.

PART III. SECOND STAGE OF GENERAL AND COMPLETE
DISARMAMENT

Article 21 

Second Stage Tasks
The States parties to the Treaty undertake, in the course of the 

second stage of general and complete disarmament, to effect the com
plete elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, as 
well as the further reduction of their armed forces, conventional 
armaments and their production, and military expenditures.

Chapter V.

Elimination of Nuclear, Chemical, Biological and Radiological 
Weapons, Control over such Measures

Article 22 

Elimination of Nuclear 'Weapons
1. (a) Nuclear weapons of all kinds, types and capacities shall be 

eliminated from the armed forces, and destroyed. Fissionable ma
terials extracted from such weapons, whether directly attached to 
the troops or stored in various depots, shall be appropriately processed 
to render them unfit for the direct re-establishment of weapons and 
they shall form a special fund for peaceful uses, belonging to the 
State which previously owned the nuclear weapons. Non-nuclear 
components of such weapons shall be fully destroyed.

All depots and special storage spaces for nuclear weapons shall be 
demolished.

(b) All stockpiles of nuclear materials intended for the produc
tion of nuclear weapons shall be appropriately processed to render 
them unfit for direct use in nuclear weapons, and shall be transferred 
to the above-mentioned special funds.

(c) Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization 
shall verify the implementation of the measures to eliminate nuclear 
weapons referred to above in Sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) of this 
Paragraph.

2. (a) The production of nuclear weapons, and of fissionable mate
rials for weapons purposes shall be completely discontinued. All 
plants, installations and laboratories specially designed for the pro
duction of nuclear weapons or their components shall be eliminated 
or converted to production for peaceful purposes. All workshops.
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installations and laboratories for the production of the components 
of nuclear weapons at plants that are partially engaged in the pro
duction of such weapons, shall be destroyed or converted to production 
for peaceful purposes.

(b) The measures for the discontinuance of the production of 
nuclear weapons and of fissionable materials for weapons purposes 
referred to above in Sub-paragraph (a), shall be implemented imder 
the control of inspectors of the International Disarmament 
Organization.

The International Disarmament Organization shall have the right 
to inspect all enterprises which extract raw materials for atomic pro
duction or which produce or use fissionable materials or atomic 
energy.

The States parties to the Treaty shall make available to the 
International Disarmament Organization documents pertaining to the 
extraction of nuclear raw materials, to their processing and to their 
utilization for military or peaceful purposes.

3. Each State party to the Treaty shall, in accordance with its con
stitutional procedure, enact legislation on the complete prohibition of 
nuclear weapons and on amenability under the criminal law for any 
attempt at its re-establisliment by individuals or organizations.

Article 23.

Elimination of Chemical^ Biological and Radiological Weapons
1. All kinds of chemical, biological and radiological weapons, 

whether directly attached to the troops or stored in various depots 
and storage places shall be eliminated from the arsenals of States, 
and destroyed (neutralized). Simultaneously all instruments and 
facilities for the combat use of such weapons as well as all special 
devices and facilities for their storage and conservation shall be 
destroyed.

2. The production of all kinds of chemical, biological and radiologi
cal weapons and of all means and devices for their combat use, trans
portation and storage shall be completely discontinued. All plants, 
installations, and laboratories that are wholly or in part engaged in 
the production of such weapons, shall be destroyed or converted to 
production for peaceful purposes.

3. The measures referred to above in Paragraphs 1 and 2 shall be 
implemented under the control of inspectors of the International 
Disarmament Organization.
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Chapter VI

further Reduction of Armed Forces, Conventional Armaments and 
Military Expenditures. Control over such Measures

Article 24.

Further Reduction of Armed Forces and Conventional Armaments
1. In the second stage of general and complete disarmament the 

armed forces of the States parties to the Treaty shall be further 
reduced to the following levels:

The United States of America -  One million enlisted men, offi
cers and civilian employees; 

The Union of Soviet Socialist -  One million enlisted men, offi- 
Republics cers and civilian employees.

(Agreed force levels for other States parties to the Treaty shall be 
included in this Article).

The reduction of the armed forces shall be carried out primarily 
through the demobilization of personnel previously attached to the 
nuclear or other weapons subject to elimination under Articles 22 
and 23 of the present Treaty, and chiefly by way of the complete dis
bandment of units and ships’ crews, their oflScers and enlisted men 
being demobilized.

2. All released conventional armaments, military equipment and 
munitions of the units being disbanded shall be destroyed, and the 
means of transportation and subsidiary equipment shall be either 
destroyed or converted to peaceful uses.

All living quarters, depots and special premises previously occupied 
by units being disbanded, as well as the territories of all proving 
grounds, firing ranges and drill grounds, shall be transferred for 
peaceful uses to the civilian authorities.

3. As in the implementation of such measures in the first stage of 
general and complete disarmament, inspectors of the International 
Disarmament Organization shall exercise control at places where 
troops are disbanded and released conventional armaments and mili
tary equipment destroyed, and shall also verify the conversion to 
peaceful uses of means of transportation and other non-combat equip
ment, premises, proving grounds, etc.

Article 25.

Further Reduction of Conventional Armamerits Production
1. Proportionately to the reduction of armed forces, as provided 

for in Article 24 of the present Treaty, the production of conventional 
armaments and munitions shall be reduced. Such reduction shall,
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as in the first stage of general and complete disarmament, be carried 
out primarily through the elimination of enterprises engaged exclu
sively in the production of such armaments and munitions. These 
enterprises shall be dismantled, their specialized machine tools and 
equipment shall be destroyed, and their premises and general purpose 
machine tools and equipment shall be converted to peaceful uses.

2. The measures referred to in Paragraph 1 of this Article shall 
be carried out under the control of inspectors of the International 
Disarmament Organization.

Article 26.

Further Reduction of Military Expenditures
1. The States parties to the Treaty shall further reduce their mili

tary budgets and appropriations for military purposes proportion
ately to the destruction of nuclear, chemical, biological and radiological 
weapons, and the discontinuance of their production, as well as to 
the further reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments 
and to the reduction of the production of such armaments as provided 
for in Articles 22 through 25 of the Treaty.

The funds released through the implementation of the second-stage 
measures shall be used for peaceful p u rp o ^ , including the reduction 
of taxes on the population and the subsidizing of the national 
economy. At the same time a certain portion of the funds, thus 
released, shall be diverted to economic and technical assistance to 
underdeveloped countries. The size of this portion shall be subject 
to agreement between the parties to the Treaty.

2. Control over the measures referred to in Paragraph 1 of this 
Article shall be exercised in accordance with the provisions of Para
graph 2 of Article 13 of the Treaty. Financial inspectors of the 
International Disarmament Organization shall also be granted un
hindered access to records concerning the reduction of the budget
ary allocations of States in connexion with the elimination of nuclear, 
chemical, biological and radiological weapons.

Chapter VII 

Measures to Safeguard the Security of States

Article 27.

Continued Strengthening of the Capacity of the United Nations 
to Ensure International Pea/)e and Security

The States parties to the Treaty shall continue to implement the 
measures, referred to in Article 18 of the present Treaty, regarding 
the placing of armed forces at the disposal of the Security Council 
for use under Article 42 of the United Nations Charter.
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Chapter VIII.

Time4imits for Measures of the Second Stage. Transition from Second
to Third Stage

Article 28.

Time-limits for Measures of the Second Stage 
The duration of the second stage of general and complete disarma

ment shall be 15 months.

Article 29.

Transition from Second to Third Stage 
In  the course of the last three months of the second stage the Inter

national Disarmament Organization shall review the results of the 
implementation of this stage.

Measures pertaining to the transition from the second to the third 
stage of general and complete disarmament shall be similiar to those 
for the first stage, as provided for in Article 20 of the present lYeaty.

PART IV. THIRD STAGE OF GENERAL AND COMPLETE
DISARMAMENT

Article 30.

Third Stage Tasks 
The States parties to the Treaty undertake, in the course of the 

third stage of general and complete disarmament, to fully disband 
all their armed forces and thereby to complete the elimination of the 
military machinery of States.

Chapter IX

Completion of the Elimination of the Military Machinery of States. 
Control over such Measures

Article 31.

Gom'pletion of the Elimination of Armed Forces and Conventional
Armaments

1. With a view to completing the process of the elimination of 
armed forces the States parties to the Treaty shall disband the entire 
personnel of the armed forces which remained at their disposal after 
the accomplishment of the first two stages of disarmament. The 
system of military reserves of each State party to the Treaty shall 
be completely abolished.
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2. The States parties to the Treaty shall destroy all armaments, 
military equipment and munitions, whether held by the troops or in 
depots, that remained at their disposal after the accomplishment of 
the first two stages of the Treaty. All military equipment which 
cannot be converted to peaceful uses shall be destroyed.

3. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
exercise control over the disbanding of troops, and over the destruc
tion of armaments and military equipment, and shall control the 
conversion of transport and other noncombat equipment, premises, 
proving grounds, etc. to peaceful uses.

The International Disarmament Organization shall have access to 
documents pertaining to the disbanding of all personnel of the armed 
forces of the States parties to the Treaty.

Article 32.

Complete Cessation of Militwry Production
1. Military production at factories and plants shall be discontin

ued with the exception of the production of agreed types and quan
tities of light firearms for the purposes referred to in Paragraph 2 
of Article 36 of the present Treaty. The factories and plants, sub
ject to elimination, shall be dismantled, their specialized machine 
tools and equipment shall be destroyed, and the premises, general 
purpose machine tools and equipment shall be converted to peaceful 
uses. All scientific research in the military field at all scientific and 
research institutions and at designing offices shall be discontinued. 
All blueprints and other documents necessary for the production of 
the weapons and military equipment subject to elimination, shall 
be destroyed.

All orders placed by military departments for the production of 
armaments, military equipment, munitions and material with national 
or foreign Government-owned enterprises and private firms, shall be 
annulled.

2. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
exercise control over the measures referred to in Paragraph 1 of this 
Article.

Article 33.

Abolition of Military Establishments
1. War ministries, general staffs, and all other military and para

military organizations and institutions designed to organize the mil
itary effort of States parties to the Treaty shall be abolished. The 
States parties to the Treaty shall:
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(a) demobilize all personnel of these institutions and organi
zations ;

(b) abrogate all legislative acts, rules and regulations govern
ing the organization of the military effort, and the status, structure 
and activities of such institutions and organizations;

(c) destroy all documents pertaining to the planning of the mo
bilization and the operational deployment of the armed forces in time 
of war.

2. The entire process of the abolition of military and para-military 
institutions and organizations shall be carried out under the control 
of inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization.

Article 34.

Abolition of Military Oomcription and Military Training
In accordance with their respective constitutional procedures the 

States parties to the Treaty shall enact legislation prohibiting all 
military training, abolishing military conscription and all o>ther forms 
of recruiting the armed forces, and discontinuing all military courses 
for reservists. Simultaneously all establishments and organizations 
dealing with military training shall be disbanded, as provided for in 
Article 33 of the present Treaty. The disbanding of all military 
training institutions and organizations shall be carried out under the 
control of inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization.

Article 35.

Prohibition of the Appropriation of Funds for Military Purposes
1. The appropriation of funds for military purposes in any form, 

whether from government bodies or private individuals and public 
organizations, shall be discontinued.

The funds released through the implementation of general and 
complete disarmament shall be used for peaceful purposes, including 
the reduction or complete abolition of taxes on the population, and 
the subsidizing of the national economy. At the same time a certain 
portion of the funds, thus released, shall be diverted to economic and 
technical assistance to underdeveloped countries. The size of this 
portion shall be subject to agreement between the parties to the 
Treaty.

2. To organize control over the implementation of the provisions 
of this Article, the International Disarmament Organization shall 
have the right of access to legislative acts and budgetary documents 
of the States parties to the present Treaty.

688-714— 63—‘vol. I----- 10
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Chapter X.

Measures to Safeguard the Security of States and to Maintain 
International Peace

Article 36.

Contingents of Police (Militia)
1. To maintain internal order, including the safeguarding of the 

frontiei^ and of the personal security of citizens, and to ensure com
pliance with their obligations in regard to the maintenance of inter
national peace and security under the United Nations Charter, the 
States parties to the Treaty shall be entitled to have, after the com
plete abolition of armed forces, strictly limited contingents of police 
(militia), equipped with light firearms.

The strength of these contingents of police (militia) for each State 
party to the Treaty shall be, as follows: ............................................

2. The States parties to the Treaty shall be allowed to manufacture 
strictly limited quantities of light firearms intended for such con
tingents of police (militia). The list of plants producing such arms, 
their quotas and types for each party to the Treaty shall be specified 
in a special agreement.

3. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
exercise control over compliance by the States parties to the Treaty 
with their obligations with regard to the restricted production of 
the said light firearms.

Article 37.

Police {Militia) Units to be made Available to the Security Comicil
1. The States parties to the Treaty undertake to place at the dis

posal of the Security Council, on its request, units from the number 
of contingents of police (militia) retained by them, as well as to pro
vide assistance and facilities, including rights of passage. The plac
ing of such units at the disposal of the Security Council shall be car
ried out under the provisions of Article 43 of the United Nations 
Charter. To ensure that urgent military measures may be under
taken, the States parties to the Treaty shall maintain in a state of 
immediate readiness that part of the police (militia) contingents 
which is intended for joint international enforcement action. The 
size of the units which the States parties to the Treaty undertake to 
place at the disposal of the Security Council, as well as the areas 
where they are stationed, shall be specified in agreements to be con
cluded by the States parties to the Treaty with the Security Council.

2. The command of the units referred to in Paragraph 1 shall be 
made up of representatives of the three principal groups of States
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existing in the world on the basis of equal representation. The com
manding body shall decide on all questions by agreement among its 
members representing the three groups of States.

Article 38.

Control over the Prevention of the Re'estdblishinent of Armed Forces
1. The police (militia) contingents retained by the States parties 

to the Treaty after the completion of general and complete disarma
ment shall be under the control of the International Disarmament 
Organization which shall verify the reports by States concerning the 
areas where such contingents are stationed, their strength and arma
ments in every such area, and concerning all movements of substan
tial contingents of police (militia).

2. For purposes of control over the prevention of the re-establish
ment of armed forces and armaments, abolished as a result of gen
eral and complete disarmament, the International Disarmament Or
ganization shall have the right of access at any time to any point 
within the territory of each State party to the Treaty.

3. The International Disarmament Organization shall have the 
right to institute a system of aerial inspection and aerial photography 
.over the territories of the States parties to the Treaty.

Chapter XI.

Time-limits for Measures of the Third Stage

Article 39.
The third stage of general and complete disarmament shall be com

pleted over a period of one year. During the last three months of this 
•stage the International Disarmament Organization shall review the 
results of the implementation of the third-stage measures of general 
and complete disarmament, with a view to reporting on them to the 
States parties to the Treaty, as well as the Security Council and 
the General Assembly of the United Nations.

PART V. STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS OF THE INTERNA
TIONAL DISARMAMENT ORGANIZATION

Article 40.
Functions and Main Bodies

The International Disarmament Organization, to be set up under 
Paragraph 3 of Article 2 of the present Treaty, hereinafter referred 
,to as the ‘‘Organization”, shall consist of a Conference of all States
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parties to the Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the “Conference”, and 
a Control Council, hereinafter referred to as the “Council”.

The Organization shall deal with questions pertaining to the super
vision of compliance by States with their obligations under the present 
Treaty. All questions connected with the safeguarding of interna
tional i:)eace and security, which may arise in the course of the imple
mentation of the present Treaty, including preventive and enforce
ment measures, shall be decided on by the Security Council in 
conformity with its powers imder the United Nations Charter.

Article 41.

The Conference
1. The Conference shall comprise all States parties to the Treaty. 

I t shall hold regular sessions at least once a year, and special sessions 
which may be convened on decision by the Council or at the request 
of a majority of the States parties to the Treaty with a view to con
sidering matters connected with the implementation of effective con
trol over disarmament. The sessions shall be held at the Headquarters 
of the Organization, unless otherwise decided by the Conference.

2. Each State party to the Treaty shall have one vote. Decisions 
on questions of procedure shall be taken by a simple majority, and on 
all other matters by a two-thirds majority. In accordance with the 
provisions of the present Treaty, the Conference shall adopt its own 
rules of procedure.

3. The Conference may discuss any matters pertaining to the meas
ures of control over the implementation of general and complete dis
armament, and may make recommendations to the States parties to 
the Treaty and to the Council on any such matter or measure.

4. The Conference shall:

(a) Elect non-permanent members of the Council;
(b) Consider the annual, and any special, reports of the Council;
(c) Approve the budget recommended by the Council;
(d) Approve reports to be submitted to the Security Council and 

the General Assembly of the United Nations;
(e) Approve amendments to the present Treaty in accordance 

with Article 47 of the present Treaty;
(f) Take decisions on any matter specifically referred to the 

Conference for this purpose by the Council;
(g) Propose matters for consideration by the Council and request 

from the Council reports on any matter relating to the functions of 
the Council.
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Article 42.

The Control Council
1. The Council shall consist o f:

(a) The five States permanent members of the United Nations 
Security Council;

(b) . . .  (number) other States parties to the Treaty elected by 
the Conference for a period of two years.

The composition of the Council must ensure proper representation 
of the three principal groups of States existing in the world.

2. The Council shall:

(a) Direct in practice the measures of control over the implemen
tation of general and complete disarmament; set up such bodies at 
the Headquarters of the Organization as it deems necessary for the 
discharge of its functions; establish procedures for their operation, 
and devise the necessary rules and regulations in accordance M'ith the 
present Treaty;

(b) Submit to the Conference annual reports and such special 
reports as it deems necessary to prepare;

(c) Be in constant touch with the United Nations Security Coun
cil as the organ bearing the main responsibility for the maintenance of 
international peace and security; periodically inform it of the progress 
achieved in the implementation of general and complete disarmament, 
and promptly notify it of any infringements by the States parties to 
the Treaty of their disarmament obligations under the present Treaty;

(d) Keview the results of the implementation of the measures in
cluded in each stage of general and complete disarmament with a 
view to reporting on them to the States parties to the Treaty, and to 
the Security Council and the General Assembly of the United Nations;

(e) Recruit the staff of the Organization on an international 
basis, so as to ensure that the three principal groups of States, existing 
in the world, are adequately represented. The personnel of the Orga
nization sliall be recruited from among those persons who are recom
mended by the Governments and who may or may not be citizens of 
the country of the recommending Government;

(f) Prepare and submit to the Conference the annual budget 
estimates for the expenses of the Organization;

(g) Elaborate instructions by which the various control elements 
must be guided in their work;

(h) Make timely analysis of incoming reports;
(i) Eequest from States such information on their armed forces 

and armaments as may be necessary for control over the implementa
tion of the disarmament measures, provided for by the present Treaty;
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(j) Perform such other functions as are envisaged in the present 
Treaty.

3. Each member of the Council shall have one vote. Decisions of 
the Council on procedural matters shall be taken by a simple majority, 
and on other matters by a two-thirds majority.

4. The Council shall be so organized as to be able to function con
tinuously. The Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure and 
shall be authorized to establish such subsidiary organs as it deems 
necessary for the performance of its functions.

Article 43.

Privileges and Immunities
The Organization, its personnel and representatives of the States 

parties to the Treaty shall enjoy in the territory of each State party 
to the Treaty such privileges and immunities as are necessary for the 
exercise of independent and unrestricted control over the implementa
tion of the present Treaty.

Article 44.

Finances
1. All the expenses of the Organization shall be financed from the 

funds allocated by the States parties to the Treaty. The budget of 
the Organization shall be drawn up by the Council and approved by 
the Conference in accordance with Paragraph 4(c) of Article 41 and 
Paragraph 2 (f) of Article 42 of the present Treaty.

2. The States parties to the Treaty shall contribute funds to cover 
the expenditures of the Organization according to the following scale:

(The agreed scale of contributions shall be included in the present 
Article).

Article 45.

Preparatory Commission
Immediately after the signing of the present Treaty the States rep

resented on the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee shall set 
up a Preparatory Commission with the task of taking practical steps 
to establish the International Disarmament Organization.
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PART VI. FINAL CLAUSES

Article 46.

Ratification and Entry into Force
The present Treaty shall be subject to ratification by the Signatory 

States in accordance with their constitutional procedures, within a 
period of six months from the date of the signing of the Treaty, and 
sha;ll come into force upon the deposit of instruments of ratification 
with the United Nations Secretariat by all the permanent members of 
the Security Council, as well as by those States that are their allies
in bilateral and multilateral military alliances, and b y ...................
(number) non-aligned States.

Article 47.

Amfhrndments
Any proposal to amend the text of the present Treaty shall come 

into force after it has been adopted by a two-thirds majority at a 
Conference of all States parties to the Treaty, and ratified in accord
ance with their constitutional procedures by the States referred to in 
Article 46 of the present Treaty.

Article 48.

Authentic Texts
The present Treaty done in the Eussian, English, French, Chinese 

and Spanish languages, each being equally authentic, shall be de
posited with the United Nations Secretariat, which shall transmit cer
tified copies thereof to all the Signatory States.

In witness whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
the present Treaty.

Done a t ...........................

Memorandum of the Soviet Government on Disarma
ment Negotiations in the Eighteen Nation Committee, 
March 15, 1962"

I.

In accordance with the instructions of the United Nations General 
Assembly, the Eighteen Nation Committee is starting negotiations

" ENDC/3, Mar. 19, 1962.
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with a view to reacliing agreement on general and complete disarma
ment. The Soviet Government is not regarding these negotiations 
merely as one of the many routine meetings which have taken place in 
the past in various committees, subcommittees and commissions, but 
without achieving any positive result. The Soviet Government’s po
sition is based on the view that the negotiations in the Eighteen Na
tion Committee constitute a qualitatively new stage in the considera
tion of the disarmament problem, a stage which should result in its 
practical solution.

Mankind has ailways placed on disarmament its best hopes for the 
maintenance and consolidation of peace. But never before has dis
armament been so vitally necessary as it is today. At the present time, 
when such momentous advances have taken place in military tech
nology, when States possess thermonuclear weapons of immense de
structive capacity and powerful means for their delivery, the destiny 
of the nations largely hinges on the solution of the disarmament prob
lem. The weapons of mass destruction already stockpiled are suffi
cient to cause the annihilation of hundreds of millions of human 
beings. At the same time the arms race is continuing and at a rapidly 
increasing pace. Although in the past the arms race invariably led 
to world wars entailing imtold suffering and distress for the peoples, 
today it is fraught with even more catastrophic consequences.

In  the circimistances, it is the supreme duty of States finally to 
reach agreement on disarmament. I f  they do so, the nations will be 
saved from the imminent threat of a devastating thermonuclear war, 
and the whole course of international events will take a turn for the 
better. If, on the other hand, no agreement is reached on disarma
ment, mankind will face dangers such as it has never known in its 
entire history. I t  is in these terms that the question is posed today.

Can the disarmament problem be solved ?
The Soviet Government unhesitatingly replies in the affirmative. 

Yes, the problem of disarmament can be solved, provided, of course 
that all States strive to that end, and especially those States which 
possess the most powerful armed forces and armament.

Moreover, thanks to the efforts of the peace-loving nations, some 
preparatory work for the solution of the disarmament problem has 
already been done. In particular, the tireless efforts to expound the 
general and complete disarmament proposals put forward by Mr. 
N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, 
at the fourteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly in 
September 1959,’ have yielded results. I t is now widely recognized 
by States that disarmament must be general and complete and that

' 'Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1452 ff.
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the threat of a new world war cannot be eliminated through any par
tial and unco-ordinated measures, particularly as negotiations on such 
measures raise the difficult problems of control and the preservation 
of the balance of forces at a time when States continue to possess 
powerful ballistic and nuclear weapons. On 20 December 1961, the 
United Nations General Assembly unanimousily adopted a resolution 
calling for early agreement on general and complete disarmament.^ 
The United Nations General Assembly agreed on and approved basic 
principles for disarmament, which state the need for a radical solu
tion of this problem through the elimination of all the armed forces 
and armaments of States within stri'ctly defined time-limits.

Eegarding negotiations in the Eighteen Nation Committee as a 
new, particularly responsible and undoubtedly difficult stage in the 
endeavour to achieve general and complete disarmament, the Soviet 
Government proposed that the work of the Gonmiittee should begin 
at the summit level with the participation of the Heads of Govern
ment (or State) of the countries represented in the Committee.^ The 
Heads of Government, who enjoy the fullest confidence of the peoples 
and who possess the broadest powers can more eas:ily overcome fixed 
ideas and hardened positions which are the legacy of past disarma
ment negotiations. The peoples are entitled to expect that, in the 
disarmament negotiations, the leaders primarily responsible for State 
policy as a whole should display the wisdom, perspicacity and cour
age which are so indispensable to the attainment of agreement.

Though, unfortunately, it did not prove possible to reach agree
ment on starting the Committee’s work at the summit level, it is of 
positive significance that the exchange of views between the leaders 
of States has revealed general agreement on the importance that the 
disarmament talks in the Committee are assuming. Of no less im
portance is the present general recognition of the personal responsi
bility of the Heads of Government or State for the success of the 
talks and of the need for the direct participation of statesmen at the 
highest leveil in the work of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee.

The Soviet Government intends, in all circumstances, to do its ut
most to ensure that the negotiations which have just opened on general 
and complete disarmament yield fruitful results.

II.

The Soviet Government believes that the work of the Disarmament 
Committee should from the outset be concentrated on the fulfilment 
of the main task assigned to it by the United Nations General As

 ̂md., 1961, pp. 741-742.
 ̂Ante, pp. 32-36.
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sembly, namely, the achievement of early agreement on general and 
complete disarmament under strict international control. With a 
view to facilitating and expediting the Committee’s efforts to dis
charge this task, the Soviet Grovemment is submitting for its con
sideration a draft Treaty on general and complete disarmament under 
strict international control.^ In  so doing, the Soviet Government is 
motivated by the view that, given the existence of general agreement 
regarding the aims and principles of disarmament, the Committee’s 
work should be as specific and business-like as possible, otherwise the 
negotiations will again slide into the well-worn track of theoretical 
discussions which produce no practical results.

The peoples are not interested in negotiations on disarmament as 
such, or in new programmes and other documents proposing half-way 
measures. Many such programmes and documents have been drawn 
up in the past and have not resulted in any progress. The peoples 
are interested in the final outcome of the negotiations, namely, in 
agreement and a Treaty on general and complete disarmament.

In submitting its draft Treaty on general and complete disarma
ment under strict international control for the Committee’s considera
tion, the Soviet Government expresses the hope that it will serve as a 
basis for an early and constructive solution of this problem in the 
interests of all nations.

In  accordance with the agreed principles for disarmament, the 
Soviet Government has defined in the draft Treaty the basic obliga
tions of States with respect to measures of disarmament and control 
at each of the three stages. The Soviet Government proposes that 
the whole process of disarmament should be effected within a period 
of four years.

Attaching great importance to the need for the early removal of 
the threat of thermonuclear war which hangs over mankind, the Soviet 
Government has provided for the implementation of major effective 
measures to that end at the first stage of disarmament. Such measures 
are the complete elimination of the means of delivering nuclear 
weapons to their targets, including military rockets of any range, 
military aircraft, surface warships and submarines, artillery installa
tions, and all other systems capable of being used for the delivery of 
nuclear weapons;

the complete dismantling of all military bases in foreign territory, 
including rocket, air, naval and all other foreign military bases;

the withdrawal of all troops from foreign territory, regardless of 
whether such troops are occupation forces or are stationed in foreign 
territory on the basis of any bilateral or multilateral agreements.

 ̂Supra.
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These first-stage disarmament measures are indissolubly intercon
nected and must, therefore, be carried out during one and the same 
period of time.

I t  is a matter of common knowledge that the Soviet Union possesses 
the most advanced vehicles in the world for the delivery of nuclear 
weapons to their targets. These are powerful long-range and super 
long-range rockets capable of delivering many-megaton nuclear war
heads to any point on the globe. If  the Soviet Union agreed to the 
elimination of these means of delivery in the first stage of disarma
ment, it would be voluntarily renouncing the military advantage it at 
present possesses. However, guided by the desire to achieve a prompt 
solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament and of 
banishing war, the Soviet Government is ready to take such a step 
and proposes that the elimination of all vehicles for the delivery of 
nuclear weapons should be carried out in the first stage, together, of 
course, with the dismantling of all military bases in foreign territory 
and with the withdrawal of foreign troops from such bases.

The execution of these measures would in fact preclude a nuclear 
attack by one group of States against another, even though nuclear 
weapons would still remain at the disposal of States.

The Soviet Government also attaches great importance to achieving 
a substantial reduction in the threat of war in general—and not merely 
of nuclear war— în the very first stage of general and complete dis
armament. I t is a fact that nuclear weapons did not exist during 
World War I, while in World War I I  they were used by the United 
States against Japan only at the very end of the war, when its outcome 
had already been decided. Thus, tens of millions of human beings 
perished in the two World Wars as a result of the use of conventional, 
not nuclear, armaments. This is a point that should not be forgotten.

In order greatly to diminish the danger of military conflict between 
States from the outset of the disarmament process, the Soviet Gov
ernment proposes in its draft Treaty that the strength of the armed 
forces of States should be considerably reduced in the first stage and 
that corresponding reductions should be made in conventional arma
ments. The Soviet Government is in favour of reducing the strength 
of the armed forces of the USSE and the United States to 1.7 million 
men and of reducing the armed forces of other States to levels to be 
agreed on. Such a reduction would greatly diminish the danger 
of war and, more particularly, the capacity to unleash local wars 
in any part of the world, and will, in general, have a beneficial effect 
on the entire international situation.

In the second stage of disarmament the draft Treaty, submitted 
to the Committee by the Soviet Government, provides for the com
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plete prohibition of nuclear, chemical, biological, and other types 
of weapons of mass destruction, together with the termination of their 
production and the destruction of all stockpiles of such weapons. 
Thus, when the second stage is completed, mankind will forever be 
released from the danger of the use by any State of nuclear or other 
weapons of mass destruction.

At the same time the Soviet Government proposes that in tlie second 
stage armed forces and conventional armaments be further considera
bly reduced. The proposed maximum force levels for the USSR 
and the United States at this stage, will be 1 million men, with levels 
for other States which will have to be agreed upon. The implementa
tion of this measure will result in the States possessing relatively 
small armies by the end of the second stage.

Needless to say, even after the second stage has been completed, 
the problem of removing the threat of war will not have been com
pletely solved, since there will be no guarantee against a resumption 
of the arms race. Only the implementation of the third-stage meas
ures can provide such a complete guarantee.

In the third stage the draft Treaty provides for the elimination of 
all remaining armed forces and conventional armaments, and for the 
complete cessation of military production and appropriations for 
military purposes. In this stage War Ministries, General Staffs, and 
military training institutions will be abolished, all laws on military 
conscription and other legislation concerning the recruitment of the 
armed forces will be abrogated, and all military courses and other 
forms of military training for citizens will be prohibited.

The implementation of the third-stage measures will result in States 
no longer having any means of waging war, and in the war danger 
being finally abolished. To maintain internal order the States will 
have at their disposal only strictly limited agreed contingents of police, 
or militia, equipped with light firearms.

The carrying out of general and complete disarmament will result 
in the release of substantial material resources and funds which are 
at present spent by States on the maintenance and development of 
the military machinery. These resources can then be directed towards 
developing the peaceful economy of States, and rapidly raising the 
standard of welfare and culture of the nations.

The Soviet Government believes that part of the funds, released 
in the process of disarmament, must be diverted to economic and 
technical assistance to under-developed countries. This would con
siderably help in overcoming the backwardness of those countries 
due to their exploitation by the colonial Powers. The portion of the 
funds provided for such assistance will be subject to agreement be
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tween the parties to the Treaty and must be written into the text of 
the Treaty on general and complete disarmament.

New prospects will open up for international economic co-opera
tion between States. Mankind will enter into an era of unprecedented 
development of peaceful and friendly relations between States, when 
the possibility of any military conflicts between them will be com
pletely ruled out.

III.

In the draft Treaty on general and complete disarmament proposed 
by the Soviet Government, and in all other previously submitted Soviet 
proposals on disarmament, an important place is given to questions 
of control. The Soviet Government bases itself on the fact that the 
institution of strict and reliable international control is an essential 
guarantee of, and an indispensable condition for, the successful imple
mentation of general and complete disarmament. The position of 
the Soviet Government on control is prompted, above all, by the 
desire to ensure the confidence of the parties to the Treaty that gen
eral and complete disarmament is being carried out by all honestly 
and in good faith, and that no State is evading compliance with its 
obligations in regard to disarmament measures.

For the purpose of exercising control over the implementation by 
States of their Treaty obligations, the draft Treaty provides for the 
establishment of an International Disarmament Organization com
prising all States parties to the Treaty. This Organization is to start 
operating as soon as disarmament measures are initiated. The rep
resentatives of the States parties to the Treaty will periodically meet 
in Conference to consider matters arising in the course of the imple
mentation of control over disarmament. A Control Council com
posed of the representatives of the socialist countries, of the countries 
participating in Western military alliances, and of non-aligned coun
tries will serve as the permanent organ of the International Disarma
ment Organization. In  the countries parties to the Treaty the 
International Disarmament Organization will have its internationally 
recruited personnel, including inspectors, who will be guaranteed the 
possibility of verifying without hindrance the implementation of the 
disarmament measures.

In considering the functions, powers, and method of work of the 
International Disarmament Organization, the Soviet Government 
came to the conclusion that there is no need to introduce into it the 
unanimity principle or the veto, and that it could be agreed that deci
sions would be taken by an appropriate majority. In this connexion 
the Soviet Government took due account of the nature of the tasks of 
the International Disarmament Organization, namely, to verify com
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pliance by States with their Treaty obligations, to note the comple
tion of the measures included in a particular stage, and to submit 
relevant reports to the States, and to the Security Council and Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations.

I t goes without saying that the International Disarmament Orga
nization will not and cannot be entrusted with any functions involving 
the execution of preventive or enforcement measures in regard to 
States. The business of the International Disarmament Organization 
is to establish facts. I f  in connexion with those facts the need should 
arise of taking action to safeguard peace and security, this would, as 
heretofore, be exclusively within the competence of the Security Coun
cil which is the sole body empowered to take such action by the United 
Nations Charter.

In working out concrete measures for control over disarmament the 
Soviet Government thoroughly weighed all the aspects of the matter 
and consistently adhered to the principle that at each stage the extent 
of control should strictly conform to the extent and nature of the dis
armament measures carried out in each stage. Such an approach 
makes it possible on the one hand, to ensure strict and rigorous veri
fication of the implementation by States of each agreed disarmament 
measure, and, on the other hand, does not prejudice in any way the 
interests of the national security of States. I t will be the implementa
tion of disarmament measures, and not the armed forces and arma
ments retained by States at any given stage, that will be subject to 
control. This is quite sufficient for effective verification of the im
plementation by States of the disarmament measures.

The contentions, sometimes made, that there can be no certainty 
that States are honouring their disarmament obligations if only the 
fact of the reduction of armed forces and armaments is verified, are 
completely groundless. Actually, even today one side does not know 
for sure the quantities of armaments and armed forces possessed by 
the other side. In  the course of disarmament both sides will at each 
stage reduce their armed forces in agreed proportions which will, 
without question, diminish the danger of a military conflict, even 
though the quantities of armed forces and armaments retained by 
States will not be verified. From stage to stage the quantities of 
armed forces and armaments belonging to States and remaining out
side the sphere of control, will decrease. After the accomplisliment 
of general and complete disarmament control will become unrestricted 
and comprehensive because then the States will no longer have any
thing to hide from one another, since all armed forces will have been 
disbanded and all armaments destroyed.
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The draft Treaty prepared by the Soviet Government provides for 
the extension of international control—stage by stage—to those ele
ments of the military machinery of States wliich are subject to elimi
nation at the corresponding stages of disarmament. In  the first stage 
it will be the means of delivering nuclear weapons to their targets, 
foreign military bases and foreign troops in alien territories, because 
it will be these components of the military machinery of States that 
are to be subject to elimination during the first stage. In  the second 
stage it will be the nuclear weapons themselves, and other types of 
weapons of mass destruction. In the third stage it will be central and 
local military institutions, military training establishments, etc.

As regards armed forces and conventional armaments the draft 
Treaty takes account of the fact that during the first and second stages 
they will be merely reduced, while their complete elimination is slated 
for the third stage. That is why control in the first two stages is 
proposed over the reduction of armed forces and conventional arma
ments, and not over those forces and 'armaments that will be retained 
by States. In  the third stage armed forces and armaments are to be 
completely eliminated, and therefore control over the implementation 
of this measure will assume a comprehensive nature.

The degree of reliability of the concrete measures of control, pro
posed by the Soviet Government, will be seen already from the man
ner in which it is planned to implement control over the elimination, 
in the first stage, of the means of delivering nuclear weapons to their 
targets.

The appropriate articles of the draft Treaty provide that the Inter
national Disarmament Organization will have adequate means and 
facilities for the establishment of control over the elimination of 
rocket weapons, military aircraft, warships, submarines, and other 
means which may be used as nuclear weapons vehicles. To these ends 
the draft Treaty provides for the presence of international inspectors 
during the destruction of all types of delivery vehicles, at airfields 
and in ports, and during the destruction of rocket launching sites. 
At the same time international control is to be instituted over those 
enterprises which were previously engaged, wholly or in part, in the 
production of the means of delivering nuclear weapons, in order to 
prevent the clandestine resumption of their production.

These control measures will embrace all the processes of the elimi
nation of nuclear weapons delivery vehicles, and will provide for 
access by the International Disarmament Organization, and its inspec
tors, to objectives essential for purposes of effective verification, and 
will ensure that no one will be able to evade compliance with his 
obligations in respect of a specific disarmament measure.
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Similarly, the draft Treaty elaborated by the Soviet Government 
defines the implementation of control over all other disarmament 
measures.

After the accomplishment of all measures relating to general and 
complete disarmament the International Disarmament Organization 
will continue to supervise compliance by States with their obligations, 
and will be able to send inspection teams to any point within the ter
ritory of the States. The necessary control will also be exercised 
over the strength, armament, and location of the police (militia) of 
each comitry.

The Soviet Government hopes its proposals on strict international 
control over general and complete disarmament will basically prove 
acceptable to all who sincerely desire to solve the disarmament 
problem.

I t  goes without saying that, should any other proposals regarding 
the arrangements and forms of control over any disarmament meas
ure be put forward during the negotiations, the Soviet Government 
will give them the most careful attention. I t is clear from repeated 
statements of the Soviet Government that it is ready to accept any 
proposals of the Western Powers on control over disarmament if those 
Powers accept the Soviet proposals on general and complete 
disarmament.

The Soviet Government is convinced that if all the members of the 
Disarmament Committee seek agreement on general and complete dis
armament under strict international control, and not the establish
ment of control over armaments, the Conamittee will not find it difficult 
to agree on controls.

IV.

The draft Treaty on general and complete disarmament prepared 
by the Soviet Government provides not only for controls, but also for 
other measures to ensure international peace and the security of States 
under conditions of general and complete disarmament.

Disarmament itself will, of course, be the best method of ensuring 
the peace and security of States. When the means of waging war 
have been destroyed, when States have neither armies nor armaments, 
no-one will be able to unleash war, no-one will be able to resort to 
force or the threat of force in international relations.

General and complete disarmament would, for instance, preclude 
the repetition of anything similar to the perfidious attack by Nazi 
Germany on the Soviet Union on 22 June 1941 or the surprise attack 
by the Japanese militarists on Pearl Harbor on 7 December 1941. 
Living in a world without armies and without weapons, people will 
learn of surprise attacks only from history books.
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Any attempt by any party to evade compliance with the disarma
ment obligations it has assumed in order to secure military advan
tages for itself will be exposed by the control organs. This very fact 
would have a sobering effect on anyone who might contemplate in
fringing the Treaty on general and complete disarmament. On the 
completion of general and complete disarmament, the control organs 
will exercise supervision to ensure that no State re-establishes its 
armed forces.

If, in the course of the implementation of general and complete 
disarmament, any State or group of States were to take aggressive 
action, the powers of the Security Council under the Charter of the 
United Nations would be quite adequate to put an end to such action. 
As we know, these powers of the Security Council are defined in 
Chapter V II of the Charter, which provides for such action to check 
aggression as may be necessary to maintain or restore international 
peace and security.

With a view to safeguarding peace and security as fully as possible 
during the process of general and complete disarmament, the Soviet 
Government has provided in its draft Treaty that measures should 
be taken in the first stage of disarmament to improve the capacity 
of the United Nations to preserve international peace and security 
in accordance with Chapter V II of its Charter. The Soviet Govern
ment is in fact proposing that States should negotiate agreements 
with the Security Council under Article 43 of the Charter of the 
United Nations. The idea is that the armed forces made available 
under those agreements will form part of the national armed forces 
of the States concerned and will be stationed within their territories. 
These armed forces will be kept fully up to strength and will be 
equipped and prepared for combat. They will be made available to 
the Security Council, on its call, under Article 42 of the Charter of 
the United Nations.

The Soviet Government proposes that the same method of recruit
ing and utilizing international armed forces should also be retained 
in the second stage of disarmament. When the elimination of the 
armed forces and armaments of States is completed in the third stage, 
international forces under the Security Council will be formed, 
whenever necessary, from the contingents of police (militia) retained 
by States.

The international armed forces of the Security Council will be under 
an appropriate command, both during disarmament and after its 
completion. Since the employment of the armed forces of the Secu
rity Council will constitute a serious and crucial measure, it is neces
sary to ensure that these forces cannot be used by any State or group 
of States to the detriment of the independence and national sover-
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eignty of other States. To that end, the Soviet Government proposes 
that the command of the international armed forces of the Security 
Council should be formed on the basis of equitable representation 
of the three groups of States—the socialist States, the Western coun
tries which are members of military blocs, and the neutral countries— 
and that decisions should be taken by agreement among them.

Only if this principle is strictly observed in establishing the com
mand of the international armed forces of the Security Council will 
all States have a reliable guarantee that these forces will be used in 
the interests of peace. Any other approach to the solution of this 
problem will make the establishment of international armed forces 
impossible.

Having regard to the insistence of the Western Powers upon addi
tional measures to ensure international peace and security in the 
course of general and complete disarmament, the Soviet Government 
has agreed to include a number of such measures in the draft Treaty 
on general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Government proposes to prohibit, from the outset of the 
first stage (pending the final destruction of all means of delivering 
nuclear weapons) the placing into orbit or the stationing in outer 
space of special devices capable of carrying weapons of mass destruc
tion, as well as movement beyond the limits of their territorial waters 
by warships and flights beyond the limits of their national territory 
by military aircraft capable of being used as vehicles for nuclear weap
ons. This measure is designed to make it extremely difficult for one 
State to attack another with nuclear weapons during the period when 
the destruction of the means of delivering nuclear weapons is in 
progress. With that same end in view, provision is made for an agree
ment that, from the outset of the implementation of disarmament, 
rockets and space devices will be launched for peaceful purposes 
only and that international control will be instituted over the 
observance of this obligation by States.

The Soviet Government also considers it advisable that, already 
in the first stage of disarmament. States possessing nuclear weapons 
should undertake to refrain from transferring control over nuclear 
weapons or transmitting information necessary for their production 
to States not possessing such weapons, while the latter States, in their 
turn, should refrain from producing or otherwise obtaining nuclear 
weapons and refuse to permit such weapons to be stationed in their 
territories.

Preparation of the draft Treaty on general and complete disarma
ment under strict international control has strengthened the Soviet 
Govermnent’s conviction that the great objective of general and com-
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plete disarmament is capable of achievement if it forms the basis of 
the policy of all States, especially of those which possess the most 
powerful armed forces and armaments.

Believing that the Disarmament Committee should from the out
set proceed to frame and negotiate a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament, the Soviet Grovemment, as it has repeatedly stated, is 
of the opinion that it would be useful to carry out forthwith with
out waiting for the completion of negotiations on the Treaty, a 
number of measures which would contribute to the relaxation of 
international tensions and to the strengthening of confidence among 
States, and would thus facilitate the achievement of agreement on 
general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Government considers that such measures should include, 
first and foremost, the cessation of all nuclear tests. This has long 
been a pressing problem and the peoples have been awaiting its 
solution for many years.

A final solution to the problem of the cessation of nuclear tests 
can be found only within the framework of general and complete dis
armament. When all nuclear weapons have been destroyed and when 
a system of international control precludes resumption of the manu
facture of such weapons, there will be nothing to test. Moreover, 
under conditions of general and complete disarmament, when States 
have no armed forces whatever, no-one would be tempted to carry out 
nuclear weapons tests, since there would be no incentive to do so. I t 
is also obvious that, with the implementation of general and com
plete disarmament, the problem of control over the cessation of 
nuclear weapons tests will solve itself. The draft Treaty on general 
and complete disarmament prepared by the Soviet Government con
tains appropriate provisions prohibiting all nuclear tests as early as 
the first stage.

At the same time, the Soviet Government believes that an agree
ment on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests can be reached here 
and now, without waiting for the solution of the problem of general 
and complete disarmament. This is the purpose of the proposals 
made by the USSE Government on 28 November 1961 which pro
vide for the immediate prohibition of nuclear weapon tests in the 
atmosphere, under water and in outer space, and for the exercise of 
mutual control through the national detection systems of States.^ 
This is a serious proposal based on facts and on scientific advances. 
The Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom 
themselves stated a few months ago that national systems of detec

 ̂Documents on Disarmament̂  1961 ̂ p. 664.
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tion are quite adequate to register all nuclear explosions in the atmos
phere.^ Moreover, all the nuclear tests so far carried out, whether 
in the atmosphere, under water or in outer space, were registered by 
national systems of detection.

With regard to underground nuclear tests, we know that they, too, 
can be detected by national systems of detection, a fact which has 
been borne out by practical experience. Bearing in mind, however, 
that the Western Powers consider national systems of detection inade
quate for the detection of underground nuclear explosions, the Soviet 
Government proposes that a moratorium should be imposed on such 
explosions until an appropriate control system has been developed and 
that that system should form an integral part of the international 
system of control over the implementation of general and complete 
disarmament.

The Soviet Government has every reason to believe that these pro
posals would not place any State in a position of advantage nor 
impair the national security of States, and would at the same time 
fully ensure the prompt solution of the problem of the cessation 
of nuclear tests.

In  this connexion, the Soviet Government cannot but express its 
regret that at the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests the United States and the United Kingdom 
did not show any readiness to discuss the USSR proposals on this 
matter on a business-like basis. Furthermore, the United States 
and the United Kingdom are conducting a succession of midergroimd 
nuclear tests, while their Governments have announced a forthcoming 
series of nuclear explosions in the atmosphere. I t is obvious that 
such actions by the Western Powers can only serve to accelerate 
the nuclear arms race with all its dangerous consequences for peace 
and for human health.

The Soviet Government once again urges all nuclear Powers to 
consider the responsibility which will devolve on those who continue 
to delay the solution of the problem of the prohibition of nuclear 
tests. The Soviet Government is, as always, ready to come to an 
early agreement on this matter.

The Soviet Government also believes it necessary to discuss the 
possibility of carrying out certain measures aimed at easing inter
national tension, strengthening confidence among States and promot
ing general and complete disarmament. The proposals of the Soviet 
Government on such measures are contained in the Memorandum of 
the Soviet Government which was submitted to the General Assem

p. 351.
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bly of the United Nations on 26 September 1961.̂  The Soviet Gov
ernment is gratified to note that some of the resolutions adopted by 
the United Nations General Assembly at its sixteenth session, for 
instance, the resolution proposing that Africa should be considered 
as a denuclearized zone,  ̂ have the same aim in view as the proposals 
made by the Soviet Government in that Memorandum.

The Soviet Government is prepared to consider any other con
structive proposals which may be introduced by any State for meas
ures to ease international tension.

Negotiations on measures to ease international tension, strengthen 
confidence among States and promote general and complete disarma
ment should not divert the attention of members of the Committee 
from the execution of their principal task, which is to draw up and 
negotiate a Treaty on general and complete disarmament. Indeed, 
the measures to promote general and complete disarmament are 
intended to facilitate the solution of this problem, not to supersede 
it or relegate it to a subordinate position.

The problem of general and complete disarmament was first sub
mitted for the consideration of all States two and a half years ago 
on the initiative of the Soviet Union. Since that time, the Soviet 
Union has consistently striven to achieve a practical solution of this 
most acute contemporary problem. The Soviet Union is not alone in 
this; it has been and is supported by the socialist countries and by 
all peace-loving States.

The Soviet Government had no wish to reopen the past or to 
bring up the question of who is to blame for the artificial barriers 
raised to the attainment of agreement on disarmament. I f  all the 
participants in the negotiations, the Western Powers included, are 
now really prepared to reach agreement on general and complete 
disarmament, there are good prospects for the Gonmiittee’s work 
though many difficulties still stand in the way of the solution of the 
disarmament problem.

I t  is the duty and responsibility of the members of the Disarma
ment Committee to justify the hopes of the peoples for an early solu
tion of the disarmament problem. General and complete disarmament 
can and must become a reality.

" lUd., pp. 496-504. 
pp. 647-64«.
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Statement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, March 15, 1962 "

I  am happy to have the opportunity to meet in this hall with the 
Foreign Ministers and principal representatives of the countries par
ticipating in this Conference.

I  bring you greetings from the President of the United States, and 
the most sincere good wishes of the American people for the success 
of our work.

I  should like to open my remarks by reading a letter which the 
President has just sent to me:

[President Kennedy’s letter is printed ante, pp. 90-91.]

All of US will agree, I  am sure, that this Conference faces one 
of the most perplexing and urgent tasks on the agenda of man. In 
this endeavour we welcome our association with representatives from 
countries which have not previously been intimately involved with 
earlier negotiations on disarmament. The dreary history of such 
negotiations shows that we need their help and fresh points of view. 
The presence of these delegations reminds us too that arms races are 
not the exclusive concern of the great Powers. Countries situated in 
every region of the world are confronted with their own conflicts 
and tensions, and some are engaged in arms competition. We are 
not here dealing solely with a single struggle in which a few large 
States are engaged, with the rest of the world as spectators. Every 
State has a contribution to make in establishing the conditions for 
general disarmament in its own way. Every State has a responsi
bility to strive for a reduction of tension and of armaments in its own 
neighbourhood. This means that each of us will bear personal 
responsibility for what we do here. Every speech and every act must 
move us toward our common objective. At the same time, every one of 
us brings to the search for disarmament a separate fund of experience 
relevant to our problem. The United States, for example, has estab
lished a major new agency of government to mobilise our skills and 
resources to seek out and study every useful approach to arms 
reduction.

What is needed is immediate reduction and eventual elimination 
of all the national armaments and armed forces required for making 
war. What is required most urgently is to stop the nuclear arms 
race. All of us recognize that this moment is critical. We are 
here because we share the conviction that the arms race is dangerous 
and that every tool of statecraft must be used to end it. As the

^ENDC/PV.2, pp. 15-25.
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President said on 2 March, the United States is convinced that “in 
the long run, the only real security in this a g e  of nuclear peril rests 
not in armaments but in disarmament.” ^

Modern weapons have a quality new to history. A single thermo
nuclear weapon today can carry the explosive power of all the weapons 
of the last war. In the last war they were delivered at 300 miles an 
hour; today they travel at almost 300 miles a minute. Economic 
costs skyrocket through sophistication of design and by accelerating 
rates of obsolescence.

Our objective, therefore, is clear enough. We must eliminate the 
instnmients of destruction. We must prevent the outbreak of war by 
accident or by design. We must create the conditions for a secure 
and peaceful world. In so doing, we can turn the momentum of 
science exclusively to peaceful purposes, and we can lift the burden 
of the arms race and thus increase our capacity to raise living stand
ards everywhere.

A group of experts meeting at the United Nations has just issued 
an impressive report on the economic and social consequences of 
disarmament which should stimulate us in our work.^ The experts, 
drawn from countries with the most diverse political systems, were 
unanimously of the opinion that the problems of transition con
nected with disarmament could be solved to the benefit of all countries 
and that disarmament would lead to the improvement of world eco
nomic and social conditions. They characterized the achievement of 
general and complete disarmament as an unqualii&ed blessing to all 
mankind.

This is the spirit in which we in the United States would deal with 
the economic readjustments required if we should achieve broad and 
deep cuts in the level of armaments. The United States too is a na
tion with vast unj&nished business. Disarmament would permit us to 
get on with the job of building a better America and, through ex
panded economic development activities, of building a better world. 
The great promise of man’s capacity should not be frustrated by his 
inability to deal with war and implements of war. Man is an inven
tive being; surely we can turn our hands and minds at long last to the 
task of the political invention we need to repeal the law of the jungle.

How can we move toward such disarmament ?
The American people bear arms through necessity, not by choice. 

Emerging from World War I I  in a uniquely powerful military posi
tion, the United States demobilized its armed strength and made 
persistent efforts to place under international control the use of atomic

^Ante, p. 71.
 ̂Ante, pp. 42^8.
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energy, then an American monopoly. The fact that the story of the 
postwar period has forced increased defence efforts upon iis is a most 
grievous disappointment. This disappointment teaches us that re
duction of tensions must go hand in hand with real progress in dis
armament. We must, I  believe, work simultaneously at both. On 
the one hand, it is idle to expect that we can move very far down the 
road toward disarmament if all who claim to want it do not seek as 
well to relax tensions and create conditions of trust. Confidence 
cannot be built on a footing of threats and polemics and disturbed rela
tions. On the other hand, by reducing and finally eliminating means 
of military intimidation we might render our political crises less 
acutely dangerous and provide greater scope for their settlement by 
peaceful means.

I  would be less than candid if I  did not point out the harmful effect 
which deliberately stimulated crises can have on our work here. In 
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotia
tions published on 20 September 1961 the United States and the 
Soviet Union affirmed th a t:

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.’

Yet we are confronted by crises which inevitably cast their shadows 
into this meeting room.

The same can be said for the failure of our efforts, so hopefully 
begun, to conclude an effective agreement for ending nuclear weapon 
tests.

There is an obvious lesson to be drawn from these considerations. 
The lesson is that general and complete disarmament must be accom
panied by the establisliment 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. For the rule and spirit of law must prevail if the world is 
to be disarmed. As we make progress in this Conference, we shall 
have to lay increasing stress on this point. A disarmed world must 
be a law-abiding world in which a United Nations peace force can 
cope with international breaches of the peace. In the words of the 
Joint Statement:

Progress in disarmament should be accompanied by measures to strengthen 
institutions for maintaining peace and the settlement of international disputes 
by peaceful means.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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Fortunately, there is a sign which can give us hope that this Confer
ence will in good time lay the foundation stones for a world without 
war.

For the first time, a disarmament conference is beginning its activi
ties within an agreed framework—the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles—which all our governments have welcomed along with 
every other Member of the United Nations. The United States con
siders the Joint Statement as its point of departure. Our objective is 
to build on that foundation and to give practical application to the 
principles.

The United States programme for general and complete disarma
ment in a peaceful world, introduced in the United Nations on 25 
September 1961/ was presented to give life to the Agreed Principles. 
I t is comprehensive in its scope and in its description of the subjects 
suitable for action in the first and subsequent stages of the disarma
ment process. It is framed so as to avoid impairment of the security 
of any State. I t aims at balanced and verified disarmament in suc
cessive stages. I t is not immutable, however. I t is designed to serve 
as a basis for negotiation.

This Conference also has before it another plan, presented by the 
Soviet Union.2 A comparison of the two plans will show some areas 
of agreement. We believe it is the task of the Conference to search 
for broader areas of accord leading to specific steps which all can take 
with confidence.

At this meeting the United States wishes to put forward some sug
gestions and proposals regarding the course of our future activity. 
First as to objective and procedure; then as to a programme of work 
for the Conference.

We believe that the ultimate objective should be the working out in 
detail of a treaty or treaties putting into effect an agreed programme 
for general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. To bring 
this about we propose that all of our delegations agree to continue our 
efforts at this Conference without interruptions, other than those we 
all agree to be desirable or necessary for our task, until a total pro
gramme for general and complete disarmament has been achieved.

As for procedures, we propose that we find means of achieving 
maximum informality and flexibility. We do not believe that the best 
way to make progress is to concentrate our time and efforts in pro
tracted or sterile debate. Accordingly, the United States will propose 
that as soon as ample opportunity has been allowed for opening state
ments the schedule of plenary meetings be reduced, so that issues and

 ̂lUd., pp. 475-482.
 ̂Ante, pp. 103-127.
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problems can be explored in informal meetings and in sub-committees 
more likely to produce agreement.

Let me turn now to proposals regarding the work of the Conference. 
The first proposal is that the Conference work out and agree on an 

outline programme of general and complete disarmament which can 
be included in the report due to the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission by 1 June. The United States believes that to fulfil this 
first objective the initial aim of the Conference should be to consolidate 
and expand the areas of agreement and to reconcile the differences be
tween the United States and Soviet disarmament plans. This should 
result in working out a single programme of general and complete 
disarmament which all could support. This agreed programme might 
well take the form of a joint declaration which could be presented to 
the United Nations by all the States represented here. Such a pro
gramme could be a framework for the treaty or treaties which would 
put the agreed total programme into effect.

But, of course, our aims must be more ambitious than this.
We should begin at once to fill in the outline of the total programme. 

Wherever possible, we should seek specific commitments that could be 
put into effect without delay. This need not await agreement on 
the outline as a whole. Nor should it impede the development of an 
overall programme. Wherever the common interest permits, we can 
and should put into effect defined, specific steps as quickly as possible.

As a first step toward filling in the details of such a programme, the 
United States makes the following proposals:

One: We propose that a cut of 30 per cent in nuclear delivery vehicles 
and major conventional armaments be included in the first stage of 
the disarmament programme. We propose that strategic delivery 
vehicles be reduced not only in numbers but also in destructive capabil
ity. We estimate that, given faithful co-operation, this reduction 
might be carried out in three years. Similar reductions can, we be
lieve, be achieved in each of the later stages. I t  is recognized, how
ever, that, in the words of the Agreed Principles:

An 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 insured equally for all.

But agreement on such a reduction and the measures to carry it out 
would be a significant step forward. I t  would reverse the upward 
spiral of the arms race, replacing increases with decreases. And men 
could begin to gain freedom from the fear of mass destruction from 
such weapons.

Two: The United States has proposed that early in the first stage 
further production of any fissionable material for nuclear weapons
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use be stopped. We propose now that thereafter the United States 
and the USSE each agree to transfer in the first stage 50,000 kilograms 
of weapons grade U-235 to non-weapons purposes. Such a move 
would cut at the heart of nuclear weapons production. The initial 
transfers should be followed by additional transfers in the subsequent 
stages of the disarmament programme. Resources now devoted to 
military programmes could then be employed for purposes of peace.

Three: The United States proposes that the disarmament pro
gramme also include early action on specific world-wide measures 
which will reduce the risk of war by accident, miscalculation, failure 
of communications, or surprise attack. These are measures which can 
be worked out rapidly. They are bound to increase confidence. They 
will reduce the likelihood of war.

We will be prepared to present concrete proposals for action in 
the following areas:

A. Advance notification of military movements, such as major 
transfers of forces, exercises and manoeuvres, and flights of aircraft, 
as well as firing of missiles.

B. Establishment of observation posts at major ports, railway 
centres, motor highways, river crossings and air bases to report on 
concentrations and movements of military forces.

C. Establishment of aerial inspection areas and the use of mobile 
inspection teams to improve protection against surprise attack.

D. Establishment of an International Commission on Measures 
to Reduce the Risk of War, charged with the task of examining ob
jectively the technical problems involved.

Four: The United States proposes that the participants in this 
Conference undertake an urgent search for mutually acceptable 
methods of guaranteeing the fulfilment of obligations for arms re
duction. We shall look with sympathy on any approach which shows 
promise of leading to progress without sacrificing safety.

We must not be diverted from this search by shop-worn efforts to 
equate verification with espionage. Such an abortive attempt misses 
the vital point in verification procedures. No government, large or 
small, could be expected to enter into disarmament arrangements 
under which their peoples might become victims of the perfidy of 
others.

In  other affairs, accounting and auditing systems are customarily 
installed so that the question of confidence need not arise. Con
fidence grows out of knowledge; suspicion and fear are rooted in ig
norance. This has been true since the beginning of time.

Let me make this point clear: the United States does not ask for 
inspection for inspection’s sake. Inspection is for no purpose other
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than assurance that commitments are fulfilled. The United States 
will do what is necessary to assure others that it has fulfilled its com
mitments. We would find it difficult to understand why others can
not do the same. We will settle for any reasonable arrangement 
which gives assurances commensurate with the risks. We do not ask 
a degree of inspection out of line with the amount and kind of dis
armament actually undertaken. Our aim is prudent precaution, in 
the interest of the security of us all, and nothing else.

We are prepared jointly to explore various means through which 
this could be done. I t  might be possible in certain instances to use 
sampling techniques in which verification could take place in some 
predetermined fashion, perhaps in specific geographic areas, thus sub
jecting any violator of a disarmament agreement to a restraining risk 
of exposure without maintaining constant surveillance everywhere. 
This is, I  repeat, one example of ways in which recent progress in 
verification techniques can be adapted to the needs of participating 
States. We would hope that this Conference would make a thorough 
study of every practicable method of effective verification.

The four proposals I  have just described are new and realistic ex
amples of these specific measures which we contemplated in the first 
stage of the United States plan of 25 September. We can recall that 
that plan had other specific proposals:

-  that the Soviet Union and the United States reduce their force 
levels by many hundreds of thousands of men to a total of 2,100,000 
for each.

-  that steps be taken to prevent States owning nuclear weapons from 
relinquishing control of such weapons to any nation not owning 
them.

-  that weapons capable of producing mass destruction should not 
be placed in orbit or stationed in outer space.

Finally, we call for early action on a matter that should yield prior
ity to none—the cessation of nuclear weapons tests. Here we stand 
at a turning point. If  a treaty cannot be signed, and signed quickly, 
to do away with nuclear weapon testing with appropriate arrange
ments for detection and verification, there will be further tests and 
the spiral of competition will continue upward. But if we can reach 
such an agreement this development can be stopped and stopped for
ever. This is why the United States and the United Kingdom have 
invited the Soviet Union to resume negotiations to ban all nuclear 
weapons tests under effective international controls. We shall press 
this matter here at Geneva and making every reasonable effort to 
conclude an agreement which can bring an end to testing.
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1 had expected that a number of representatives might express here 
their regrets that the Soviet Union and the United States had resmned 
nuclear testing. But I  had supposed that there was one delegation— 
that of the Soviet Union—which could not have found it possible to 
criticize the United States for doing so.

The representatives of the Soviet Union have spoken of the possible 
effect of United States weapons testing on this Conference. The State
ment of Agreed Principles and this Conference were born amid the 
echoing roars of more than forty Soviet nuclear explosions. A fifty- 
megaton bomb does not make the noise of a cooing dove.

Despite the Soviet tests of last autumn, nuclear weapons testing 
can stop— n̂ow and for ever.

The Soviet Union has spoken of its readiness to accept inspection 
of disarmament, though not of armament. We hope that it will agree 
that the total, permanent elimination of nuclear testing is disarma
ment, and will accept effective international controls witliin its own 
formula.

I  have presented United States proposals for early disarmament 
action in this Conference. We shall have further suggestions and so, 
I  am sure, will others. The Conference will need to single out those 
points it regards as most susceptible of useful treatment, or most 
pressing in terms of the common danger, and to take them up at once.

We believe that as soon as agreement is reached on the specific meas
ures to be included in the first stage we can develop the specific steps 
for the second and third stages. In  these stages further reductions 
of armaments will move hand in hand with the strengthening of inter
national institutions for the maintenance of peace.

Our plan of work must achieve what this Conference is charged 
to do in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. Let us defiiie the 
overall shape of the programme. Let us develop in more detail the 
component parts which must be fitted together within the programme 
and let us do as much as we can as fast as we can.

Let us then apply ourselves to the task of this Conference soberly 
and systematically and realistically. Let the need for disarmament 
provide the momentum for our work. Let us follow every promising 
path which might lead to progress. Let us with all deliberate speed 
reach a consensus on what can be done first and on what should be 
undertaken on a continuing basis.

And let us not permit this Conference, like its predecessors, to be
come frozen in deadlock at the start of its deliberations. Surely it 
need not do so. The obstacles to disarmament agreements— t̂he forces 
tending to divide us into rival aggregations of power—^might at long 
last begin to yield to the overriding and shared interest in survival 
which alone can unite us for peace.
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United States Aide-Memoire to the Soviet Union: Modi
fications in Anglo-Anierican Draft Test-Ban Treaty, 
March 15, 1962 ^

The United States proposes the following modifications to the 
United States-United Kingdom draft treaty of April 18, 1961 as 
supplemented by three amendments submitted on May 29, 1961 and 
August 30,1961.2

1. Provisions for safeguarding other states against the consequences 
of preparations for testing. This would consist, in large part, of 
declarations on the part of heads of state that there will be no prep
arations for testing, and agreed rights to inspect, a certain number of 
times per year, equal numbers of declared sites on each side.

2. Provisions to shorten the time spent before the beginning of the 
inspection process. This would primarily be a question of the way the 
preparatory commission functioned and agreement to cooperate in 
speeding up, by all possible means, the establishment of detection 
facilities including temporary control posts.

3. Provisions to make the treaty comprehensive from the outset. 
This would mean, in essence, reduction to zero of the present threshold 
of 4.75 degrees seismic magnitude.

4. Provisions to allocate an agreed limited number of inspections 
within the inspection quota to zones whi<?h had normally little seismic 
activity.

Would the Soviet Union be willing to accept, in principle, and renew 
negotiations on the basis of the United States-United Kingdom Draft 
Treaty if these modifications, which to us have been proved desirable 
by experience, were made?

International Negotiations on Ending 'Nuclear Weapon Testsf September 
1961-September 1962 (ACDA publication 9; 1962), pp. 200-201. Ambassador 
Dean handed the aide-m6moire to Ambassador Tsarapkin in an informal meeting 
of United States, United Kingdom, and Soviet representatives held at Geneva on 
Mar. 15. See also statements of Mar. 21 by Ambassadors Stelle and T^rapkin 
(post, pp. 160-166).

 ̂For the texts of the draft treaty and amendments, see Documents on Dis
armament, 1961, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325. 327.
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Address by Premier Khrushchev at Moscow Election 
Rally (Extract}, March 16, 1962 ^

We can with full justij&cation cite as an asset of the Soviet Govern
ment the fact that in recent years the Soviet Union did not let pass 
from its hands the initiative in the search for a solution of the dis
armament problem. Of course, the road leading to disarmament is not 
an easy one. But if the idea of disarmament has gained sway over 
the minds of hundreds of millions of people, then that is above all to 
the credit of our country, which two and one-half years ago put for
ward a program of universal and complete disarmament and has been 
energetically defending that program since. (Applause)

Comrades, the destructive power of modern nuclear weapons, the 
possibility of their being dispatched to any point of the globe, today 
constitute such convincing arguments that human reason cannot help 
but demand as speedy as possible settlement of the disarmament 
problem.

Is agreement on disarmament possible? Yes, it is. The position 
of the Soviet Government is well known to the world public. We are 
for universal and complete disarmament under the strictest interna
tional control.

But, it seems, those who are determining the policy of the Western 
powers, and above all the United States, those on whom the achieve
ment of agreement on disarmament depends, have failed to realize 
the proportionate danger in the arms race, have failed to realize the 
nature of war under modern conditions.

In two world wars the United States and its allies emerged the vic
tors. However, the United States bore only minimal losses. U.S. 
industry grew beyond belief on war orders, and the monopolies ob
tained tremendous profits. Apparently, U.S. monopolists have not 
rejected the prospect of gorging themselves on a new war. This does 
not enable them to correctly understand the fatal role that they are 
playing.

I t should be said that the U.S. population has not experienced the 
burden of war on its own territory for the past 100 years. Therefore, 
the majority of Americans still have only a poor notion of what would 
happen if a war should occur and what terrible calamities it would 
bring to all people, including the Americans.

The time is long since past when Americans could consider them
selves invulnerable in war by virtue of being isolated from the theatres

 ̂Moscow radio broadcast, Mar. 16,1962.
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of military operations on other continents by enormous expanses of 
ocean. Under present conditions, the United States is also vulnerable, 
like all other countries of the world.

Now the situation is changing even more. Our scientists and en
gineers have created a new intercontinental missile which they call 
“global.” This missile is invulnerable to antimissile weapons. (Ap
plause)

The American military sought protection through some sort of 
barrier from a retaliatory blow by the Soviet Union. I t created a 
radar system and other installations with the aim of attempting to 
intercept rockets in flight approximately over the North Pole, that is, 
along the shortest trajectory. The new global rocket can fly around 
the world in any direction and deal a blow at any set target. (Ap
plause) The example of the flights of cosmic ships Vostok I  and Vos- 
tok I I  proves the accuracy of the calculations. (Applause)

Thus the enormous capital invested by the United States in estab
lishing a system of detectors and other means of warning has not 
been of any avail. All this has now lost its meaning because rockets 
can arrive on U.S. territory from an altogether different direction 
than from where these installations are situated. (Applause)

Powers’ reconnaissance plane flew from Pakistan to Sverdlovsk to 
have a look at the area where it was assumed our intercontinental mis
siles were situated—where they were supposed to be according to their 
calculations, since this is the shortest trajectory for firing intercon
tinental missiles. Even if it is assumed that the American military 
were right in their calculations, we can now fire from those positions 
not across the North Pole but in the opposite direction. (Applause) 
As a popular saying goes, you expect him to appear at the door but he 
climbs through the window.

Global rockets can fly from the oceans or other directions where 
warning facilities cannot be installed. Given global rockets, the 
warning system in general has lost its importance. Global missiles 
cannot be spotted in due time to prepare any measures against them. 
In general, the money spent in the United States to create antimissile 
systems is simply wasted, as correctly pointed out by U.S. Secretary 
of Defense McNamara, because they do not justify their purpose. 
These are not my words; this is what McNamara said.

Therefore, the wisest means of preventing war is disarmament. 
There is no wiser policy than to understand the interests of the people, 
to become fully conscious of this and to sign the draft disarmament 
agreement. And we have already submitted such a draft; our for
eign minister has submitted it.  ̂ (Applause)

 ̂Ante, pp. 103-127.
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I  repeat that the most realistic way to prevent mass extermiaation 
of people in the flames of a nuclear war is an agreement on disarma- 
ment, on the cessation of the armaments race, and on the destruction 
of the enormous stockpiles of weapons which have already been pro
duced. The Soviet Union has made and will continue to make every 
effort to achieve this. Now, as never before, a realistic approach 
is needed in relations among countries, so as to prevent the catastrophe 
which a thermonuclear war may bring.

The whole trouble, comrades, is that in the capitalist world those 
who are rich are supposed to be clever and those who are poor stupid. 
This is the case in the United States. The monopoly capital bosses 
are strong there. They have not been used to talking to anybody as 
equals. Others were either killed off or bribed. Whatever was said 
by American monopoly capitalists was law. Now the socialist coun
tries are the only ones to conduct their own independent policy. But 
they, you know, they still have it in their heads, you know, hmm, eh— 
they think: ‘‘What, Russia? What is Russia? We did not recognize 
it for 16 years after the October Revolution. Which Russia do you 
mean ? The Russia where they still wear bast shoes ? ” Yes, you know, 
they still have these ideas.

But, you know, we sent our bast shoes to a museum a long time ago. 
Our cosmic ships were the first to encircle cosmic space. I t  is no 
longer the Russia of bast shoes. I t  is the Russia of the 20th century, 
the Russia which has advanced science and technology. (Applause)

The American monopolists do not wish to understand this. They 
say: We are omnipotent and we demonstrated this in the last war! 
Such gentlemen should be told: in the last war, dear fellows, the 
United States suffered comparatively small losses in manpower.

The American imperialists have always tried to pay off with money, 
with their capital. Now, please understand me, gentlemen—I address 
myself to those shaping U.S. policy—under present conditions there 
is no difference between a town located on the frontier of the country 
on which one wishes to wage war and a city on the other edge of this 
country. Distances do not matter for intercontinental missiles: they 
will land squarely where they are directed by man.

Why do I  say this? We fully understand the danger constituted 
to mankind by the arms race, and therefore we tell the Western leaders: 
let us disarm! Many American leaders still do not understand this. 
We shall have to display great patience to achieve a disarmament 
agreement. As you know, we have this patience and strong nerves; 
as to nerves we are a match for anyone.

But the most important thing, comrades, is your work, the work 
of all Soviet people. The speakers here said: You see what a man

688-714— 63—-vol. I------ >12
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Khrushchev is! Comrades, neither Khrushchev, nor Ivanov, nor 
anyone else could do anything if he were not backed by people like 
you, if he were not backed by a nation that we all represent!

The committee of 18 nations has begun work in Geneva, though it 
is no longer made up of 18 but of 17—the disarmament committee. 
We should like to hope that as distinct from all the committees, com
missions, and subcommissions on disarmament formed earlier, the 
work of this committee will be crowned with success. The Soviet Gov 
ernment will exert all possible efforts to insure that the disarmament 
committee is successful in its work.

One cannot, however, ignore the following circumstance, which 
seriously darkens the prospects of the talks in Geneva: On the eve of 
the convocation of the 18-nation committee, the President of the United 
States announced that he had decided to carry out a series of nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere.^ That is the kind of accompaniment the 
American Government has devised for the disarmament talks. 
Throughout the world the decision of the U.S. President was inter
preted as a severe blow to the committee of 18, as a new expression 
of an aggressive foreign policy course.

Now American political leaders and the press have cast aside all 
words about the harmful effects of nuclear tests, radioactive fallout, 
undermining the health of the people. Quite recently, Western prop
aganda could not find enough words to condemn nuclear weapon 
tests, and today all these arguments are forgotten and the papers of 
the Western countries in unison have started up with another tune— 
nuclear weapons are supposed to be essential for the defense of the 
United States and its allies.

The Central Committee of our party and the Soviet Government 
are responsible to the Soviet people for insuring the security of our 
homeland, and we tirelessly make it our concern that the defensive 
might of our socialist state should be at the necessary level. I t is un
derstandable to all that if the United States carries out a new series 
of experimental explosions, and it is already carrying out undergroimd 
explosions, then the Soviet Union will be compelled to reply with tests 
of its own. (Applause) Therefore, the U.S. Government will not 
achieve military advantages by carrying out nuclear weapons tests, 
but it will in effect achieve one thing—a new stage in the arms race 
will begin, and by this it will bring upon itself the condemnation of 
the people, which want the USSR and the United States to compete 
in peaceful fields and not in the production of more and more terri
ble weapons of destruction.

 ̂See ante, pp. 66-75.
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We regret that the U.S. Government has found it possible to make 
the decision to renew nuclear weapons tests. I t  has taken on a serious 
responsibility before the peoples of the world, and I  would like to 
assure you, comrades, that this U.S. decision will not weaken, but on 
the contrary will multiply, our efforts in the struggle for disarmament, 
including a ban on the testing of nuclear weapons. (Applause)

The Soviet Government proposed a good basis for agreement on 
banning tests of nuclear weapons.^ We proposed to use as control 
the national means of detection of nuclear explosions which are al
ready available to the states. The representatives of the Western 
powers are saying that national means are insufficient for insuring con
trol over a ban on tests. But this is in contradiction to universally 
known facts. The nuclear explosions carried out in America were 
recorded in the Soviet Union, while the explosions carried out in our 
country, as one can judge by the announcements of the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission, were recorded by the U.S. national means of 
control.

Consequently, what secret tests of nuclear weapons can one speak 
about when each one’s explosions are practically under the control not 
only of the two countries but also of other states, including neutral 
ones, many of which also possess equipment for detection of nuclear 
explosions? They want to force on us a so-called international system 
of control, which would settle on our territory and, under the guise of 
control, would concern itself with espionage, with military reconnais
sance. This we will never accept. (Applause)

The U.S. President and the Prime Minister of Great Britain ad
mitted in one of their joint statements that there were sufficient na
tional means of control over the termination of nuclear tests in the 
atmosphere,^ but averred that allegedly secret tests of nuclear weapons 
could be carried out underground.

I  will reveal a secret to you, comrades, which we have, so to speak. 
We knew that science made it possible to detect underground nuclear 
explosions by national means of control. Underground nuclear 
explosions carried out, for instance, in the United States were recorded 
by Soviet scientists and scientists in other countries, and we decided to 
prove that when the representatives of the Western powers assert 
that it is impossible to detect underground explosions they do not 
tell the truth.

We took advantage of the well-known popular method in which 
people simulate deafness, in which deafness sometimes takes the fol
lowing form: When you say to a deaf man, “Ivan, give it to me,”

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961̂  p. 664.
p. 351.
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he replies, “What?.” And when you say, ‘‘Ivan, let us take it,” he 
replies, “Let’s do it quick.” So you see, deafness is like th is: When 
it is “give it,” he does not hear, and when it is “here it is,” he hears.

So we decided to try the popular method. And we succeeded. 
Eecently an underground nuclear explosion was carried out in the 
Soviet Union, although we did not carry out these explosions in the 
past. What happened? Almost on the same day the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission announced it had detected an underground 
nuclear explosion in the Soviet Union. I t  appears that those who 
argued the impossibility of detecting underground explosions, who 
insisted that the prohibition of underground nuclear tests be placed 
under international control, were not prompted by the interests of the 
speediest achievements of an agreement and an agreed decision.

This shows once again that the prohibition of tests of nuclear 
weapons is prevented not by the working out of a system of control 
but by the unwillingness of the Western powers to come to an agree
ment on the prohibition of nuclear tests!

Comrades, we desire to solve the disarmament problem because we 
understand well what a heavy burden is shouldered by the peoples 
through the tremendous expenditures on armaments and to what ter- 
lible consequences the armaments race can lead. With what joy the 
peoples would breathe if the resources now spent on the manufacture 
of destructive weapons would be used for raising the material well
being of people, the development of science and culture, and peaceful 
constructive work! But the monopolists long ago turned the manu
facture of the means of destruction of humans into a means of enrich
ment and gain. They do not conceal their fear of the threat of peace, 
of disarmament.

The American monopolists widely spread the theory that the 
achievement of a disarmament agreement might cause chaos in the 
economic and financial life of the country, that disarmament would 
inflict an irreparable blow on the American economy. The ideolo
gists of imperialism seriously argue that the manufacture of the 
weapon destined for the wholesale destruction of human beings is 
profitable to the working people themselves because it provides them 
with jobs and makes it possible for them to sustain their families. 
They try to bring home to people that, should one stop the manu
facture of arms, new millions of unemployed would appear who 
would not be in a position to find a use for their energies in the 
peaceful branches of industry. What a monstrous deception of the 
masses! For the sake of profits the monopolists want to secure a 
situation where the source of existence for many millions of workers 
and employees would be work directed toward the production of
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weapons for the mass annihilation of people and the destruction of 
peaceful cities and settlements. This speaks for the fact that capi
talism has become enmeshed in insoluble contradictions and has out
lived itself as a social system.

The Soviet Union is sincerely striving to achieve an agreement on 
disarmament and struggles persistently for this. The misanthropic 
ideology of imperialism is profoundly alien to us because communism 
endorses world-wide peace, work, freedom, equality, brotherhood, and 
happiness for all peoples. (Applause)

The imperialist ideologists depict our struggle for disarmament 
as some kind of a tactical ruse, and proclaim that an agreement for dis
armament would be of advantage only to the Soviet Union and the so
cialist countries, while being detrimental to the United States and its 
allies. In the economic competition between the two social systems the 
Soviet Union would, if it should transfer to peaceful aims all the re
sources which now go for military objectives, then make even fuller use 
of its potential to develop its economy. I t appears that in saying this 
the imperialist ideologists do not stop to think that such an admission 
is a grim judgment on imperialism and the enfeebled capitalist system, 
which is forced to squander the masses of people, their strength and 
enormous material means, not for the well-being and development 
of mankind but to the detriment of everything. Communism brings 
to the people the joy of creative labor and the bright prospect of 
peaceful development.

We consider the program for general and complete disarmament 
as a directive from the Soviet people, a directive from the voters to 
the leaders of the party and the government. You can rest assured 
that we will not ease up in the struggle to fulfill this directive. 
(Applause)

The government has instructed our delegation on the 18-nation 
committee energetically to seek agreement on concrete measures in 
the field of disarmament. Yesterday, the foreign minister. Comrade 
Gromyko, submitted on behalf of the Soviet Union a draft agreement 
on universal and complete disarmament under strict international 
control. This draft agreement provides all the grounds for reaching 
agreement on this question.

But, comrades, it is necessary to assess the situation soberly. The 
masses in the capitalist countries, such as the United States, Britain, 
France, and West Germany, have, it seems, not yet sufficiently appreci
ated the entire danger of the arms race. In those countries, still only 
a relatively small number of people have joined the resolute struggle 
against atomic death. The majority of the people are of course not
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in agreement with the policy of the arms race, but they are not yet 
actively enough seeking the abandonment of that policy, while some 
hope somehow to buy their way out, to sit it out, or to find survival in 
some kind of shelters, with which Eockef eller and other representatives 
of monopoly capital are trying to befuddle them.

There is only one salvation from nuclear war—it must be prevented. 
Tt is essential for the people to rise in one mighty stream and demand 
the end of the arms race. The peoples must seek replacement of 
leaders who oppose disarmament and nominate people who really 
understand the interests of the people, a policy of peace and interna
tional collaboration. The key to peace is in the resolute a-ction of 
the masses. (Applause)

There are people who either incorrectly explain or deliberately 
distort the position of the Soviet Union on disarmament questions. 
They allege that our calls for disarmament are harmful and even 
dangerous because such calls allegedly harm the people struggling 
for their liberation from colonial oppression and peoples who have 
already gained political independence but have not yet completely 
freed themselves from the domination of foreign monopoly capital. 
These peoples  ̂ they say, must not disarm, but arm, in order to cope 
with the danger which threatens them from the imperialists.^

We have been and are of the opinion that peoples who have not yet 
freed themselves from the shackles of colonialism can achieve their 
liberation only through struggle, including reliance on arms, and the 
peoples who have already freed themselves can uphold their inde
pendence also only through struggle, only through arming themselves 
in order to rebuff the armed colonizers and imperialists. Moreover, 
we not only say this, but we render substantial economic assistance, 
including assistance in arms, to states which ask us for support in the 
struggle against the imperialists and the colonizers, in the struggle for 
consolidation of their independence.

When we call for disarmament and when we struggle for this, 
we mean that all states must disarm, and first those which possess the 
most lethal weapon— t̂he nuclear weapon. We are convinced that 
general and complete disarmament would be of greater assistance to 
the peoples conducting a just struggle against the colonizers and im
perialism. Is it not clear that one of the main reasons why the im
perialists do not accept disarmament is that they would then be un
able to keep other peoples under their domination? Disarmament 
woud benefit not those who stifle the freedom of the peoples, but the 
peoples themseilves who are conducting a just struggle for their libera
tion. (Applause)

^Cf. Chinese Communist statement of Deo. 18, 1961 {Documents on Disarma
ment, 1961, pp. 731-733).
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We are happy at the successes of the world national liberation move
ment, which is tlirowing off the remnants of the colonial system and 
is imdermining the fomidations of imperialism. Over 1.5 billion 
people who have broken the chains of colonial slavery, dozens of 
states which have won their political independence—such is the really 
striking result of the national liberation struggle in the postwar 
years.

We have no doubt that soon it will be possible to add other successes 
of the national liberation movement. The heroic Algerian people 
are on the threshold of winning their freedom and national inde
pendence. After a bloody seven-year war, the French Government 
has been compelled to embark on official talks on a cease-fire and 
on conditions for self-determination in Algeria. One would like to 
hope that the talks now going on will lead to the satisfaction of the 
just hopes of the people of Algeria and to the establishment of peace 
there. I t  would be a great victory for the Algerians. (Applause) 
I t would be a great victory for the Algerian people and at the same 
time a relief for France itself.

The national liberation movement in several other colonial coun
tries has entered a decisive phase. Everything indicates that the 
family of independent countries will be further increased by more 
than one newly free state.

An important factor which has made possible the great conquests 
of the national liberation movement was the fact that this movement 
has been able to lean, and leans now, upon the might of the socialist 
system, that the Soviet Union and the other countries of the great 
socialist camp have become a reliable shield for peoples struggling for 
independence.

History has proved that in our time the peoples will not completely 
break the chains of colonialism without the support of the socialist 
camp. At the same time, the struggle of the oppressed peoples for 
independence strengthens the international position of socialism. The 
interaction of all revolutionary currents, socialism, the national liber
ation movement, the class struggle of the world proletariat, their 
confluence into a single mighty flood battering at the walls of im
perialism—all this makes possible the historical process of the regen
eration of the world on the principles of freedom, democracy, and 
socialism, of which we are witnesses and participants. (Applause)
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Statement by the Deputy United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, March 21, 1962 ^

I should like to recall very briefly some facts that are familiar to all 
our delegations.

On 21 March of last year, when the nuclear test ban Conference 
resumed negotiations, the United States and the United Kingdom 
presented major modifications as to the proposals for a test ban treaty 
which they had previously put forward in an effort to meet the con
cerns which had been expressed prior to that time by the Soviet 
delegation.^ On that date, unfortunately, the Soviet delegation put 
forward its demand that the administration of the control system 
should be a tripartite administration—the well-known troiha—which 
would have built a veto into every day-to-day operation of the system 
of control and verification.®

On 18 April 1961 the major new United States and United Kingdom 
proposals were set forth in a complete draft treaty which included 
the obligations to be undertaken and the details of the verification 
system which would ensure that these obligations were abided by.̂  
We presented that draft treaty to the nuclear test ban Conference. 
This draft has been made available in the United Nations, and we 
have asked that it be circulated to the members of the Conference of 
which this body is now a sub-committee. Further amendments to this 
overall comprehensive treaty were put forward on 29 May 1961 and 
on 30 August 1961.

The first of these amendments attempted to meet certain objections 
of the Soviet Union to a flat quota of twenty annual on-site inspections 
on the territories of the original parties by introducing a sliding scale 
based on a percentage of events, one-fifth of unidentified events so 
that the quota of inspections would increase from a base of twelve 
only if there were more unidentified events than sixty, and would 
reach a ceiling of twenty annual on-site inspections.®

The two amendments put forward on 30 August 1961 represented an 
attempt to give the Soviet Union assurance that States not associated 
with the original parties would have major responsibilities in the 
operation of the verification system. One amendment provided that

' ENDC/SC.I/PV.l, pp. 4-7.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 55-65.

® IMd., pp. 51-53.
pp. 82-126. 
pp. 161-162.
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the administrator could be recalled by a vote of seven out of eleven 
of the control commission, which would in effect have given the de
ciding voice on the competence and impartiality of the administrator 
to the three non-associated States which we have proposed should be 
on the control commission.^ The second amendment put forward on 
that date provided that there should be a certain number of nationals 
of non-associated States on inspection teams sent out to investigate 
unidentified events.^

As we sadly recall, on 30 August the Soviet Union announced its 
resumption of tests.^

There were further negotiations in the nuclear test ban Conference 
beginning on 28 November 1961 in accordance with an invitation 
issued in response to a resolution of the United Nations.^ At that 
time the Soviet Union turned its back completely upon the provisional 
agreements which had over a long period of time been arduously 
negotiated among the three of us, rejected any idea of international 
control, and made its proposal of 28 November which provided for 
no international verification of any kind.°

Before my delegation came here, the President of the United States, 
speaking of what we proposed to do in the Eighteen Nation Commit
tee on Disarmament, which is now meeting and of which we are a 
Sub-Committee, said: “We shall in association with the United King
dom present once again our proposals for a separate, comprehensive 
treaty, with appropriate arrangements for detection and verification, 
to halt permanently the testing of all nuclear weapons in every en
vironment, in the air, in outer space, underground or under water. 
New modifications will also be offered in the light of new experience.” 

In accordance with the President’s statement, last Thursday, 15 
March, our three delegations met informally. At that time the United 
States put forward modifications and concessions which it proposed 
should be the basis for renewed negotiations for a treaty possessing 
adequate provisions for international verification. Mr. Tsarapkin 
will recall that we gave him an informal aide-memoire!^

As modifications of our prior draft treaty which we believe desirable 
in the light of our experience of being faced with a massive series of 
Soviet tests, preparations for which were obviously made over a con
siderable period of time while we were in the course of negotiating for

" m a., p. 325.
“ m a., p. 327.
" lua., pp. 337-348.
" lUd., pp. 578-579.
" lua., p. 664.
® Ante, p. 73.
" Ante, p. 150.
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a treaty, we suggested two types of provisions. The first were provi
sions for safeguarding other States against the consequences of prepa
rations for testing. These provisions, we thought, would consist in 
large part of declarations on the part of Heads of States that there 
would be no preparations for testing and agreed rights to inspect a cer
tain number of times per year equal numbers of declared sites on each 
side. Secondly, we suggested provisions to shorten the time spent 
before the beginning of the inspection process—we indicated that this 
would primarily be a question of the way the preparatory commis
sion functioned—and agreement to co-operate in speeding up by all 
possible means the establishment of detection facilities, including tem
porary control posts.

At the same time we put forward suggestions which we believed and 
believe should go a long way towards removing Soviet objections to 
the general type of draft treaty which we have been supporting. In 
the first place, we decided to suggest provisions which would make 
the treaty comprehensive from the outset. This would mean in essence 
reduction to zero of the present threshold of 4.75 degrees seismic mag
nitude and would mean that the treaty obligation to stop all tests 
would apply in all environments: air, water, space and underground. 
This would have removed and will remove a major objection which 
the Soviet Union has previously put forward. Finally, we suggested 
provisions to allocate an agreed limited number of inspections within 
the inspection quota to zones which had normally little seismic ac
tivity. In  practice this would mean that within an agreed quota 
there would be a further agreed quota, a ceiling on the number of 
inspections that could be carried out within zones where normally 
there are few earthquakes. Since these zones cover, according to our 
estimates, a very large proportion of the territory of the Soviet Union, 
this would still further restrict inspections within Soviet territory.

When we met on 15 March, we asked Mr. Tsarapkin whether the 
Soviet Union would be willing to accept, in principle, renewed nego
tiations on the basis of the United States-United Kingdom draft 
treaty, if these modifications, which to us have been proved desirable 
by experience, were made. We made it clear at that time that we 
believed that these modifications should make a treaty along the lines 
of that draft treaty very much more acceptable to the Soviet Union 
but that if it did not prove to be a fact that the Soviet Union found 
these new proposals more acceptable the United States was prepared 
to sign the United States-United Kingdom draft treaty of 18 April 
1961 as supplemented by three amendments submitted on 29 May
1961 and 30 August 1961.
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At that informal meeting we received an abrupt rejection of our 
proposals from our Soviet colleague. He reiterated that our draft 
treaty was not acceptable and that it was not acceptable with the 
modifications we had proposed. He said he would not accept the 
draft treaty with the modifications we proposed even if we omitted 
the provisions for safeguarding against the consequences of prepara
tions for testing and the provisions to shorten the time spent before 
the beginning of the inspection process. He seemed to make it clear 
that the Soviet Union was adamant in its position thgyt, regardless of 
the type of system for detection and identification of events by sci
entific means, the Soviet Union at this time would accept no interna
tional verification on Soviet territory.

We are now meeting in our capacity as members of a Sub-Committee 
of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament. I  hope very 
much that, after reflection and the study which he could not give to 
our modified proposals when we first placed them before him, on 
Thursday, 15 March, our Soviet colleague will be in a position to ex
press different views today.

Statement by the Deputy Soviet Representative (Tsarap- 
kin) to the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, March 21, 1962 ^

At the first meeting of the Sub-Committee set up by the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, the United States representative 
has seen fit immediately to involve this new body on the question of 
the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests in a discussion of pro
posals that stem entirely from the old ideas, the old positions of the 
United States, positions which are based on the idea of establishing 
an extensive system of international control.^ He did so in the full 
knowledge that these positions are unacceptable to the Soviet Union 
and that no agreement on the question of the discontinuance of nuclear 
tests is possible on this basis.

Today the United States representative has again mentioned the 
amendments he put forward at the unofficial meeting of our three 
delegations on 15 March.^ I  pointed out then that these amendments, 
these proposals and this position of the United States were utterly

" ENDC/SC.I/PV.l, pp. 7-10. 
* See supra.
® Ante, p. 150.
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unacceptable, inasmuch as these amendments show that the United 
States is continuing to approach a solution of the problem of control 
along the old lines. I t  is as if a conversation were taking place be
tween the deaf 5 as if the United States was entirely unaware of the neg
ative attitude of the Soviet Union towards its proposals, as if the Soviet 
Union representative had previously said nothing about the unaccept
ability of the new United States amendments, which provide for the 
establishment of international control. Today we again hear a reit
eration by the United States representative of the same unacceptable 
proposals which the Soviet Union has rejected.

A suspicion inevitably arises regarding the purposes of this conduct 
on the part of the United States. After the United States had clearly 
determined at the unofficial meeting on 15 March that its new amend
ments, its new proposals were absolutely unacceptable to the Soviet 
Union and had completely satisfied itself that no agreement could be 
reached on the basis of these proposals, after it had established this 
point, it apparently plucked up courage and took the bolder step of 
submitting these same proposals, which are absolutely unacceptable 
to the other side, at an official meeting. The strong impression is 
created that the United States is not seeking any agreement on the 
question of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. This is the 
only possible explanation of the fact that it is putting forward pro
posals which it is sure are unacceptable to the other side and which 
it knows cannot lead to any agreement.

Such a frivolous attitude towards our negotiations on the part of 
the United States testifies to the fact, which I  again wish to em
phasize, that the United States does not want and is not seeking agree
ment. This policy becomes quite obvious in the light of the decision 
of the United States Government to supplement the underground 
tests it is already conducting by resuming nuclear weapon tests in 
the atmosphere too. This is the only construction we can place on 
the present position of the United States.

I  should like to remind the United States representative that three 
years’ experience of negotiations at Geneva has shown that our part
ners, in pressing for the setting up of a system of international control, 
are aiming at securing unilateral advantages for themselves to the 
detriment of the security of the other party, in other words of the 
Soviet Union. I t is this fact which in the final analysis has prevented 
a solution of the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests. We must emphasize once again that no solution of the problem 
of the discontinuance of nuclear tests can be reached on such an 
utterly discredited basis. This is particularly true in present circum
stances when the United States and all its allies which are members of



TSARAPKIN STATEMENT, MARCH 21 165

the NATO bloc are speeding ahead along the path of increasingly 
intensive military preparations, stepping up the arms race and even 
threatening to open hostilities. But I  should again like to point out 
that, despite this fact, the Soviet Government does not consider that 
there is no way out of the present situation.

The Soviet Government has concluded that in present circumstances 
a new approach is needed to the solution of the problem of the discon
tinuance of nuclear tests. An approach is needed which would elimi
nate the difficulties and remove the obstacles that have blocked the 
path toward an agreement in the past. With this aim in view, the 
Soviet Government on 28 November 1961 submitted for the considera
tion of the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests a proposal for the immediate conclusion of an appropriate agree
ment prohibiting nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, under water 
and in outer space, in other words, in those environments where control 
is not fraught with any serious technical difficulties.^

Where the cessation of underground tests is concerned, the Soviet 
Government considers that such tests can also readily be detected by 
existing national detection systems. Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, pointed out in 
his election speech on 16 March 1962  ̂ that an imderground nuclear 
explosion was recently set off in the Soviet Union and that the United 
States Atomic Energy Commission announced almost the very same 
day that the United States had detected the setting off of an under
ground nuclear explosion in the Soviet Union.® This is one of the 
latest, the most recent facts that convincingly demonstrate the capacity 
and effectiveness of the national detection system used by the United 
States for the identification of nuclear explosions set off not only in 
the atmosphere but also in an underground environment, in under
ground conditions. I t provides further evidence that the obstacle to 
the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests does not lie in questions of 
control but in the unwillingness of the Western Powers to conclude 
an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.

I  must emphasize that at the present time the only possible basis on 
which we can come to terms on the question of the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapon tests is an agreement involving the utilization not of 
an international system of control, but of national systems for the 
detection and identification of nuclear explosions, as provided in the 
proposals of the Soviet Government of 28 November 1961. We can 
only deplore the United States representative’s reiteration of his 
previous proposals which, as we have already indicated on many oc

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664,
-Ante, pp. 155-ir)6.
 ̂ See Neic York Times, Feb. 3.1962. n. 1.
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casions, are unacceptable. I t  shows that, notwithstanding all its 
verbal assertions to the contrary, the United States is continuing to 
turn a deaf ear to the demands of the peoples that there should be no 
resumption of nuclear weapon tests and that these tests should be 
ended once and for all. I  believe, however, that the representatives of 
the United States will give further thought to the matter and will 
summon up enough common sense and political wisdom to come to an 
agreement on the question of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests and the utilization of national systems of control, as the Soviet 
Union proposes.

Letter From Foreign Minister Couve de Murville to 
Acting Secretary-General Thant: Spread of Nuclear 
Weapons, March 22,1962 ^

I  have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter of 2 January
1962  ̂ regarding resolution 1664 (XVI) adopted on 4 December 1961 
by the United Nations General Assembly.^

You are kind enough to draw my attention to the fourth preambular 
paragraph and to operative paragraph 1 of this resolution, which 
request that an inquiry be made among countries not possessing nuclear 
weapons.

You furthermore request, in connexion with operative paragraph 3, 
my Government’s views regarding the conditions under which coun
tries not possessing nuclear weapons might be willing to enter into the 
specific undertakings referred to in the resolution.

You will, I  am sure, agree with me that it is the responsibility of 
each country which considers that these provisions apply to it and 
which wishes to act upon them to take its own decisions and, no doubt, 
to inform you thereof.

As to the nuclear Powers, it appears to me that they can fulfil their 
role only in the context of a disarmament agreement which covers 
atomic weapons. The resolution adopted on 4 December 1961, in 
which certain desires are expressed, in no way represents an inter
national agreement committing the signatory countries. I t  lacks, in 
particular, that essential element of genuine disarmament which is

 ̂DC/201/Add.2, Apr. 2,1962, p. 28.
 ̂Not printed.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 693.
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the establishment of effective control whereby the scrupulous observ
ance of commitments can be ensured.

The French Government has for its part always been convinced, 
and it remains convinced today, that nuclear disarmament is an essen
tial part of general disarmament. I t advocates the conclusion of an 
international agreement on this subject. On various occasions, and 
again quite recently, it has made specific proposals in this matter to 
the other nuclear Powers.

I  have the honour to be, etc.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, March 23, 1962 '

I  have asked for the floor this morning to comment on the interim 
report to which the Chairman has just alluded.^ I  do so because of 
the expressed wishes of a considerable number of Foreign Ministers 
to turn their attention urgently to this problem of the discontinu
ance of nuclear weapon tests before the Foreign Ministers begin to 
return to their respective capitals.

Let me say that the United States deeply regrets, in the words of 
the brief interim report, that it is not possible to report progress to
wards a treaty for the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests. The 
United States regards and will continue to regard a safeguarded end 
to nuclear testing as a major objective of its foreign policy. I t also 
regards this as a major problem for consideration by this Conference.

The reason is obvious. The moratorium which for almost three 
years had halted nuclear weapon tests was wrecked by the sudden 
resumption of testing by the Soviet Union last September. The Presi
dent of the United States has annoimced that the United States will 
resume testing in the atmosphere late in April, if by that time a safe
guarded test ban treaty has not been signed. The reasons for this de
cision were set forth in his speech of 2 March, which we are asking be 
circulated as a document of this Conference.^ The time is short; and 
this Conference will understandably wish to be sure that every pos
sible effort is made to prevent a further intensification of the race to 
produce more and more deadly weapons of mass destruction.

" END0/PV.8, pp. 10-20.
^The interim report (ENDO/10) transmitted the records of the first two 

Subcommittee meetings to the full Committee and expressed regret that it was 
not possible to report progress toward a test-ban treaty.

®The President’s sx>eech {ante, pp. 66-75) wa® circulated as ENDC/13.
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Unfortunately, that interim report indicates that no progress has 
been made towards the conclusion of an effective treaty to prohibit 
nuclear weapon tests. The Soviet Union appears to be adamantly 
opposed to any international system of detection and verification 
which could disclose clandestine testing and thus serve to place an 
obstacle in the way of a potential violator of a test ban treaty.

We hope we have not yet heard the last word of the Soviet Union 
on this matter, though I  must confess that we see little ground for 
optimism at the moment.

Because of the United States Government’s great desire to put an 
end to all tests of nuclear weapons, we are willing to sign a safeguarded 
treaty, with effective international controls, even though the Soviet 
Union conducted over forty tests last fall. However, we are willing 
to ignore these tests only if in return we can be assured that testing 
will actually be halted. We will not again make our security subject 
to an unenforceable and uncontrolled moratorium, whether this be 
in the form of a verbal pledge or a pseudo-treaty such as the USSR 
proposed on 28 November 1961.̂

What we need above all in this field is confidence and not fear, a 
basis for trust and not for suspicion. To get this is the major purpose 
of our insistence on effective international arrangements to ensure 
that nuclear weapon tests, once outlawed, do not in fact ever occur 
again.

You will remember that the atmosphere for agreements on disarma
ment questions was not too favourable in 1958, especially after the 
collapse of lengthy negotiations in London during much of 1957. Ac
cordingly, in the search for a more promising approach to the issue 
of a nuclear test ban, the United States, the United Kingdom and the 
Soviet Union decided to try to resolve the technical questions first 
before proceeding to a consideration of political questions. This path 
led to a conference in Geneva in July and August 1958 among the 
scientists of eight countries, that is, of the three then existing nuclear 
Powers plus France, Canada, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Romania.

On 20 August 1958 these experts unanimously agreed on the details 
of a control system which would be technically adequate to monitor 
a treaty ending all tests of nuclear weapons. ̂  Before 1 September
1958 the recommendations of the scientists had been accepted in toto 
by the Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
the Soviet Union. Essentially these same technical provisions formed

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
IMd., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
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the basis of the draft test ban treaty presented by the United St^ites 
and the United Kingdom on 18 April 1961.̂

I  believe it would be helpful to review some of the technical aspects 
of controlling a test ban.

The words “detection” and “identification” are the key to an under
standing of the technical aspects of verification, A great many meth-; 
ods have been devised by scientists to record the innumerable hap
penings of a geophysical nature which take place around us. 
Earthquakes are registered by seismographs; hydro-acoustic appa
ratus records sounds in the oceans. I  have mentioned these two 
particular types of instruments because they, along with various other 
devices, also happen to be capable of registering signals which are 
emitted by nuclear detonations. What we call detection is merely 
the capturing of these diverse signals.

Detection, however, is only half the story; in fact it is rather less 
than half. The primary concern is to know exactly what has been 
recorded or detected. For example, the signal received on a seismo
graph from an underground nuclear explosion looks like the signals 
received on a seismograph from many types of earthquakes. Signals 
which may come from a small nuclear detonation in the atmosphere 
may be difficult to detect. In each case, the overwhelming difficulty 
confronting any control system monitoring a nuclear test ban is how 
to differentiate among the various recordings or detected signals, how 
to tell which is a natural phenomenon and which is a nuclear ex
plosion.

This was exactly the issue that faced the scientists in Geneva in 
mid-1958. I t  is the very same issue that faces us on control today. 
The answer of the scientists was that where doubt existed the only 
way to clear up the mystery was to utilize some form of on-site in
spection. This is stUl the only answer available to us.

In  regard to underground tests, except for quite large ones like the 
Soviet blast of 2 February 1962, the technical situation is unchal
lenged by anybody and was even readily admitted by the Soviet Gov
ernment on 28 November last when it put forward its new test ban 
scheme based on existing monitoring systems. For these under
ground events which are detected but which cannot be identified by 
expert interpretation of the seismic recording, the only way to de
termine what has happened is to send an investigating team to the 
spot. The events could be earthquakes or secret nuclear tests. And 
there could be some hundreds of such events per year in the T^nited 
States and in the Soviet Union.

There is no scientific method not involving inspection that can iden
tify positively a seismic event as a nuclear explosion. I f  our Soviet

1961, pp. 82-126. 
688—714— 63— vol. I-------13
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colleagues have reason to believe otherwise, they should come forward 
with their new scientific evidence.

This technical situation provides a further important reason for 
including the Soviet Union in the world-wide control post network. 
The spacing between the control posts in the Soviet Union should 
be exactly the same as it is in the rest of the world. In  order to have 
the best chance to eliminate a seismic event from suspicion without 
conducting an inspection, that is, by means of the interpretation of 
the seismic recording itself by experts, it is essential to have readings 
from control posts on a global basis, including those within the United 
States and the USSR. Without instruments in the USSR, one-sixth 
of the land mass of the globe, many more seismic events in that coun
try  become suspicious.

In  connexion with atmospheric tests the conclusive means for iden
tifying the true nature of a detected event is to acquire a sample of 
the air near that event. I f  the event was man-made, this will show 
up during a chemical analysis of the air sample. For medium and 
large atmospheric nuclear detonations the radioactive debris will be
come part of air masses that are certain to move beyond the bound
aries of the coimtry concerned. This method is not reliable, however, 
for small atmospheric tests.

In  recognition of this the 1958 scientists recommended the installa
tion of air sampling equipment at every control post. Even then, 
they anticipated that in certain instances some question of identifi
cation would still remain, and for this they proposed the use of 
special aircraft flights conducted over the territory of a specific coun
try to capture air samples. Naturally, to the extent that control 
posts within a country did not exist where radioactive air sampling 
could take place, there would be just that much greater need of spe
cial air sampling flights.

Although American scientists have for the past several years been 
actively seeking new methods of detection and, even more, of iden
tification of possible nuclear explosions, and although there are some 
promising avenues of investigation which may be proven in the next 
few years, the fact is that very little has been discovered up to date 
to justify any significant modification of the conclusions and recom
mendations of the Geneva scientists of 1958. Soviet scientists essen
tially agreed with this at our last joint meeting with them on a test 
ban during May 1960 in Geneva. Therefore, when we contemplate 
the cessation of nuclear weapon tests by international agreement, we 
must still look to international control arrangements similar to those 
proposed in 1958 to give the world security against violations. But 
the faster we have tried to move toward the Soviets in these matters, 
the faster they seem to move away from their earlier positions.
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The draft treaty which the United States and the United Kingdom 
proposed in April 1961 reflected the recommendations of the 1968 ex
perts. I t  also incorporated into its terms a large number of political 
and organizational arrangements for the test ban control organiza
tion on which the three Powers had already come to agreement at the 
t ^ t  ban Conference or which went far towards meeting previous So
viet demands. Eastern and Western nations were to have equal num
bers of seats on the control commission, which also had places for non- 
aligned nations, and there were detailed provisions for an equitable: 
division by nationality of the international staff, as the USSR had 
sought. The fact that many of the administrative and organizational 
provisions for the future international disarmament organization, as 
set forth in the Soviet document tabled here on 15 March,^ are simi
lar to the provisions of the United States-United Kingdom draft test 
ban treaty of last year demonstrates that the Soviet Union can have 
no serious objection to large portions of our proposal.

Indeed, when all is said and done, the fimdamental Soviet complaint 
about the test ban control system to which it seemed to agree in 1958,
1959 and 1960, and which its own scientists had helped to devise, is 
that it would facilitate Western espionage against the Soviet Union. 
But the facts are otherwise. The proposed system would not have 
any potential for any espionage which would be meaningful in terms 
of present-day military requirements.

The truth is that under the United States-United Kingdom draft 
treaty, control posts in the USSR would be immobile units with fixed 
boundaries. No site could be chosen for a control post in the USSR 
without the specific consent of the Soviet Government. No foreign 
personnel on the staff of any control post would have any official need 
to leave the boundaries of the post—except when entering and leaving 
Soviet territory—and it would be up to the Soviet authorities to de
cide whether such personnel should be permitted to leave the post. 
Within the post one-third of the technical staff and all of the auxiliary 
staff would be Soviet nationals, nominated by the Soviet Government. 
In  these circumstances, surely nothing taking place within the post 
could remain unknown to the Soviet Government.

The situation concerning on-site inspection teams would be equally 
devoid of espionage possibilities. The area to be inspected would be 
predetermined on the basis of seismographic recordings. There 
would be no random selection of the geographic site. To get to the 
site of the inspection the teams would have to use transport furnished 
by the Soviet Government. They could carry only specified equip
ment related to their immediate task. Although no Soviet nationals

 ̂AntCt pp. 103-127.
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would be members of the inspection team, half of the team would be 
nationals of non-aligned countries, and the Soviet Government would 
be invited to assign as many Soviet observers as it wished to verify the 
activities of the inspection team.

I  should also stress that the size of the inspectable area would in 
any event be limited to the territory within a radius of about eight or, 
in some cases, thirteen kilometres from the point, the so-called probable 
epicentre, where the unidentified seismic event was presumed to have 
taken place. This radius would involve an inspectable area of 200 or, 
in some cases, 500 square kilometres. The Soviet Union has territory 
of over 21 million square kilometres. Therefore it can readily be seen 
that even if there were twenty inspections per year in the USSE, and 
even if each of these inspections operated within a 500 square kilometre 
area, less than one-twentieth of one per cent of Soviet territory that is, 
less than one part in 2,000, could ever be subject to inspection in any 
one year.

Finally, no espionage would be feasible on the occasional special air 
sampling flights which might take place over Soviet territory. The 
plane and its crew would be Soviet, and Soviet Government observers 
could be on board. The only foreigners would be two stafl! technicians 
from the control organization who would manage the equipment tak
ing the air samples and who would ensure that the plane actually flew 
along the route previously prescribed.

I  have recounted these matters in some detail because it is easy to 
make generalized charges over and over again about the dangers af 
espionage in a test ban control system. I t  takes careful explanation 
to show why such charges are completely groundless, even though it 
stands to reason that the USSE, which was just as sensitive about 
espionage in 1958 as in 1961, would never have accepted such a con
trol system in principle in 1958 if it had then believed that the system 
could have had the slightest real espionage danger for the Soviet 
Union.

I t  should be clear now that the explanation of Soviet behaviour 
on the issue of a test ban must be sought elsewhere. There is no ra
tional basis for Soviet concern about misuse of the control system for 
espionage purposes. There is no scientific basis for the Soviet desire 
to abandon the still indispensable control system wliich was recom
mended by the scientists in 1958 and approved by the Governments 
of the then existing nuclear Powers. There is no political basis for 
any of us to believe that a test ban is any less urgent now than it was 
in 1958 or that the benefits which it would bring in improving the 
international climate would be any less.
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My Government is therefore at a loss to understand the Soviet posi
tion unless it be that the USSR has decided that it is still overwhelm
ingly important for it to be free to continue its nuclear weapon tests. 
This was what the Soviet Government said last September, when it 
referred to the tense international situation as a justification for its 
test resumption, and it may be that the USSR feels a military need for 
another test series. I f  this is the case, then it is true that the easiest 
way for the Soviet Union to remain unhampered by a test ban treaty 
is to offer one which contains no provisions whatsoever for effective 
control and which the United States and United Kingdom could ac
cept only at grave risk to their national security and to that of the 
free world.

I  cannot urge the Soviet Government too strongly to review its 
position and to return to the previously agreed basis of negotiation, 
namely, the experts’ recommendation of 1958. We ask the Soviet 
Union to cease its attempts to have the international commimity dis
tort sound verification procedures to accommodate one State which is 
obsessed by a passion for secrecy. We call upon the Soviet Union to 
enter into genuine negotiations in the three nations Sub-Committee set 
up by this Committee to consider the test ban problem.

There is today an interim report of this Sub-Committee but, un- 
fortimately, there are no grounds for encouragement. I  should like 
to comment briefly on the events of the past few weeks which have 
led us to this point.

The President of the United States, on 2 March, stated in referring 
to our Conference here, th a t:

“ . . . we sWall, in association with tlie United Kingdom, present once again 
our proposals for a separate comprehensive treaty— ŵith appropriate arrange
ments for detection and verification—to halt permanently the testing of aU 
nuclear weapons, in every environment: in the air, in outer space, underground 
or under water.’’

“New modifications will also be offered” he said, “in the light of 
new experience.” ^

In fulfilment of this pledge the United States presented to the Soviet 
Union, first in an informal meeting on 15 March,^ and this week in 
the Sub-Committee,® new proposals of the kind indicated. We have 
indicated clearly in both formal and informal discussions that the 
United States is prepared to grant a point to which the Soviet Union 
has apparently attached great importance, namely, to drop the 4.75 
degree threshold and to make the treaty, from the outset, complete 
in its coverage—^banning from the beginning all tests in the atmos-

'^Ante, p. 73.
 ̂Ante, p. 150.
 ̂Ante, pp. 160-163.
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phere, outer space, underground and in the oceans. We will do this 
without increasing the number of inspections or the number of con
trol posts in the Soviet Union. We would seek, by common agree
ment, to allocate the quota of inspections in such a way that most would 
be conducted in a few areas of high seismicity and only a few would 
be allowable in a large region in the heart of the Soviet Union where 
there are normally few seismic noises which would require 
investigation.

These moves have been made possible by increased experience and 
increased scientific knowledge. But our experience has also shown 
the need for provisions for safeguarding other States against the con
sequences of preparations for testing. These would consist in large 
part of periodic declarations on the part of heads of States that there 
would be no preparations for testing, and agreed rights to inspect 
a certain number of times per year equal numbers of declared sites 
on each side.

Experience has also shown the need for provisions to shorten the 
time spent before the beginning of the inspection process. This would 
primarily be a question of the way the preparatory commission func
tioned, and agreement to co-operate in speeding up by all possible 
means the establishment of detection facilities, including temporary 
control posts.

The United States has made clear that it still stands by its original 
treaty proposal of 18 April 1961 plus the amendments proposed in 
1961 and will sign that treaty. I t  has also made clear that it is willing 
to negotiate along the lines I  have described to up-date the treaty if 
the Soviet Union prefers.

The response of the Soviet Union thus far has not given us any 
hope. The Soviet delegation has told us that the USSR will not accept 
a treaty with or without the amendments we propose. We are still 
confronted with the unmistakable reversal of the Soviet position which 
took place a few months ago after the Soviet Union had for four years 
asserted its willingness to accept a controlled test ban agreement, and 
after seventeen articles and two important treaty annexes had been 
negotiated. The roadblock to a cessation of tests is this reversal of 
the Soviet attitude. The USSR was prepared to accept controls be
fore the recent test series; now, after forty or more tests, it is not ready 
to do so. I t  is diflScult for us to understand the reason.

The problem cannot really be espionage. As I  have outlined in 
detail, for over two years in the test ban Conference we negotiated 
arrangements which would ensure that the modest amount of control 
and inspection contemplated could not be misused for espionage 
purposes.
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Nor can the problem be that the verification system is imduly bur
densome. As I  have said, the system which we worked out was directly 
based on the estimate of the minimum technical requirements which 
was the product of an agreed analysis by Soviet and Western scientists. 
The technical basis for tliis system has never yet been challenged on 
scientific grounds by the Soviet Union.

The USSR now seems to be telling us that under existing circum
stances the idea of international verification in any form whatso
ever is wholly unacceptable; it seems to be telling us that verification 
is not even necessary, that it is an insult to request it, even though 
this is a measure of disarmament. Unnecessary? Merely necessary 
to end nuclear testing. I t  seems to be telling us that there can be no 
impartial investigation, even when there has been a signal recorded 
from within the Soviet Union and when it is impossible, without such 
an investigation, to ascertain whether the cause of the signal was a 
phenomenon of nature or a man-made nuclear explosion.

We recognize that there are risks in any disarmament measure 
because no control system can give one hundred per cent certainty, 
but a study of our draft treaty with our proposed modifications will 
indicate that the United States and the United Kingdom have been 
willing to accept a very considerable degree of risk. However, we 
cannot move towards a treaty which is based on no adequate controls 
at all, but solely on pure faith. We do not ask the Soviet Union to 
trust the word of other nations, and other nations cannot be asked 
to trust the Soviet Union’s word on matters of such far-reaching 
significance.

In President Kennedy’s words of 2 March:
. . . We know enougli now about broken negotiations, secret preparations 

and the advantages gained from a long test series never to offer again an 
uninspected moratorium.

The same could equally be said about an unverified treaty obligation 
such as the USSR is now proposing. We do not intend to be caught 
again as we were in the autumn of 1961, and there is no reason why 
we should have to be caught again, by a unilateral Soviet decision to 
resume nuclear weapon tests. This is a risk to national and interna
tional security which the United States cannot and will not take. A 
test ban, or any disarmament measure, will be acceptable to us only 
when it is accompanied by adequate measures of verification.

In summary, the essential element on which we must insist is that 
there be an objective international system for assuring that the ban 
against testing is being complied with. This means that there must 
be an international system for distinguishing between natural and 
artificial events. The 18 April treaty provided for such a system.
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Last week the United States and the United Eangdom made some 
modifications of the proposed treaty in a way calculated to meet Soviet 
objections. These proposed modij&cations were rejected almost imme
diately by the Soviet Union on the groimd that international verifica
tion was not necessary. This refusal to accept any form of verification 
strikes very hard at our efforts to guarantee the world against the 
resumption of nuclear tests. The key element in the United States 
position is that there must be effective international verification of 
the obligations undertaken in any such treaty.

Let there be no misunderstanding in this Committee. A nuclear 
test ban agreement can be signed in short order. There are no hidden 
difficulties; there are no mysterious obstacles in the way; no time- 
consuming negotiations need be required. The groundwork has all 
been laid. Only one element is missing-—Soviet willingness to con- 
clnde an agreement.

The United States will consider any proposal which offers effective 
international verification, but the United States cannot settle for 
anything less.

We urge the Soviet Union to reconsider its attitude and join in 
putting an end to nuclear weapon testing—a total end, a permanent 
end.

Procedure of Work of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, March 23, 1962 ^

1. In  its plenary sessions, the Committee should pursue, without 
delay, its primary objective of reaching agreement on general and 
complete disarmament. The Committee will consider the Soviet draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament of March 15, 1962,2 the 
United States programme for general and complete disarmament of 
September 25,1961,^ and other proposals which have been or may sub
sequently be made, in the light of the Statement of Agreed Principles 
of September 20,1961,^ and General Assembly Eesolution 1722 (XVI) 
of December 20, 1961.®

^ENDC/l/Add. 1, Mar. 28, 1962. Adopted at the 8th plenary meeting. For 
other procedural arrangements, see ante, pp. 92-93 and post, pp. 276-277, 544-545, 
658, 679-681.

 ̂Ante, pp. 103-127.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 475-482. 

pp. 439-442. 
pp. 741-742.
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2. Concurrently with the elaboration of agreement on general and 
complete disarmament in the plenary committee, and iiot to the detri
ment of this elaboration, a coromittee of the whole will be set up by 
the plenary committee for the consideration of various proposals on the 
implementation of measures aimed a t : the lessening of international 
tension; the consolidation of confidence among states; and facilitat
ing general and complete disarmament. Meetings of this committee 
of the whole should not, normally, be held on days on which the 
plenary is scheduled.

3. Informal meetings of the full committee should continue to con
sider, as appropriate, in an informal manner, under existing arrange
ments matters before the committee and matters concerning the 
further organization of its work. Informal meetings should, nor
mally, be held on days on which no plenary meeting is scheduled.

Second Report of the United Nations Scientific Com
mittee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation {Extract}, 
March 23, 1962 ^

CHAPTER V n  

Evaluations and Conclusions

1. In  presenting its first comprehensive report to the General Assem
bly in 1958 the Committee emphasized that the conclusions of that 
report, as with any scientific assessment, must be subject to revision 
in the light of advancing knowledge. Since then, considerable prog
ress has been made in the field of study of the Committee, so that 
much more information is now available and our understanding of 
the effects of radiation is much increased. Although this makes it 
possible in many instances to give a clearer account of radiation ex
posure and effects, the complexities of the subject that have been 
revealed by recent investigations have necessitated a qualification of 
some previous statements.

2. Earlier chapters of the present report outline the present status 
of our knowledge of radiation exposures and effects and provide the 
basis for an assessment of the significance of these exposures. The

 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session, Supplement No. 
16 (A/5216), pp. 31-35. For the conclusions of the first report (1958), see 
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1056-1074.
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annexes contain detailed information on which this outline is based. 
The present chapter gives the conclusions arrived at in the report. 
The Committee wishes, however, to emphasize that the report should 
be regarded as a whole and that individual sentences or assessments 
may be misleading if taken out of their appropriate context.

3. The review and the evaluations made by the Committee are in no 
way final and will undoubtedly require continuing revision as scientific 
knowledge advances and new data become available, the present lack 
of which still limits our understanding of some problems.

4. The Committee hopes that this report, by pointing out subjects 
which require more investigation and sometimes a fresh approach, 
will stimulate research and discussion that will result in an improved 
understanding of the ejffects of ionizing radiation on man and his 
environment.

5. The main questions which the Committee has again attempted 
to answer are:

(a) What are the levels of radiation to which man is exposed 
from various external and internal sources (including those arising 
from radio-active contamination of the environment as a result of 
nuclear tests) and how is this exposure distributed in time, in different 
geographical areas and within different parts of his body? I t  has 
been important to specify in particular what doses and dose-rates of 
radiation from various sources are received by the gonads (testes and 
ovaries), in view of their genetic importance, and by those cells in 
which malignant change may be induced by radiation, such as the 
blood-forming cells of the bone marrow and those lining bone surfaces.

(5) What are the effects produced by radiation, both on the ir
radiated individuals and on their offspring, particularly at those levels 
to which populations are currently exposed ?

Levels of radiation

6. The frequency with which harmful effects are caused by each form 
of exposure depends essentially upon the radiation dose received by 
human tissues from each source. A simple comparison of doses does 
not, however, indicate the likely frequencies of harmful effects if 
these doses have been delivered at widely different dose-rates. The 
following paragraphs discuss the sources of radiation to which man 
is exposed and the doses incurred.

Radiation from natukal sourgis

7. The estimation of the radiation exposure from natural sources 
has considerable importance, particularly because part of the normal 
occurrence of hereditary, and perhaps some malignant, diseases may
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be due to natural radiations. Moreover, as man has always been ex
posed to such radiation, the dose received from natural sources forms 
a useful basis of reference with which the doses received from other 
sources may be compared.

8. Natural sources of radiation include cosmic rays and those radio
nuclides which occur naturally in the environment. The radiation 
that man receives from these sources is described either as ‘‘external” 
when it reaches the body from the exterior, as from cosmic rays or by 
gamma radiation from radio-nuclides in the earth’s crust or atmos
phere, or “internal” when it is derived from naturally occurring 
radio-nuclides which have become incorporated into the human body.

9. Investigations carried out during recent years have enabled us to 
achieve greater precision in estimating the radiation dose to which 
the world population is exposed from natural sources. In particular, 
the contribution to this dose from the neutron component of cosmic 
rays, which had been disregarded in the first comprehensive report, 
can now be taken into account despite uncertainties inherent in its 
evaluation. The inclusion of this contribution explains why the 
present estimates of doses from natural sources are higher than those 
given in the previous report. Accurate estimates of the doses from 
potassium-40 and carbon-14 have also become available. Combining 
the estimated average contribution from cosmic rays, that from ex
ternal radiation from radio-nuclides in the environment, and that 
from internal radiation from radio-nuclides within the human body, 
the average yearly dose from all natural sources is now estimated for 
various tissue and is about 125 mrem to the gonads, 120 mrem to the 
blood-forming cells and 130 mrem to the cells lining the bone surfaces.

10. Wide geographical variation has been observed in the dose from 
most natural sources of radiation, both internal and external. The 
exposure from cosmic rays varies mainly with altitude, showing an 
approximately twofold increase for each thousand metres rise iri 
altitude. The external radiation from radio-active nuclides occurring 
in the environment also shows geographical variation, depending 
largely on the composition of underlying soil and rocks. While the 
average dose-rate from these sources is about 50 mrem per year in 
most inhabited regions of the world, areas are known, as in parts of 
the Kerala, and the adjoining, <5oast in India, where the external 
dose-rates may be over twenty tim ^ as high. The exposure from in
ternal sources also varies geographically owing to the variable intake 
of radium and of some other naturally occurring radio-nuclides. The 
contribution to internal radiation from carbon-14, tritium and po- 
taSsium-40 on the other hand is fairly constant in different places.
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M ed ical  ex po sto es

11. I t  is now possible to place greater reliance upon the estimates 
of the dose received from medical procedures. Data from a nmnber 
of comitries with extensive medical facilities and a total population 
of 200 million are now available. They indicate that for diagnostic 
radiology the annual genetically significant dose ranged from 6 to 
60 mrem in the particular years studied. These countries may be 
considered as representative of other areas with comparable medical 
practice on which adequate data are not available in sufficient detail. 
However, only a small fraction of the world’s population is covered 
and the estimates may not apply to larger areas of the world. The 
upper limit of the range does not exceed half of the dose received 
from natural sources, although no simple comparison is appropriate, 
owing to the much higher dose-rates at which the doses from medical 
procedures are delivered. A few types of examination, which com
prise a small fraction of the total examinations carried out in each 
country, contribute about three-quarters of the genetically significant 
dose. One of the most important results of these investigations is 
the evidence that this dose can be very substantially reduced by the 
full use of appropriate techniques and equipment. The genetically 
significant dose due to therapeutic irradiation ranges from 2 to 13 
mrem and that from the medical use of radio-isotopes is less than 1, 
mrem per year.

12. Limited data have been obtained for bone-marrow doses and 
these are insufiicient to furnish accurate estimates of mean doses. 
They seem to confirm, however, the tentative estimates made by the 
Committee in its first comprehensive report, in which a range from 
50 to 100 mrem was accepted for the yearly contribution to the bone- 
marrow dose, as averaged throughout the population, from diagnostic 
procedures, including fluoroscopy. No reliable estimates of the con
tribution from therapeutic irradiation is possible at the present time.

OcGUPATIO]SrAL EXPOSURES

13. The available data obtained from five industrialized countries 
show that at the present time the number of workers who are directly 
engaged in radiation work does not exceed eight per ten thousand 
in the population. I t  has been observed that when proper radiation 
protection methods are used, the great majority of these workers 
receive very low doses of radiation. From information collected in 
four countries, the genetically significant dose to the general popu
lation resulting from occupational exposures is estimated to be less 
than 0.5 mrem per year.
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O t h e r  t y pe s  or r a d ia t io n  ex po su r e s

‘ 14. In  some countries, individual members of the population may be 
exposed to various other sources of radiation such as X-ray shoe- 
fitting maichines, luminous dials of clocks and watches, various devices 
incorporating radio-active materials, and television sets. Apart from 
those from shoe-fitting machines, the doses delivered are unlikely to 
present any significant hazard to individuals. The average exposure 
from any one of them is likely to be very small, although taken to
gether they may make a small but significant contribution to the total 
genetically significant radiation dosage of populations in some coun
tries. World average values of the total dose contribution to popu-  ̂
lotions from these sources are not available at the present time,

15. I t is important that the exposure of populations to radiation 
from such sources should be kept under continuing review, as regards 
both the exposure from each source and the aggregate exposure from 
them all. The introduction of any new source involving substantial 
exposure of individuals or of populations should be recognized and 
evaluated at an early stage. An example in the future might be the 
exposure of individuals to cosmic radiation in passenger aircraft fly
ing at high altitudes.

E n v ir o n m e n t a l  c o n t a m in a t io n  fr o m  n u c l e a r  e x pl o sio n s

16. The contamination of the environment and the radiation ex
posure of human beings from any nuclear explosion depends very much 
on the type and yield of the explosion, on its altitude and geographical 
location, on the construction of the device as well as on whether radio
active products are injected into the upper or lower atmosphere, de
posited locally on the earth’s surface or into water, or retained under
ground. The processes by which radio-active material from nuclear 
explosions causes radiation to human tissues are described in detail in 
chapter V and in annex F.

17. Since the 1958 report of the Committee, our understanding of 
the processes involved in fall-out from the stratosphere and the lower 
atmosphere has been increased considerably by information and con
tinued investigation on these subjects and in consequence of the three- 
year period during which no significant stratospheric injections of 
nuclear debris took place. The resultant information has tended to 
confirm our views as to the way in which fission products are removed 
from the stratosphere and the mechanisms involved are discussed in de
tail in annex F.

18. However, it has become clear that owing to meteorological fac
tors, the rate of fall-out tends to increase in the spring, and that the 
stratospheric half-residence time (or period in which half of any in
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jection is removed from the stratosphere) is often considerably shorter 
than was estimated in 1958. Geographical as well as meteorological 
factors have resulted in higher deposition of fall-out in the northern 
temperate latitudes than in the rest of the world.

19. In  our previous report the amount of radio-active debris present 
in the stratosphere (the so-called stratospheric reservoir) was esti
mated by calculation from the observed fall-out rate and from a half
residence time which was assumed to be as high as seven years. A high 
value was assumed as a precaution against underestimating the dose to 
which human tissues would be subjected from long-lived radio
nuclides. I t  is now known that the amount of strontium-90 present 
in the stratosphere was over-estimated in consequence. Direct meas
urements of the stratospheric reservoir have now been made by means 
of high-flying aircraft and balloons and the content of the reservoir 
in very recent years has been estimated by this means.

20. The half-residence time of strontium-90 in the stratosphere has 
proved to be critically dependent on a number of factors, including the 
time of year at which the explosion takes place, the latitude, and both 
the height of the explosion above the earth’s surface and the altitude 
to which the fission products are carried into the atmosphere. Debris 
injected in polar latitudes appear to have a stratospheric half-residence 
time of between 6 and 12 months, whereas this time may be as long as
2 years for injections in the equatorial belt. A shorter half-residence 
time for injections is important because the resultant fall-out will con
tain short-lived radio-nuclides which will somewhat increase the radia
tion received by man from fall-out by adding to the exposure due to 
the longer-lived radio-nuclides.

21. Much valuable information has become available on the trans
fer of radio-active materials from fall-out through the food chain, and 
our understanding of this process is greatly improved. Estimates of 
the amount of fall-out components, especially strontium-90, are now 
available from many more areas and we also have more information 
on the composition of the diet of many populations.

22. There is now much more detailed evidence concerning the im
portance of direct contamination of the leaves, inflorescences and stem 
bases of plants in introducing fall-out material into the food chain, 
in addition to that taken up by the plant from the soil. In some plants 
such as cereals this effect is of particular importance during the season 
when the flowers and ears are being formed. The new information 
has greatly helped our understanding of the transfer of strontiimi-90 
from diets of various types to human beings, in whom it is deposited in 
bone.

23. Some data have become available on the rate at which strontium- 
90 may be removed in harvested crops, and also leached or washed
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down through the soil and so away from the rpotmg zone of plants. 
These data indicate that the contribution to human irradiation of an 
accumulated deposit of strontium-90 in soil is likely to be halved in a 
shorter period than the 28 years that was assumed for purposes of 
estimation in the previous report

24. I t has been possible to obtain i^iformation on the amount of 
strontium-90 taken daily in the diet in a number of different regions 
of the world, and on the ratio of strontium-90 to calcium in the diets 
of these regions. The ratio of strontium-90 to calcium in the whole 
diet usually is higher than that in the milk, the difference being less 
for diets containing a large component of milk and milk products. 
When the ratio for the diet as a whole is compared with the ratio in 
milk from the same region, it is found that the over-all value for this 
type of diet is usually about one and a half. But the value is higher 
if plant products are important components of the diet.

25. Even for the many regions for which complete dietary surveys 
are not available, therefore, it is possible to make some estimate of 
the likely dietary intake of strontium-90, provided that its concen
tration in milk samples from these regions is known. However, if 
milk is a minor component of diet, information on the strontium-90 
content of other foods also is required. The levels of contamination 
of several components of diet show wide geographical variations 
connected with the different cumulative deposition of strontium-90 
in the soil and the rate of fall-out. These differences and the char
acteristics of the diet in different areas combined with the geographical 
variations of fall-out lead to significant variation in the levels of 
contamination and in the quantity of strontium-90 received by man 
in food. The estimates made suggest that, over large areas in which 
the rates of deposition are similar, differences in the composition of 
the diet seldom result in more than twofold, or in certain types of diet 
at most fourfold, differences in strontium-90 intakes.

26. Our prediction of possible future concentrations of strontium-90 
in dietary constituents continues to be based on the use of two factors, 
one depending on the rate of fall-out and the other on the accumulated 
deposition. Better values for such factors are now established for 
various food materials from survey data and from experimental 
methods, so that the dependence of dietary and hence of bone contami
nation on fall-out conditions can be adequately estimated.

27. The highest contamination of human bone with strontiiim-90 
continues to be observed in the northern temperate latitudes. The 
average human bone concentrations in various parts of the world 
appear to be simply related to the observed or estimated amounts of 
strontium-90 present in the total diet, in the manner to be expected 
from experimental studies. The concentration of strontium-90 rela
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tive to calcium in new bone is about one-quarter of tliat in the diet 
consumed while the bone was being formed.

28. Caesium-137, unlike strontium-90, contributes to both external 
and internal irradiation. Caesium-137 differs from strontium-90 also 
in so far as it is not iBxed in the human body but is retained there for 
a period of time, which is very short compared with that in which 
its activity is significantly reduced by radio-active decay. The rate of 
uptake of caesium-137, and therefore its contribution to internal con
tamination, depends principally on the rate of its deposition on vege
tation since caesium contained in most soils is usually very poorly 
absorbed by plants, though there are some exceptions. The contri
bution of caesium-137 to external irradiation, however, depends on 
its accumulation on the ground. There is some evidence that the 
contribution of caesium-137 to external irradiation over undisturbed 
soil is reduced by about 50 per cent in ten years.

29. Several years’ data on mean concentration of caesium-137 
directly determined in the human body are now available and apply 
to a large part of the world. Geographical variation seems to be 
rather small. The concentration of this nuclide, which showed a 
general upward trend from 1956 to 1959, decreased in 1960 and 1961.

30. The present report deals much more fully than was possible 
at the time of the previous report with the formation of carbon-14: 
in nuclear tests and its contribution to human irradiation. As a 
result of these tests, the concentration of carbon-14 in the atmosphere 
and in biological material had risen at the end of 1960 by 25 per cent 
above the concentration of the carbon-14 formed by natural processes, 
but the concentration of this carbon-14 will decrease considerably in 
forthcoming decades owing to the dilution of the nuclide in the oceans 
if tests are discontinued. Although the irradiation of future gener
ations from this source will continue at a decreasing rate for thou
sands of years because of the long half-life of this nuclide, the dose- 
rate to human reproductive and other tissues will be small in any one 
generation.

D ispo sa l  of radio-ac5t iv e  w a stes

31. The operation of atomic plants for the production of energy 
and isotopes and the use of the latter for medical and research purposes 
may involve the release of radio-active material into the air, ground 
or waters. At the present time the contribution from this source 
to human radiation exposure is certainly small in comparison with 
natural radiation and is restricted to local areas. However, with the 
increased utilization of atomic energy and radio-active substances for 
peaceful uses, releases into the environment are likely to become greater 
than they are now, and consequently suitable methods for safe disposal
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of radio-active wastes should be maintained so as to minimize the 
dose of radiation from these sources.

Effects of radiation

F u n d a m e n t a l  r a d io -b io l o g y

32. The study of the effects of radiation on cellular and subcellular 
structures is a necessary prerequisite to the understanding of radia
tion effects on whole organisms, in so far as the basic radiation injury 
occurs at the lowest level of organization. Fundamental radio-biology 
has received new impetus from the dramatic advances made in the 
past few years by biochemistiy and biophysics. Our knowledge of 
the structure and mode of replication of macromolecules and in par
ticular of nucleic acids has greatly increased, so that new insight has 
been gained into the fundamental problem of how genes act in con
trolling cellular structures and functions and in ensuring that they 
are maintained in the products of cell division.

33. The nature of the initial disturbances caused by radiation at 
the molecular level has become better known, as are the factors which 
may alter them. The changes produced may be partly reversible, at 
least when studied at the cellular or at higher levels. This may be the 
case with gene mutation, which is believed to be due to a specific 
change in chemically identifiable constituents of nucleic acids.

34. The study of the relationship between dose and effect at cel
lular and subcellular levels does not give any indication of the exist
ence of threshold doses and leads to the conclusion that certain bio
logical effects can follow irradiation, however small the dose may be. 
When dose effect relationships are studied at higher levels of organi
zation, however, it is now being increasingly realized that the situa
tion may be much more complex, since many factors play a part be
tween the occurrence of the primary event and the final manifesta
tion of radiation damage.

S o m a t i c  iEFFEcr^

35. During the interval since the last report, our knowledge of the 
somatic effects of radiation on man (those effects which are produced 
on the individuals exposed) has increased substantially with the dem
onstration of the induction of certain transient somatic effects by low 
doses of a few rad of radiation, and with the confirmation that em
bryonic tissues are more sensitive than many adult ones to injury 
by radiation. Even low doses may induce developmental disorders 
or malignant changes in embryos. Eecent work has emphasized the 
complexity of radiation effects, and the importance of the qualifica
tions that we made in our earlier report with regard to the numerical

688-714— 63— vol. I------- 14
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estimates of the frequency of the effects that would be caused by vari
ous doses of radiation. The complexity of the dose effect relationships 
is due largely to the fact that in different dose ranges, different types 
of biological effect may be produced, and a simple mathematical 
relationship is unlikely to apply. The data that have been accumu
lated since 1958 have neither proved nor disproved the assumption 
made in the first report that at low doses proportionality can be used 
to estimate risks^

36. The early effects of large doses of radiation in man have become 
better known as a result of the close study of people who have been 
accidentally or therapeutically irradiated. I t  seems likely that, for 
short-term whole-body irradiation of man, the dose causing death in 
50 per cent of the exposed individuals may be about 400 rad, but pos
sibly as high as 500 rad and as low as 300 rad. Persistent damage 
from radiation is apparent after large doses approaching the lethal 
range. The predominant immediate changes after low doses are 
transitory ones, although persistent effects may be produced after a 
long period of time.

37. Various chemical, physical and biological treatments have some 
value in decreasing the effects of radiation exposure in animals, but 
no specific treatment has been established as having practical impor
tance in man, except for the relief of symptoms that are induced by 
therapeutic irradiation of parts of the body. Several methods are, 
however, under investigation for the treatment of acute radiation 
injury, or to reduce the amounts of radio-nuclides which may have 
been taken into the body.

38. Radiation exposure of animals, continued for short or for long 
periods, causes a shortening of the lifespan by an amount depending 
upon the dose received and the dose-rate. I t is probable that a simi
lar life-shortenilig occurs in man but the evidence on this point is in
conclusive and no estimate can be given of the amount of any such 
effect.

39. Irradiation for short or long periods, either of animals or of 
man, may cause neoplastic changes, of which leukaemia appears to 
be the earliest to develop in man. There is good evidence that in the 
range of doses which it has been possible to explore (from 100 rad 
upwards), the frequency with which leukaemia is induced increases 
with the dose of radiation received, but no further evidence has been 
obtained as to the exact relationship between the dose and the fre
quency of this response. I t does appeat, however, that the annual 
incidence of leukaemia in the Japanese survivors of radiation at Hiro
shima and Nagasaki, which had been rising after the nuclear explo
sions in 1945, though still elevated, has been decreasing since 1958.
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There is evidence to suggest that the incidence of some other forms 
of malignant disease may now have increased, but it is at present diffi
cult to form a reliable estimate of the extent of any such increase.

HjEREDITARY EFFECTS

40. Progress in human genetics has been very significant since 1958. 
An entirely new field of study has been opened owing to recent cyto
genetic findings in man. The normal diploid number of chromosomes 
for the human species has been accepted as forty-six and certain serious 
diseases occuring in one per cent of all children born have come to be 
recognized as due to chromosomal changes. A new class of possible 
radiation-induced diseases, the importance of which was unrecognized 
at the time of the first report, has thus been demonstrated. The oc
currence of chromosomal anomalies has been demonstrated in somatic 
cells of irradiated individuals.

41. The concept of mutation induction as an instantaneous process 
has been revised and evidence accumulates showing that for some mu
tations a finite period of time elapses between the absorption of radia
tion energy and the completion of the mutation process, during which, 
depending on the physiological state of the cell, at least partial repair 
of the damage may be possible. The effectiveness of the repair mech
anisms may be altered by a variety of agents and conditions, and 
will also be dependent on the way in which the radiation is distrib
uted in time.

42. The frequency of gene mutations produced by irradiation has 
been shown to be proportional to the total dose received by the germ- 
cells. The proportionality, however, has been shown, in mice, fruit 
flies and silkworms, to vary with certain factors including the dose- 
rate. The dose required to induce as many mutations as naturally 
occur, the so-called doubling dose, therefore also changes with the 
dose-rate. Doubling doses are higher for low than for high dose- 
rates, the observed difference in mice being fourfold for the male and 
possibly larger for the female.

43. More data, however, are needed before the possible magnitude 
of this effect in man can be evaluated so as to enable us to make better 
comparisons between different conditions of irradiation. In any event 
the recent findings, while confirming the validity of the concept of 
doubling dose in particular circumstances for a given dose-rate, have 
shown that it is not possible to estimate with confidence a representa
tive doubling dose for man.

44. In spite of the preceding reservations there should be no mis
understanding about the reality of genetic damage from radiation. 
Although individual mutations vary greatly in their effect, there is
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no doubt that any increase in mutation is harmful. Further, we know 
that mutations accumulate in germ-cells and we have no evidence 
from any experimental work for a threshold dose, or rate of delivery 
below which mutations are not induceji. In  fact, it has recently been 
shown that a single dose as low as 5 r  increases significantly the num
ber of mutations in the fruit fly. As regards man, the total dose re
ceived by the average individual in the population is still the most im
portant indicator that we have of the amount of damage induced.

45. I t  is likely that the great majority of gene mutations induced 
by radiation are identical with those which occur “spontaneously”. 
There is some evidence, however, from lower organisms that radiation 
determines a different proportion of certain harmful mutations than 
that occurring naturally.

46. The most extensive study is still the investigation of the offspring 
of parents exposed to the atomic explosions of Hiroshima and Naga
saki. The investigators detected no significant increase in the fre
quency of malformations or early deaths in the children of irradiated 
parents. Both this survey and a number of other more limited in
vestigations have, however, consistently shown that in the progeny 
of irradiated mothers there is a significant excess of females over 
males. This has been attributed to the radiation-induced (sex-linked) 
mutations which would reduce the number of males born of those 
mothers. In the progeny of irradiated fathers a more complex situa
tion obtains which has not yet been fully understood.

Conclusions

47. The review that we have made of the effects of ionizing radia
tion and of the present exposure of mankind to radiation affords a 
basis for general comments concerning this source of hazard.

48. I t  is clearly established that exposure to radiation, even in doses 
substantially lower than those producing acute effects, may occasion
ally give rise to a wide variety of harmful effects including cancer, leu
kaemia and inherited abnormalities which in some cases may not be 
easily distinguishable from naturally occurring conditions or identi
fiable as due to radiation. Because of the available evidence that 
genetic damage occurs at the lowest levels as yet experimentally tested, 
it is prudent to assume that some genetic damage may follow any dose 
of radiation, however small.

49. I t  must be recognized that the human species has in fact always 
been exposed to small amounts of radiation from a variety of natural 
sources and that the present additional average exposure of mankind 
from all artificial sources is still smaller than that from natural 
sources.
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50. At present even the wide use of radiation in medical diag
nosis and treatment in countries with extensive medical facilities does 
not usually involve more than about a 50 per cent increase in the 
genetically significant exposure to radiation of their populations, 
and there is evidence that simple and inexpensive modifications of 
techniques could reduce the figure considerably without loss of medi
cally important information. Advances in nuclear science and indus
try are being achieved with only slight resultant increases in the 
average radiation levels to which populations are exposed, and with 
only very occasional accidental over-exposure of individuals.

51. At the same time, the exposure of mankind to radiation from 
increasing numbers of artificial sources, including the world-wide con
tamination of the environment with short- and long-lived radio
nuclides from weapons tests, calls for the closest attention, particularly 
because the effects of any increase in radiation exposure may not be 
fully manifested for several decades in the case of somatic disease, 
and for many generations in the case of genetic damage.

52. The Committee therefore emphasizes the need that all forms of 
unnecessary radiation exposure should be minimized or avoided en
tirely, particularly when the exposure of large populations is entailed; 
and that every procedure involving the peaceful uses of ionizing 
radiation should be subject to appropriate immediate and continuing 
scrutiny in order to ensure that the resulting exposure is kept to 
the minimum practicable level and that this level is consistent with 
the necessity or the value of the procedure. As there are no effec
tive measures to prevent the occurrence of harmful effects of global 
radio-active contamination from nuclear explosions, the achievement 
of a final cessation of nuclear tests would benefit present and future 
generations of mankind.

53. The urgent need for research into many aspects of radiation 
and its biological effects has been emphasized repeatedly in this report. 
Although we have extensive and increasing information about the 
levels of radiation to which man is exposed from various sources 
and about the types of harmful effect which may result, we still know 
very little about the frequency with which such effects are likely to 
occur, particularly following small doses of radiation received at 
low dose-rates. I t  is of the utmost importance that investigation of 
this central problem should be actively pursued by all relevant means, 
including not only studies of the ways in which radiation may induce 
malignant and other delayed changes in tissues but also well planned 
surveys of the frequency with which such late effects occur in human 
populations following any accidental, medical or other relevant type 
of exposure to radiation or in areas of high natural radiation.
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rStatement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, March 27, 1962 ^

I  appreciate the indulgence of my colleagues in allowing me to 
make some additional remarks on the subject of general and com
plete disarmament now that we are coming to the end of the second 
week of our discussions.

We believe it is appropriate at this point to take some stock of 
where we stand and where we should go next and to try to get a clear 
picture of the pattern of our future work, in order that we may 
move with purpose and not merely drift.

A number of Foreign Ministers have departed, and others will 
be leaving this week, as I  myself expect to this afternoon. But I  
shall be ready to come back at any time that my return would 
advance our work here; and I  am sure that my colleagues round tliis 
table would be ready to do the same.

The Foreign Ministers of the Nations represented here came to 
Geneva, I  would suggest, for three broad purposes. The first was 
to do what they could to prepare the atmosphere for the discussions. 
The second was to establish an agreed programme of work. The third 
was to present authoritatively, and to exchange views on, the basic 
positions and approaches of their Governments. These objectives 
have been achieved with varying amounts of success; we could have 
wished for more, but we could easily have had Ifess.

The political atmosphere which has surrounded the opening of 
the talks in this room has been, on the whole, good; the discussions 
have revealed a seriousness of purpose and a generally constructive 
tone. I  do not mean, of course, that no differences have been 
expressed. We do not believe that we would perform any service 
to the world or to our work if we attempted to conceal difficulties 
and issues for the sake of a false appearance of harmony. How
ever, we have been encouraged by the minimum of recrimination 
and vituperation. We hope that this approach will be maintained, 
for progress in these matters depends upon our keeping dispassionate 
negotiation from being submerged in torrents of invective from any 
side.

The Conference on Friday adopted a plan of work proposed by the 
co-Chairmen.^ This is an important step forward, although we 
believe that, since there is much yet to be resolved, there will neces
sarily be further discussion on this matter as the days unfold. I

 ̂ENDC/PV. 10, pp. 5-15.
= Ante, pp. 176-177.
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shall have additional views iii this regard to present on behalf of 
the United States tliis morning.

In  fulfilling our third purpose each of us has set forth in broad 
terms the basic attitudes of our respective Governments on the sub
ject'm atter of this Conference. Each Foreign Minister has put 
forward ideas and suggestions worthy of the most serious scrutiny. 
These provide a framework for moving into more detailed discus
sions of the problems the Conference has met to resolve.

In my first statement at this Conference  ̂ I  referred to the United 
States programme for general and complete disarmament in a peace
ful world 2 and made several new specific proposals for consideration 
within that programme. Today I  should like to comment on the 
overall approach represented by the United States plan. For this 
plan is not simply a collection of isolated and unrelated measures; 
it represents a carefully co-ordinated approach to the goal defined 
in the Joint Statement of Principles agreed last September.® Now, 
for the first time smce the President’s presentation of the plan, we 
are met in a forum charged with the negotiation of binding 
agreements.

I t  would, I  think, be useful to recall President Kennedy’s state
ment of the purposes and objectives of the plan we put before you. 
On 25 September, before the United Nations General Assembly, he 
said:

It would create machinery to keep the peace as it destroys the machinery 
of war. It would proceed through balanced and safeguarded stages designed 
to give no State a military advantage over another. It would place the 
final responsibility for verification and control where it belongs— n̂ot with 
the big Powers alone, not with one’s adversary or one’s self, but in an inter
national organization within the framework of the United Nations. It would 
assure that indispensable condition of disarmament— t̂rue inspection—and 
apply it in stages proportionate to the stage of disarmament. It would cover 
delivery systems as well as weapons. It would ultimately halt their produc
tion as well as their testing, their transfer as well as i their •possession.'*

To meet the problems of a world in uneasy peace, in the midst of 
an arms race and seriously divided in ideological aspirations, there 
are several main areas of disarmament which deserve the primary 
attention of this Conference. They are areas common to both the 
United States and the Soviet programmes for general and complete 
disarmament. In the light of these conmion areas, I  should like to 
trace the main threads of policy objectives that run through and 
give unity to the fabric of the United States plan.

* Ante, pp. 142-149.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 475-482.
’ m d „  pp. 439-442
*m d., p. 468.
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One of these is a series of related measures directed towards the 
containment and reduction of the nuclear threat. The programme 
we lay before the Committee for consideration is a programme of ac
tion which begins now and which converges from many fronts to 
contain, to reduce and to eliminate this threat.

In  my statement of 23 March I  emphasized one important step of 
this kind which, this very month, lies within our g r a s p I t  is a sound 
agreement to end all nuclear weapon tests.

On 15 March I  stressed two additional steps, which also could be 
put into effect without delay, to get to the roots of the problem of the 
nuclear threat.^ One is a cut-off of production of J&ssionable ma
terials for use in weap?>ns. The other, to begin at the same time, is 
the transfer of 50,000 kilogrammes of weapon-grade fissionable ma
terials to non-weapon purposes.

Let me digress a moment here to answer a question put to us by a 
number of delegations: how much is 50 metric tons of U-235 ? 
Lord Home has already given one indication: its value is considerably 
more than $500 million. I t could, if combined with other ingredients, 
produce warheads with tens of thousands of megatons of explosive 
power.

The United States also proposes that any fissionable materials 
transferred between countries for peaceful uses of nuclear energy 
shall be subject to appropriate safeguards to be developed in agree-, 
ment with the International Atomic Energy Agency. Finally, the 
United States would prohibit the relinquishment of control of nuclear 
weapons and information and material necessary for their manufacture 
to any nation not owning such weapons.

These measures would contain and reduce the nuclear threat. This 
is very important but it is not in itself enough. We must, as rapidly 
as scientific knowledge can point the way for us, seek to eliminate 
nuclear weapon stockpiles. Let us begin now to mobilize the best 
scientific resources of our respective nations to concentrate upon this 
task.

All these things should be done within the first stage of the dis
armament programme.

In the second stage we propose that stocks of nuclear weapons shall 
be progressively reduced to the minimum levels which can be agreed 
upon as a result of the findings of a nuclear experts commission; the 
resulting excess of fissionable material should be transferred to peace
ful purposes.

There is another area where action cannot be long postponed. Space

Ante, pp. 167-176.
® Ante, pp. 142-149.
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is our newest ocean of discovery. Let us build upon the areas of 
peaceful co-operation in space which are now being developed in the 
United Nations and elsewhere, as an outgrowth of the recent exchange 
of letters between President Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev.^ Let 
us extend these areas to the field of disarmament.

We have proposed that the placing into orbit or stationing in 
outer space of weapons capable of producing mass destruction be 
prohibited. We propose that States shall give advance notification 
to participating States and to the international disaraiament organi
zation of launchings of space vehicles and missiles, together with the 
track of the vehicle. In  one sense, these measures represent another 
facet of the containment of the nuclear threat.

Let us begin, and continue until the job is doiie, in a third area to 
reduce and eliminate strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, other forms 
of armaments, and armed forces. Let us move boldly and across the 
board so that no nation can charge imbalance in the process.

I  have already put forward, on Thursday 15 March the United 
States proposal for a 30 per cent reduction in the first stage of nuclear 
delivery vehicles and of major conventional armaments. I  have said 
that comparable reductions should be made in the subsequent stages. 
This proposal, in the United States plan, is accoinpanied by related 
measures to deal simultaneously in all stages with major elements 
of military power, including reductions in force levels of States and 
restrictions and limitations on production and testing of major arma
ments, as well as limitations on production and testing of weapons 
designed to counter strategic delivery vehicles. The United States 
also proposes the mobilization of scientific talent to find ways to re
duce and eliminate chemical and biological weapons.

A fourth area also requires action. The United States plan calls 
for world-wide measures to reduce the risk of war by accident, mis
calculation and surprise attack. On 15 March I  put forward four 
specific proposals in this field involving: advance notification of mili
tary movements, establishment of observation posts, establishment of 
aerial inspection areas and mobile inspection teams and establishment 
of an international commission on measures to reduce the risk of war. 
Such steps are admittedly no substitute for disarmament, but until 
disarmament is fully achieved they can make an important difference.

The United States basic position with respect to verification is 
known to the Committee. I t  is that secrecy and disarmament are 
fundamentally incompatible; but it is also that the measures agreed 
to must be subject only to that verification which is necessary in order 
to determine whether the agreed measures are in fact being carried out.

 ̂See Documents on International Aspects of the Exploration and Use of Outer 
Space, 1954-1962 (S. Doc. 18, 88th Cong., 1st sess.), PP* 232-233, 242-244, 248-251.
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This is the only manner in which disarmament can proceed with the 
certainty that no State will obtain military advantage by violation 
or evasion of its commitments during the disarmament process.

A major problem of past general disarmament negotiations has 
been the lack of opportunity to explore the key question of verifica
tion thoroughly, objectively and constructively. This Conference 
provides such an opportunity. The United States is willing to con
sider seriously any proposed verification system in the light of the 
degree of assurance of compliance that it would provide, and in the 
light of the significance of possible violations. The United States 
r^ognizes that considerably less than total access to a nation’s terri
tory may suffice.

For example, it is possible, we believe, to design an adequate veri- 
fi-cation system, based on the concept that, although all parts of the 
territory of a State should be subject to the risk of inspection from 
the outset, the extent of the territory actually inspected in any step 
or stage would bear a close relationship to the amount of disarma
ment and to the criticajity of the particular, disarmament measures.

The United States believes, as I  suggested on 15 March, that this 
concept could be implemented by a ^stem  of zonal inspection which 
would be generally applicable to measures eliminating, limiting or 
reducing armaments and forces. A system of zonal inspection would 
limit the extent of territory actually inspected during the early phases 
of disarmament; it would require far fewer inspectors than would 
be required to verify implementation of disarmament simultaneously 
in all parts of a nation from the outset.

At the same time it could have complementary provisions providing 
for full verification of arms destroyed and full verification of limi
tations on declared facilities such as test sites, or missile launchers, 
or factories or military laboratories. As disarmament proceeded, 
there would be increasing assurance—as more and more zones came 
under inspection— t̂hat no undeclared armaments or forces were re
tained and that no clandestine activities were being pursued. Such a 
zonal approach, we feel, would meet the Soviet requirement that full 
inspection be related to full disarmament and our view that inspection 
should develop progressively with disarmament.

The United States is prepared now both to make suggestions as to 
the details of such a plan and to explore the possibility of designing 
a zonal verification system which would be applicable to an agreed 
programme of disarmament.

Organizational arrangements must be worked out to put disarma
ment and verification measures into effect.

Isolated initial measures might be undertaken without such arrange
ments. We believe, however, that any comprehensive agreement em
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bracing a number of important arms reductions will require super
vision by an international disarmament organization. The Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles envisages such an organization; so do 
the plans of the Soviet Union and the United States.

At an early stage this Conference will have to determine the shape 
and duties of that organization, as well as its place within the struc
ture of the United Nations.

A still larger task confronts us as we put a disarmament programme 
into effect—a task neither less intricate nor less difficult than the at
tainment of general and complete disarmament itself. This is the 
creation of the kind of world in which national and international 
security will be maintained by means other than national armed 
forces. For if we are to destroy the armed forces which protect us 
today we must be able to look to other methods of protecting one’s 
safety against another’s internal security forces, subversive activities 
or surprise rearmament.

So disarmament must be accompanied by the strengthening of in
stitutions for maintaining peace and settling international disputes 
by peaceful means. I  do not think there is any dissent from this 
proposition though there may, of course, be important differences as 
to method. The essential point is that progress must be made in this 
area to ensure that lack of international security does not become a 
brake impeding implementation of the later stages of disarmament.

Before moving on to the plan of work which the United States 
proposes for this Conference I  should like to address myself to some 
questions which have been raised about the United States plan for 
general and complete disarmament.

The first is why the United States is willing to reduce nuclear de
livery vehicles by “only” 30 per cent whereas the Soviet proposal is 
to reduce them by 100 per cent in the first stage.

The fact is that the United States and the Soviet Union are agreed 
that we should achieve general and complete disarmament. The first 
part of paragraph 1 of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles so 
states. The objective, therefore is to reduce national armaments to 
nothing— t̂o zero per cent. This is in the Soviet plan; it is in the 
United States plan. There is no significant difference between the 
Soviet Union and the United States as to the amount of disarmament 
sought.

Both the United States and the Soviet Union, in getting to that con
dition of general and complete disarmament—from the present levels 
to zero—^must pass by the 90 per cent, the 70 per cent, the 50 per cent 
and so on, levels of retained arms, whatever our arrangements. So 
here, too, there can be no significant difference between the United 
States and the Soviet Union.
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The fmidamental problems are two.
The first is how to disarm in sucli a way that at no time in the proc

ess will the security of any nation be impaired. The solution of this 
first problem, of course, requires that the sequence of reductions—of 
Mnds of arms and of their sites— b̂e such as not to create a critical 
imbalance.

The second problem is how to keep the development of United Na
tions dispute-settling and peace-keepihg institutions abreast of dis
armament.

The problem of maintaining military balance as we move to gen
eral and complete disarmament was raised by the Foreign Minister 
of Ethiopia last Wednesday. Mr. Yifru stated that he would like to 
have an explanation of how the United States proposal to reduce nu
clear delivery vehicles and major conventional armaments by 30 per 
cent fits in with point 5 of the Agreed Principles.^ Point 5, of course, 
statesthat:

AU 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 ^ain military advantage and that security is ensured equally for all.

The United States proposal is based on the conviction that there is 
a tolerable balance today, and that across-the-board, carefully imple
mented, progressively larger percentage reductions serve disarmament 
most while disturbing balance least.

The thought behind the approach is that reductions in this manner 
will in fact leave nations ivith compositions of armaments— t̂hat is, 
an armaments mix—which are organically sound, which they and their 
neighbours understand, and to which they are accustomed.

The difference, as the percentages af cuts go higher and higher, is 
only that the overall levels of arms will go lower and lower. The 
across-the-board, carefully implemented, percentage-cut approach 
avoids the shock of removing, by major surgery, a disproportionate 
part of any one component of an intricately integrated military mix 
upon which a nation has come to rely in protecting its security.

The United States believes that it has taken important steps towards 
evolving a realistic plan of work for this Conference. With the in
novation of informal meetings supplementing plenary meetings we 
have taken a very significant step away from the tradition of past dis
armament conferences. We have agreed that the plenary meetings will 
pursue the primary objective of elaborating agreement on general and 
complete disarmament.

With the establishment of the three-nation Sub-Committee on a 
Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests we have im

" ENDC/PV.6, p. 21.
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plicitly recognized the utility of sub-committees, on which my delega
tion believes we will increasingly come to rely.

The United States makes the following proposals regarding our 
specific programme of work for the following weeks.

In  the plenary Conference we believe that we should identify the 
major substantive areas of a disarmament programme and begin, as 
quickly as possible, to determijiQ how these will be dealt with in an 
overall agreement on general and complete disarmament. We should, 
as we have agreed, consider the Soviet approach in each of these areas, 
as set forth in its draft proposal of 15 March.^ Simultaneously, we 
would consider the approach in each of these areas as set forth in the 
United States programme of 25 September 1961, which will, in the 
near future, be resubmitted in more detailed and elaborated form.^

Our objective should be to reach a common understanding of how all 
these aspects can be fitted into a master agreement for general and 
complete disarmament, drawing upon the best of all the proposals 
presented in these two programmes submitted and in those which come 
from other quarters.

The United States suggests that we take up the following broad 
areas in whatever order would be deemed most useful by the Confer
ence as a whole:

First, measures for the reduction and elimination of nuclear weap
ons and other weapons of mass destruction, as indicated in paragraph 
3̂ (b) of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 20 September 
1961;

Second, measures for the elimination of all means of delivery of 
weapons of mass destruction, including orbiting vehicles, and for the 
reduction and elimination of all armied forces, conventional arma
ments, military expenditures,, military training and military estab
lishments, as indicated in paragraphs 3 (a), (b) and (e) of the Agreed 
Principles;

Third, measures for the creation of an international disarmament 
organization within the framework oi the United Nations and for 
effective verification of the disarmament programme, as indicated in 
paragraph 6 of the Agreed Principles; and

Fourth, measures to strengthen institutions for the maintenance 
of peace and the settlement of international disputes by peaceful 
means, including the establishment of a United Nations peace force, 
as indicated in paragraphs 1 (b), 2 and 7 of the Agreed Principles.

In all these areas we should consider the sequence and balance of 
measures within stages and the time-limits for each measure and 
stage as indicated in paragraphs 4 and 5 of the Agreed Principles.

 ̂Ante, pp. 103-127.
* See post, pp. 351-382.
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The United States believes that as thesft br6ad discussions are con
tinued in plenary meetings, and with the objective of achieving an 
agreed approach in all these areas, it will be desirable for the ple
nary Conference to set up working and reporting sub-committees to 
deal with more detailed matters of a technical or treaty-drafting 
nature.

For example, we believe that it would be desirable to set up in the 
near future sub-committees of the plenary Conference to study the 
technical problems involved in the elimination of chemical and bac
teriological weapons and to work out the control problems. Simi
larly, a sub-committee should be established to examine the problem 
of securing the controlled reduction and elimination of nuclear weap
ons. We believe that it will be desirable to establish a sub-committee 
to work out agreed categories for the elimination of nuclear delivery 
vehicles and conventional armaments and the measures of control 
which will be necessary to police their elimination. And the United 
States believes that it will prove useful to establish, in due course, a 
sub-conunittee to examine the potentialities of the zonal and random 
sampling approach to inspection that we have proposed.^

This is not an exhaustive list, and we are sure that other members 
will have suggestions for similar working groups as we proceed in 
our discussion.

We have now agreed also to establish a Committee of the Whole 
to deal with problems that might be pursued separately from an over
all agreement. There will be many suggestions for items to be placed 
on the agenda of this Committee*. Although the Sub-Committee on 
a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests was estab
lished before we had agreed to set up the Committee of the Whole, 
we believe this Sub-Committee should most logically operate within 
the framework of the Committee of the Whole.^ I  believe all mem
bers here have agreed that the objective of a nuclear test ban treaty 
should be pursued as one separate from the over-all objective of gen
eral and complete disarmament.

The United States proposes two further items for the agenda of 
the Committee of the Whole. First, we propose that that Committee 
consider as a matter of urgency an agreement for the cessation of 
the production of jfissionable materials for use in weapons. While 
this measure would obviously be a necessary part of a programme for 
general and complete disarmament, as provided in both the Soviet 
and the United States plans, we believe also that this measure should

^The Soviet Union did not agree to establish any of these subcommittees 
(1962).

*This suggestion was not adopted, and the test-ban subcommittee continued 
to report to the plenary CJommittee.
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not be delayed. We feel that it can be put into effect separately and 
as a matter of the highest priority.

The United States will also wish to reach agreement in the Com
mittee of the Whole on measures for the reduction of the possibility 
of war by surprise attack, miscalculation or failure of communica
tions. We will specifically propose that the Commiittee of the Wliole, 
perhaps in a sub-cormnittee, explore on an urgent basis the four meas
ures which I  proposed in my opening statement of 15 March and to 
which I  referred earlier today.

The United States makes the above proposals in the hope that they 
will lead to a useful exchange of views and to agreement on pre
cisely how we shall proceed in our work here. The organizational 
arrangements which we have already agreed upon and which we 
hope will be elaborated in the days ahead provide a good basis for 
advancing our work. Let me emphasize that, as we look upon our pro
gramme of work, the Conference must and should examine every pro
posal made by every delegation which is relevant to the work of the 
Disarmament Conference; our suggestions are in no sense intended to 
exclude any proposal from any quarter on any point.

In  conclusion, I  would like to repeat the commitment of the United 
States to the goal of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world. The United States has established a major new agency to 
develop our proposals to reach that goal, and we are willing to nego
tiate as constructively and as patiently as is necessary to reach 
agreement.

A great service would be performed by this Conference if it took 
steps this spring:

to reverse the upward spiral of destructive capability which, if 
unchecked could by 1966 be double what it is today;

to reverse the trend towards diffusion of nuclear capability to 
new nations;

to produce agreement on measures to reduce the risk of war by 
accident, miscalculation or surprise attack—for the longer we permit 
the risk of nuclear war to hang over our heads, the more important 
it is that the risk be made as small as possible.

The co-Chairmen have recommended a plan of work. This has now 
been adopted by the Conference and I  have made some proposals about 
how we might proceed under that plan. Let us now get to work 
and make a good beginning. We need not be discouraged if we 
encounter difficulties in our early deliberations, because we are talking 
about nothing less than the transformation of the history of man. 
But it is important to begin—and with actual, physical disarmament. 
A good beginning will hasten us on our way to the full disarmament 
we seek, in a world at peace.
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Statement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Preamble to Soviet 
Draft Treaty, March 27, 1962 ^

As regards the suggestion made by the Bulgarian representative, 
Mr. L ou can ov ,2  I  wonder if the following idea would not facilitate 
our work. Our delegation does not have any serious objection to 
the ideas expressed in the preamble submitted by the Soviet Union,^ 
but I do think, that there are certain omissions in it that we would 
need to consider. In  the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles and 
in the United States plan submitted last September ̂  there are certain 
ideas which seem to us to be appropriate to a preamble. For example, 
in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles reference is made to the 
fact th a t:

. . .  it is important that aU States abide by existing International agree
ments, refrain from any actions which might aggravate international tensions, 
and that they seek settlement of all disputes by peaceful means.

The ideas there are important and somewhat different from those 
expressed in the Soviet draft.

Further, we believe it appropriate in a preamble to make reference 
to that part of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles which states 
that:

(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.

Our Nigerian colleague, Mr. Wachuku, has made a comment with 
.respect to the preamble, and it is entirely possible that other delega
tions will have other observations or suggestions to make. I  wonder 
whether we should not permit all delegations to hand in informally 
to the Special Representative of the Secretary-General any sugges
tions or material that might be suitable for a preamble; [the] two co- 
Chairmen, with the possible assistance of other delegations, would then

' ENDC/PV.IO, p. 37. Foreign Minister Gromyko immediately commented 
that all proposals regarding the preamble would be examined. For the Soviet 
response to the U.S. substantive suggestions, see infra. The United States 
tabled a draft preamble on Apr. 2 {post, pp. 275-276).

* Foreign Minister Loucanov had suggested that the two co-Chairmen and the 
Chairman pro tempore prepare an agreed draft preamble and submit it to the 
Committee on the following day (ENDC/PV.IO, p. 34).

® Antey pp. 103-104.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, pp. 439-442.
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be ill a position to try to reach an agreed draft. In this way each 
delegation would be given a chance to make such comments as it would 
wish to make, and then we could move toward a joint draft.

Polish Memorandum Submitted to the Committee of the 
Whole of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Rapacki Plan for Denuclearized and Limited 
Armaments Zone in Europe, March 28, 1962 ^

Considering that simultaneously with the formulation of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament the Eighteen Nation Committee 
on disarmament is to consider proposals for measures and arrange
ments designed to reduce international tension, to increase mutual 
trust between States and thus to facilitate the achievement of general 
and complete disarmament, 

and that one of the most important of such measures is the estab
lishment of denuclearized and limited armaments zones,

The Delegation of the People’s Kepublic of Poland, in agreement 
with the delegation of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic submits for 
consideration by the Committee a proposal for the establishment of a 
denuclearized and limited armaments zone in Europe.

I. Purpose

The purpose of the Polish proposal is to eliminate nuclear weapons 
and the means of delivering them and to reduce armed forces and 
conventional armaments within a limited area in which these meas
ures could help to reduce tension and substantially to limit the danger 
of conflict.

II. Territory

In principle, the zone should include the following States: the 
People’s Republic of Poland, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, the 
German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany.

The agreement concerning the zone will be open for accession by 
other European States.

III. Rights and duties of States within the zone and of other States

Rights and duties connected with establishment of the zone should 
be exercised and carried out in the following two stages:

" ENDO/O.l/l, Mar. 28,1962.
688-714— 63— vol. I------ 1̂5
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S t a g e  O n e

Freezing of nuclear weapons and rockets and prohibition of the 
establishment of new bases.

(a) Rights and duties of States within the zone
1. The manufacture and preparations for the manufacture of any 

type of nuclear weapon or vehicle for the delivery of such a weapon 
in the territory of States within the zone shall be prohibited.

2. The introduction into their territory by States within the 
zone of any type of nuclear weapon or vehicle for the delivery 
of such a weapon shall be prohibited.

3. Authorization by States within the zone of the establishment 
of new bases or facilities for the stockpiling or use of nuclear 
weapons or of vehicles for their delivery shall be prohibited.

(b) Rights and duties of other States . . i
1. All States possessing nuclear weapons and vehicles for their 

delivery shall be prohibited from transferring them to States within 
the zone.

2. All States possessing nuclear weapons and vehicles for their 
delivery shall be prohibited from introducing further quantities 
of such weapons or vehicles into the territory of the zone.

3. The establishment in the territory of the zone of new bases 
or facilities for the stockpiling or use of nuclear weapons or of 
vehicles for their delivery shall be prohibited.

S t a g e  T w o

Elimination of nuclear weapons and rockets and reduction of armed 
forces and conventional armaments.

( a) Rights and duties of States within the zone
1. Elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles from the 

armaments of States within the zone.
2. Reduction of the armed forces of States within the zone to an 

agreed level, linked with an appropriate reduction in conventional 
armaments.

(b) Rights and obligations of other States
1. Withdrawal from the territory of the zone of all types of nu

clear weapons, all facilities for their stockpiling and use, all vehicles 
for the delivery of such weapons placed permanently or temporarily 
in that territory by other States, and all installations for the use of 
such vehicles.

2. Reduction to an agreed level of the armed forces of States out
side the zone stationed in the territory of the zone, linked with an 
appropriate reduction in their conventional armaments.
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IV. Control

1. In  order to ensure the efficacy of the disarmament measures set 
out in section I I I  of this memorandum, provision will be made for a 
system of strict international control and inspection on the ground 
and in the air, including the establishment of appropriate control 
posts.

2. A special control body will be set up to supervise the discharge 
of the duties proposed.

The composition, competence and working procedure of this body 
will be decided by agreement between the States concerned.

The States signatories to the agreement on the establishment of a 
denuclearized zone will undertake to submit to control by this body 
and to grant it all the facilities and assistance it may need for the 
performance of its task.

3. The States signatories to the agreement on the establishment of 
a denuclearized zone will determine the extent of control and the meas
ures for applying it in each of the two stages.

V. Guarantee

In  order to guarantee the inviolability of the status of the denu
clearized zone, the Powers possessing nuclear weapons will undertake:

(a) to abstain from any measures which might directly or in
directly impair the status of the zone;

(b) not to use nuclear weapons against the territory of the zone.
*

* *

Taking the foregoing into consideration, the delegation of the Peo
ple’s Republic of Poland proposes th a t:

1. The Eighteen Nation Conmiittee should request the States con
cerned to take immediate measures to give effect to the proposal con
cerning the establishment of a denuclearized and limited armaments 
zone.

2. The Committee should request . . .  to enter into appropriate 
negotiations with the States concerned in the establishment of the zone 
and to submit a report on those negotiations by . . . 1962 at the latest.

3. The Committee should also request the General Assembly of 
the United Nations to adopt an appropriate resolution concerning the 
establishment of a denuclearized and limited armaments zone in 
Europe.
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The first proposal concerning the establishment of a denuclearized 
zone in Europe was submitted by the Government of the People’s 
Republic of Poland to the United Nations General Assembly on 2 
October 1957.̂  This proposal provided for the establishment in Cen
tral Europe of a zone without nuclear weapons comprising the terri
tories of Poland, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic 
and the Federal Republic of Germany.

Detailed explanations of the Polish proposal were contained in the 
Polish Memorandum of 14 February 1958 transmitted to the Govern
ments concerned.*

On 4 November 1958, the Government of the People’s Republic of 
Poland submitted an amended proposal for carrying out the plan 
for a denuclearized zone.  ̂ At the fifteenth session of the United Na
tions General Assembly, Mr. Wladyslaw Gomulka, the head of the 
Polish delegation, stated once again that Poland was willing to par
ticipate without delay in carrying out the plan for a denuclearized 
zone.^

During the few years which have elapsed since Poland proposed 
the establishment of a denuclearized zone in central Europe, world 
interest in the question of preventing the dissemination of nuclear 
weapons and in plans for the regional limitation of armaments has 
considerably increased. This interest was manifested in the adoption 
by the United Nations General Assembly at its sixteenth session of 
a resolution recognizing Africa as a denuclearized zone.® As can be 
seen from the preliminary replies to the enquiry carried out imder 
resolution No. 1664 (XVI) of the United Nations General Assembly, 
a number of European Governments have adopted a positive attitude 
to the idea of establishing regional denuclearized zones.®

In view of the fresh efforts being made to achieve general and com
plete disarmament, the idea of denuclearized zones in specific territo
ries takes on a new significance as a measure which could facilitate the 
achievement of this fundamental purpose of the nations.

Taking the foregoing into consideration, acting in the spirit of the 
resolutions adopted by the United Nations General Assembly and 
desiring to contribute to the achievement of general and complete

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 889-892.
• m d ., pp. 944-948.
^md., pp. 1217-1219.
‘ Ibid., 1960, pp. 254-260.
^Ibid., 1961, pp. 647-648.
®For the General Assembly resolution, see ibid., p. 693. The Swedish, U.K., 

Soviet, U.S., and French replies to the Secretary-General are printed ante, pp. 38- 
42, 82, 83-86, 87-90, and 166-167, respectively. For other replies, see Disarma
ment Commission Offieial Records: Supplement for January 1961 to December 
1962, pp. 51-105.
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disarmament, the Polish delegation renews, on behalf of the Gov
ernment of the People’s Kepublic of Poland, the proposal to estab
lish a denuclearized zone in Europe, linked with the elimination of 
rockets and the limitation of armed forces and conventional arma
ments. I t  submits this proposal to the Eighteen Nation Conunittee 
on Disarmament for consideration.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Preamble 
to Soviet Draft Treaty, March 29, 1962 ^

We should like today to continue our Committee’s work in pursuit 
of the primary objective which has been assigned to it and on which 
we have already held some discussions, namely, the elaboration of a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament.

At our last meeting, you will remember, there was an exchange of 
views on the preamble of the draft t r e a t y which is a quite im
portant part of the whole document, and certain views were expressed, 
in particular, by the United States Secretary of State, Mr. Rusk, whose 
remarks we have carefully studied.^

We find we can fully accept the suggestions made by Mr. Rusk at 
our last meeting and we are prepared to add to the text of the pre
amble the two provisions he suggested from the Agreed Principles 
for general and complete disarmament previously accepted by the 
Governments of the United States and of the Soviet Union and 
approved by the General Assembly.^ The two additions suggested 
by Mr. Rusk will appear as follows in our preamble. After the para
graph reading:

Conscious of the need to build relations among States on the basis of the 
principles of peace, good-neighbourliness, equality of States and peoples, non
interference, and respect for the independence and sovereignty of all countries,

the following passage from the Agreed Principles will be inserted:
{Recognising that) it is important that all States abide by existing inter

national agreements, refrain from any actions which might aggravate inter
national tensions, and that they seek settlement of aU disputes by peaceful 
means,

This is the passage which Mr. Rusk mentioned and which we con
sider it completely appropriate to include in the preamble of the 
treaty.

^ENDC/PV.ll, p. 5. Cf. comments by Ambassador Dean {infra),
 ̂See ante, pp. 103-104.
* See supra,
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442, 741-742.
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I t  will be followed by the next paragraph already included in our 
draft:

Reaff,rmw^ their dedication to the aims and principles of the United Nations 
Charter,

We then propose to insert the second paragraph in the Agreed 
Principles mentioned by Mr. Rusk, which would read as follows:

{Envisaging that general and complete) disarmament (will be) accom
panied by the establishment of reliable procedures for the peaceful settlement 
of disputes and effective arrangements for the maintenance of i>eace in ac
cordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter,

The text will then continue as follows according to our draft:
Have resolved to conclude the present Treaty, and to implement forthwith 

general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international 
control.

Thus the two suggestions made by Mr. Rusk have been fully taken 
into account and have been incorporated in the draft preamble.

I  think Mr. Stelle will not object if I  also state that, in our ca
pacity as Co-Chairmen, we had a preliminary talk on this subject 
today, and I  understand that the United States delegation has some 
further ideas about the preamble which it will place before us at this 
meeting.

But we lihink it would be advisable to try and finish our discussion 
of the preamble today. I f  delegations have no other suggestions, 
perhaps we could conclude today what is customarily termed the first 
reading of the draft preamble. Since the main ideas that have been 
expressed have been co-ordinated and taken into account, we believe 
that it is possible to do so.

We attach great importance to making sufficiently active progress 
with the elaboration of a draft treaty and to reaching agreement on 
those matters on which agreement can be reached as quickly as pos
sible and with no unnecessary delay. To our way of thinking, this 
is of great moral and political significance in the present situation.

The whole world is now following the work of our Conmiittee, and 
it is most desirable that the work that has begun should result in defi
nite and specific advances.

We consider that agreement on the preamble would be the first such 
practical advance towards the achievement of the primary objective 
on which we have all agreed. That is why I  hope that our discussion 
today will enable us to conclude this stage of our work and that, with 
the assistance of all delegations which may wish to put forward addi
tional ideas, we can complete an agreed text of the preamble.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Pre
amble to Soviet Draft Treaty and the Reduction and 
Elimination of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons 
of Mass Destruction, March 29, 1962 ^

I  wotild like to address myself this morning to two matters re
ferred to by Secretary Rusk at our last plenary meeting, on Tuesday, 
27 March.2 They are, first, the matter of the preamble to the Soviet 
draft treaty of 15 March  ̂ and, secondly, the first of the four broad 
substantive areas of a programme of general and complete disarma
ment to which the United States has suggested that the plenary Con
ference address itself in carrying out United Nations resolution 1722 
(XVI) of 20 December 1961.̂

In  his ^ tem en t here on Tuesday Secretary Rusk proposed that the 
rarious delegations study the draft preamble submitted by the Soviet 
Union and submit their suggestions to the Secretariat. I  would like 
to reaffirm that proposal and to suggest that we set a definite time— 
perhaps 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, 3 April— b̂y which these conmients 
should be submitted. My own delegation will hand in specific draft
ing suggestions to the Secretariat by that time.® In the meantime, I  
should like to discuss some of the suggestions in terms of principle 
which I  hope will be incorporated in specific language. I  want to 
propose that either the co-Chairmen or a drafting sub-committee ap
pointed by this Conference—either form would be acceptable to us— 
should seek agreement on a draft on the basis of these comments for 
submission to the plenary Conference.

We are very grateful to the representative of the Soviet Union for 
the statement he has made this morning and for his acceptance of the 
two points which Secretary Rusk made by way of illustration in his 
statement. Nevertheless, we believe that the drafting of this preamble 
is a very important matter for the plenary Conference. We believe 
too, as I  will set out in more detail in my statement this morning, that 
there are a number of other matters which ought to be considered, and 
that each of the delegations should be given the opportunity to get 
their comments in to the Secretariat by next Tuesday.

 ̂ENDG/PV. 11, pp. 0-14.
‘ Ante, pp. 190-201.
® Ante, pp. 103-104.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
® The U.S. proposal is printed post, pp. 275^276.
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Before commenting in detail on the preamble, I  should like to 
clarify my delegation’s concept of the nature and purpose of the pre
amble we are considering.

Both the Soviet treaty outline of 15 March and the United States 
programme of 25 September —̂the two proposals the Conference has 
agreed to consider in the light of the Joint Statement of Agreed Prin
ciples of 20 September 1961 —̂contain preambles. We believe that 
the treaty outline or agreed programme which emerges from this Con
ference and which we hope to submit to the United Nations Disarma
ment Commission by 1 June of this year should contain such a 
preamble. We would hope that if it met with general approval it 
could form part of the treaty, which we would elaborate in a form 
suitable for actual ratification and implementation by our respective 
Governments.

This preamble to which we are addressing ourselves is therefore a 
truly important document, a document comparable in importance to 
the Preamble to the United Nations Charter and thus worthy of com
parable effort and attention as regards both its substance and its style, 
which will be important in connexion with its general acceptance. So 
we do not take lightly this task of drafting the preamble; we expect to 
proceed responsibly in its formulation.

Permit me to thank the representative of the Soviet Union again for 
his adoption of the two ideas Secretary Eusk put forward by way of 
illustration. My Soviet colleague has already read those two parts of 
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles and therefore I  shall not 
re-read them.

A further thought is expressed in the preamble to the United States 
plan of 25 September 1961—^namely, that the States of the world are 
determined to create conditions in which all the peoples can strive 
freely and peacefully to fulfil their basic aspirations. I  underline 
here the words “freely and peacefully” to emphasize the nature and 
character of the environment in which man seeks to live and which 
should be stated in any preamble describing the world as the nations 
would like to see it.

There is also another idea stated in the preamble to the United 
States plan—that the goal for which we are striving is a free, secure 
and peaceful world of independent States which adhere to common 
standards of justice and international conduct, in which there shall be 
permanent general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control. The central thought here is that general and complete

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 475 ff.
* Thid., pp. 439-442.
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disarmament is not in itself the goal, nor will it alone, by itself and 
in itself, bring a free, secure and peaceful world.

As stated above, general and complete disarmament must be accom
panied by the progressive strengthening of the United Nations peace
keeping arrangements. We must give very careful study to the ques
tion of how the United Nations peace-keeping arrangements are to be 
strengthened.

There is the idea that man does not live by bread alone, that there is 
more to life than material values and progress, and that therefore 
a reference should be inserted, similar to that in the United States 
preamble, to man’s cultural and spiritual ideals and hope for progress. 
I t may be that the drafters of the Soviet preamble intend that the 
words “welfare” and “socio-economic”—I pause to confess that I  my
self do not quite know what the word “socio-economic” means—include 
the words “cultural and spiritual,’' but we for our part would like to 
see this made more explicit.

Important as the preamble is—and we do not by any manner of 
means underestimate its importance in the document because of its 
general acceptance throughout the world—we should not, in the view 
of the United States delegation, delay the discussion of the real busi
ness of general and complete disarmament while the preamble is being 
developed.

Mr. Eusk, the United States Secretary of State, in his statement 
before this Conference on Tuesday last, proposed a constructive man
ner of approaching this task. I t  is one which defines specific groups 
of related measures for discussion. Four areas are defined in terms 
of an agreed document, the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 
20 September last. Four areas are common to both the plans that 
have been submitted to this Conference. They are narrow enough 
to concentrate our discussion on real issues and specific measures. 
They are broad enough to permit discussion of fundamental ap
proaches as well as the precise texts in which they are embodied. 
They do not place either side in a position which permits it to dis
cuss only its own document or proposal. They do not place either 
side in the position of addressing itself only to a document presented 
by another delegation. They are fair and balanced groupings de
signed to encourage fair and balanced discussion. Let me outline 
them. They are:

First, measures for the reduction and elimination of nuclear weap
ons and other weapons of mass destruction, as indicated in paragraph 
3(b) of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 20 September 
1961.



210 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

Second, measures for the elimination of all means of delivery of 
weapons of mass destruction, including orbiting vehicles, and for 
the reduction and elimination of all armed forces, conventional arma
ments, military expenditures, military training and military estab
lishments, as indicated in paragraphs 3(a), (c) and (e) of the Agreed 
Principles.

Third, measures for the creation of an international disarmament 
organization within the framework of the United Nations and for 
effective verification of the disarmament programme, as indicated 
in paragraph 6 of the Agreed Principles.

Fourth, measures to strengthen institutions for the maintenance 
of peace and settlement of international disputes by peaceful means, 
including the establishment of a United Nations peace force, as indi
cated in paragraphs 1(b), 2 and 7 of the Agreed Principles.

I  would like to turn today to the first of these four broad areas of 
general and complete disarmament to which the United States has 
suggested the plenary Conference address itself, and explain very 
briefly how the United States views these measures referred to in 
paragraph 3(b) of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. Para
graph 3(b) states:

To this end, the programme for general and complete disarmament shall 
contain the necessary provisions, with respect to the military establishment 
of every nation, for:

. . .  (b) Elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological, 
and other weapons of mass destruction and cessation of the production of 
such weapons.

In the United States plan such measures include those listed in 
stage I  B(d) on CBR weapons; stage I  C (a), (b), (c), (d), (e) 
and (f) on measures to contain and reduce the nuclear threat; stage
I I  B(e) on halting the production of and reducing CBR weapons; 
stage I I  C on further reductions of nuclear weapons; and stage I I I  
(a) and (c) on the elimination of all weapons except those required 
for maintaining internal order and for the United Nations peace 
force.

The guiding principles underlying the United States plan are those 
which have been stated in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles 
of 20 September 1961 as agreed to by both the USSR and the United 
States, and endorsed by the United Nations. They state, first—and 
I  quote from the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles— t̂hat “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” ; second, that “all disarmament measures should be
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implemented from begimiing to end under such strict and effective 
international control as would provide firm assurance that all parties 
are honouring their obligations” ; and third, that “progress in 
disarmament should be accompanied by measures to strengthen insti
tutions for maintaining peace and the settlement of international 
disputes by peaceful means”.

In  accordance with these guiding and agreed principles, stage I  
nuclear weapons measures in the United States plan aim first at a 
complete and immediate stop to the spread of a nuclear weapons 
capability to nations not now having such capability. Today four 
nations have a nuclear weapons capability. Who knows, tomorrow 
it may be more, and the next day more and more? Who knows where 
it will stop? United Nations resolutions and many other inter
national conference resolutions adopted by unanimous vote have urged 
that the spread of nuclear weapons capabilities be halted.

On the other hand, the Soviet plan and treaty do not provide in 
stage I  for as effective an immediate stop to the spread of nuclear 
weapons capabilities, for the simple reason that in the Soviet plan 
for stage I  nuclear measures are inseparably linked to all other meas- 
ui*es in their draft treaty, whereas in the United States plan for stage I  
nuclear measures could be put into effect immediately. This is a 
very important distinction between the United States plan and the 
Soviet plan. I t  should also be noted that not until stage I I  does 
the Soviet draft treaty provide that all States should stop produc
tion of fissionable materials for weapon purposes. I  would like 
to ask our Soviet colleagues why their treaty is so drafted as not 
to provide that measures for stopping the production of fissionable 
materials for weapon purposes should be included in stage I.

Secondly, the stage I  nuclear measures of the United States plan, 
as indicated by Secretary Kusk, provide for the immediate reduc
tion of stocks of weapon-grade fissionable materials by an initial 
transfer of 50,000 kilograms from nuclear weapon stocks to peaceful 
purposes. This amount, when combined with other materials which 
are used in fabricating nuclear weapons, would produce warheads 
of tens of thousands of megatons of explosive power—or it could 
be used for peaceful purposes, in the production of an enormous 
amount of kilowatts of electrical energy. The Soviet draft treaty, 
on the other hand, does not provide in stage I  for any reduction 
at all in nuclear stockpiles. If  the figures that we have put forward 
are not acceptable to the Soviet Union we will be very happy to 
receive suggestions from our Soviet colleagues as to what figures 
would be appropriate. Indeed, the Soviet treaty permits in stage I  
unlimited and unrestricted production by nuclear Powers of fission
able materials for weapon purposes, and thereby permits the con
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tinuing build-up rather than the reduction, of nuclear weapon stock
piles. Again I  would like to ask my Soviet colleagues why they 
believe that no measures for the reduction of nuclear stockpiles should 
be included in stage I, such measures as are included in the United 
States plan.

Thirdly, the stage I  nuclear measures of the United States plan 
provide, as does indeed the Soviet plan of 23 September 1960,̂  for 
joint studies by a nuclear experts commission within the international 
disarmament organization on the feasibility and the means of accom
plishing the verified reduction and elimination of remaining nuclear 
weapon stockpiles. The Soviet Union, the United States and other 
nations, since at least as far back as the year 1955, have been con
fronted by the problem of devising means by which the elimination 
of nuclear weapons could in effect be verified. I t  is for this reason 
that both the United States and Soviet plans have proposed that 
joint studies by nuclear experts be undertaken in stage I. Until 
such studies have explored and produced a solution to this problem 
the United States, consistent with the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles concerning effective verification and balanced security, can
not conclude an agreement unconditionally providing for the elimina
tion of nuclear weapons; nor, do we believe, can any other nation. 
Even though our good friends of the Soviet Union admit that this 
is the case and therefore, like the United States, provided in their 
plan of 23 September 1960 for expert study of this problem in stage I, 
they have, nevertheless, without the results of such a study, put for
ward in stage I I  what amounts, as we understand their statements, to 
a proposal for an unverified elimination of nuclear weapons—and 
this is contrary to the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. Per
haps we are in error on th is; if we are, we will be very happy to be 
enlightened.

I t  should be noted, however, that the Soviet draft treaty of 15 
March no longer provides for stage I  studies on the elimination of 
nuclear weapons. We ask this question of our Soviet colleagues: 
has the Soviet Union discovered, since its plan of 23 September 1960, 
a means of verifying the elimination of nuclear weapons? I f  so we 
would be very happy to have them come forward with the results of 
such studies and we would be very happy indeed to examine those 
studies. I f  they have not discovered such a means, then we at least 
believe that it is open to question—and I  say this subject to being 
enlightened on the matter—whether we have an adequate basis at 
this time for putting forward a proposal in stage I I  for the verified 
elimination of nuclear weapons. And I raise the question whether

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, p. 246.
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there should not be re-inserted in the draft treaty submitted by the 
Soviet Union the previous Soviet proposal of 23 September 1960 for 
joint studies on this question.

I  would also like to ask our Soviet colleagues whether the Soviet 
Union has given up, in stage I  of its disarmament programme, the 
idea of joint studies relating to the elimination of weapons of mass 
destruction, or whether it stands by the provision for joint studies 
contained in stage I  of its plan of 23 September 1960.

In  accordance with the United States plan, by the end of stage I  
the spread of nuclear weapons capabilities would be halted; nuclear 
stockpiles would be signij&cantly reduced; a nuclear experts com
mission would have made its first findings on the feasibility of a veri
fied elimination of nuclear weapons; and all fissionable materials for 
the peaceful uses of nuclear energy transferred between countries 
would be subject to appropriate safeguards, developed in agreement 
with the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna.

In  stage I I  of the United States plan, stocks of nuclear weapons 
would be further reduced by agreed amounts or to agreed levels, de
pending upon the findings of the nuclear experts commission. Until 
the nuclear experts devised means for safely controlling the reduction 
and elimination of nuclear stockpiles no nation would, consistent with 
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, permit the reduction of 
its own stockpiles to lower levels— t̂o say nothing of the complete elimi
nation of the nuclear weapons in its stockpiles. I  say this because it 
is apparent that this action would violate both the principle of verified 
reduction and the other important principle of balanced disarmament, 
ensuring equal security for all. I t  is for this reason that the United 
States believes that its stage I I  nuclear measures are more realistic 
and sound than the Soviet stage I I  nuclear measures. But, again, 
this is a subject which we will wish to discuss in detail.

In  stage I I I , consistent with an effective verification system, the 
United States proposes that all nuclear weapons of national forces be 
eliminated.

There is one problem which will have to be discussed at the appro
priate time, and that is the kinds of weapons with which the United 
Nations peace force shall be armed. That is a very important ques
tion on which we shall probably wish to spend a considerable time; 
that is, when all national forces and all their national weapons have 
been eliminated, with the exception of those for peaceful uses inside 
their own communities, we shall have to consider with what weapons 
the United Nations peace force will be armed.

Finally, what is true of the United States and Soviet nuclear meas
ures is also true of the United States and Soviet proposals for the
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reduction and elimination of chemical, biological and other weapons 
of mass destruction. In  the United States plan, as in the Soviet plan 
of 23 September 1960, stage I  provides for joint expert studies on 
the feasibility of and means for the verified reduction and elimination 
of such weapons. However, as is the case with nuclear weapons, 
the United States plan in stage I I  makes reduction and the stopping 
of production dependent on the results of the studies, whereas the 
Soviet draft—again, I  submit, contrary to the Joint Statement on 
Agreed Principles—seems to propose the unverifiable elimination of 
chemical, biological and radiological weapons. I f  I  am wrong on 
this, I  would be very happy to receive clarification.

As in the case of nuclear weapons, the proposed Soviet treaty drops 
from stage I  any reference to joint studies of CBR weapons. Again, 
if our Soviet colleagues have now devised means whereby the reduc
tion and elimination of CBE weapons can be verified, I  very much 
hope they will submit information on such means in order that we 
may all examine it.

In conclusion, let me say a few more-hopeful words about the pos
sible areas of agreement in this field of general and complete disarma
ment concerned with the reduction and elimination of weapons of mass 
destruction.

With a return by our Soviet colleagues to their position prior to 
1961, when they had endorsed the report of the Geneva experts, of 
which their scientists approved,^ a treaty banning all nuclear tests 
in all environments could probably be agreed upon here and now, 
either as a separate measure or as part of some broader agreement. 
There could also be an agreement on the non-transfer of nuclear weap
ons to non-nuclear Powers. There should, I  submit, be no difficulty 
in agreeing to the transfer of agreed amounts of fissionable materials 
for peaceful uses under appropriate safeguards developed in agree
ment with the International Atomic Energy Agency. There should 
be no difficulty in agreeing to the setting up of nuclear and CBE 
expert study groups on the feasibility of means for accomplishing the 
verified reduction and elimination of nuclear and CBE weapons.

Finally, while the Soviet Union has refrained from proposing in 
stage I  of its draft treaty the halting of the production of fissionable 
materials for weapons purposes and also a reduction in nuclear stock
piles, the United States is very hopeful that our Soviet colleagues 
will be willing to negotiate on these measures also.

In  order to make good progress in these areas, the United States 
and other countries have proposed the early establishment of sub-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19̂ 5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
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committees of both the plenary Committee and the Committee of the 
AVliole.̂  Let me assure the Conference that we suggest this only so 
that we can proceed with the work of the Conference in an orderly 
way. I t is not designed to avoid getting on with our main work, that 
of drafting a treaty on general and complete disarmament that we 
can all accept. We are agreeable to consider any businesslike pro
cedures for getting on with the work of the Conference. The United 
States is also hopeful that our Soviet colleagues will agree to such a 
method so that we can proceed to early agreement on and implemen
tation of these measures that will facilitate the programme of gen
eral and complete disarmament, that will form part of a programme 
of general and complete disarmament, and that can and should be 
undertaken immediately.

We put this forward, I  can assure you, only in a helpful and con
structive spirit, and we are prepared to discuss any other suggestions, 
since we have no fixed idea as to how the work of the Conference 
should proceed. We would be very happy to hear any other sugges
tions for any better ways or means of organizing the work of this 
Conference. We have put this forward perhaps in too much detail, 
but we have done so in the hope that at this early stage of our Con
ference it might help in achieving progress in our work.

News Conference Statement by President Kennedy on 
Test-Ban Inspection, March 29, 1962 ^

I  stated on March 2, the United States earnestly desires a test ban 
treaty with ejffective contro>ls.® The essential element upon which 
the United States has insisted, however, is that there be an objective 
international system for ensuring that the ban against testing is being 
complied with. This means that there should be an international 
organization for operating seismic stations and for verifying that 
seismic events have been detected, located and are appropriate for 
inspection. Most important of all, the organization should have the 
power to conduct a limited number of on-site inspections to verify 
whether a seismic event was an earthquake or an explosion. Without 
these inspections there can be no confidence in any system of detec
tion, because it will not tell us whether an underground event is a 
nuclear explosion or an earthquake.

 ̂The U.S.S.R. did not agree to set up the proposed subcommittees.
" White House press release, Mar. 29,1962.
® Ante, pp. 66-75.
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On this subject one must distinguish carefully between detection 
and identification. We can detect and locate significant underground 
events by seismic means, but of course the same seismic means detect 
many shallow earthquakes. The problem is to identify a particular 
detected event as an explosion or as an earthquake. Seismic means 
alone simply will not do the job. This matter has been reviewed again 
and again by the best technical minds of the United States and Great 
Britain, and the answer is always the same. And no serious technical 
evidence to the contrary has been produced by any other country. 
A few of the larger earthquakes can be identified as such, and very 
large underground tests outside of seismic areas can be identified 
with a high measure of probability; this was the case with the Soviet 
test on February 2nd. But the seismic records from the large ma
jority of the events are such that they could be from either earth
quakes or explosions. In other words they cannot be identified.

The only way we know to perform this identification is to have a 
scientific team go to the site of the event and examine it. By studying 
the rocks and the radioactivity and by drilling holes one can find out 
with satisfactory certainty whether it was an explosion. This is the 
on-site inspection which we insist is the only way to verify the charac
ter of an underground event.

Now the Soviet Government objects to our April 1961 draft treaty  ̂
on the test ban quite simply because it provides for international in
spection in Soviet territory. I t objects specifically to having any con
trol posts for test detection in their territory. This is a sharp and 
inexplicable regression from the Soviet position of even a year ago. 
In addition, the Soviets object to any on-site inspections whatsoever.

In  earlier years the Soviet Government, at all levels, clearly accepted 
both the idea of control posts and the basic principle of on-site inspec
tion. Now it is claimed that such control posts and inspections are 
useful only for purposes of espionage.

As Mr. Eusk pointed out in Geneva last Friday, such fears of es
pionage from the proposed system of control and inspection are wholly 
unjustified.^

Members of fixed control posts would be under Soviet supervision 
at all times and could go nowhere at all without Soviet approval. 
Members of inspection teams would be under constant Soviet observa
tion and would be limited to the execution of technical tasks in an area 
which, at the very most, would never exceed more than one part in 
2000 of Soviet territory in any year—and most of this work would be 
done in the earthquake areas of the USSR, far from centers of mili-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126.
“ Ante, pp. 171-172.
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tary or industrial activity. Finally, occasional air sampling teams 
would fly in Soviet planes under fully controlled conditions. I  sub
mit that no one interested in espionage would go at it by the means 
of control and inspection worked out in this treaty after years of 
effort involving Soviet scientists as well as our own.

Nevertheless the Soviet Government is now absolutely opposed not 
only to this particular system of inspection, carefully supervised and 
narrowly limited as it is, but to any inspection at all. This position 
has been made very clear both publicly and privately—^most plainly 
by Mr. Gromyko on the United Nations radio on March 27.̂

We know of no way to verify underground nuclear explosions with
out inspections, and we cannot at this time enter into a treaty without 
the ability and right of international verification. Hence we seem to 
be at a real impasse. Nevertheless, I  want to repeat with emphasis 
our desire for an effective treaty and our readiness to conclude such 
a treaty at the earliest possible time.

United States Report to the United Nations: Economic 
and Social Consequences of Disarmament, March 31, 
1962^

PREFACE

In response to the note of the Secretariat of the United Nations (EC 
121(13)) of Septemiber 22, 1961, requesting that a maximum of in
formation be furnished on the economic and social consequences of 
disarmament in the United States in order to assist the Consultative 
Group of Experts appointed by the Secretary-General in its compre
hensive and worldwide examination of this problem, the U.S. Govern
ment in December 1961 transmitted to the Secretariat a volume 
containing extensive data and analyses related to the outline prepared 
by the Consultative Group.

The note of the Secretariat also transmitted the Group’s recom
mendation that governments of countries whose nationals were on 
the Group and which bear a major share of the world’s arms burden 
submit an appropriate study for their country.

The present study, which may be considered as Part I I  of the U.S. 
Submission, was prepared in accordance with this recommendation.

 ̂Soviet Embassy press release 45, Mar. 27,1962.
 ̂The Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament (ACDA publication 

6, 1962), pp. ii, 1-35. The statistical tables accompanying the report are not 
reprinted here.

688-714—«3—vol. I------^̂16
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I t incorporates all of the essential information previously submitted, 
with such correction and modification as more recent information and 
the requirements of an integrated and balanced overall analysis sug
gested. I t  was also possible to include some material which for various 
reasons was not available for the first part of the U.S. Submission 
transmitted in December 1961.

INTRODUCTION

The motivating force behind the efforts of the United States to 
achieve general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control is to save present and future generations from the 
scourge of war and to attain for them a more certain and beneficent 
security.

This basic and vital objective completely overshadows any economic 
calculations of gain or loss connected with disarmament. Actually, 
the United States can maintain as high or as low a level of defense 
expenditures as is deemed necessary for its security. At the same time 
it is clear that a basic change in our methods of achieving security will 
have distinct effects on our economy. Any examination of the ques
tion of disarmament therefore requires study of its economic impact 
in order to enlarge our understanding of the policies, programs, and 
actions required to derive the maximum economic and social benefit 
from it for ourselves and the rest of mankind.

I t  must be stressed that the allocation of resources to purely mili
tary purposes is not an economically creative process, except in an 
incidental way. I t  yields relatively few goods or services which 
contribute to the enrichment of individual lives or to the growth of 
the national economy. I t  prevents or retards the satisfaction of many 
civilian needs. By the same token, if the world should be fortunate 
enough to be able to rid itself of the burden of national defense efforts, 
resources would then be released everywhere which could be devoted 
to the production of those goods and services which advance man’s 
material, cultural, and spiritual state. This is the basic economic in
terest of the United States in disarmament, and it is an entirely posi
tive one.

This ^udy of the extent to which the defense effort affects the 
American economy, and of the economic problems and opportunities 
which would be encountered under a program of general and com
plete disarmamen:t, is in no sense definitive. This is because there are 
important gaps in our basic knowledge of detailed facts and because 
there is as yet no indication as to the timing, phasing, and duration 
of the disarmament program which may eventually emerge from in
ternational negotiations.
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Despite these limitations, it is possible to arrive at several signifi
cant conclusions.

(1) The current national defense effort of the United States takes 
about one-tenth of our gross national product and employs somewhat 
less than that portion of our employed labor force. This allocation of 
human and material resources must be seen against the background of 
the vast and costly changes which have been taking place in the tech
nology of arms, and of the tremendous enlargement, geographically 
and otherwise, in the security requirements of the United States as 
the leading power in the free world. As a component of total eco
nomic demand, defense expenditures are not of such magnitude that 
the economy is vitally dependent on them. In fact, the American 
economy proved itself after World War I I  to be very resilient to a 
considerably greater and more rapid reduction in defense expenditure 
than would be involved under any disarmament program starting at 
the present level of armaments.

(2) The currently recognized needs of Americans individually and 
collectively are so extensive that, if translated into economic demand, 
they would more than offset the loss of demand resulting from an 
agreed disarmament program. The factors required to effect this 
translation of civilian needs into economic demand are well under
stood. Moreover, there are increasingly refined tools available with 
which to observe, analyze, and influence the development of the econ
omy. Advance planning and sensible policies at all leveils of govern
ment will be essential to the maintenance of overall economic activity 
in the face of the progressive elimination of defense demand.

(3) Unquestionably, any program of disarmament will in the short 
and intermediate run give rise to problems of adjustment in all fac
tors of production. However, these adjustment problems—of varying 
intensity depending on the timing, phasing, and duration of any 
agreed disarmament program—are not novel to the American econ
omy; quite apart from previous successful adjustments to major 
changes in defense expenditures, the economy is constantly under
going adjustment in a wide range of industries as a result of changes 
in technology and economic demand. Concerted effort on the part of 
government at all levels and of business and labor, to bring to bear 
numerous available instruments and, if necessary, to create additional 
ones, can reduce to a minimum any hardship and waste in the adjust
ment process under a program for general and complete disannament.

(4) The United States has long recognized that general and com
plete disarmament would present opportunities for enlarged assist
ance to less developed countries and has sponsored United Nations 
resolutions in this sense. However, the United States has not waited
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for disarmament; it has extended foreign economic aid over the past 
20 years on a scale unequaled by any other country. The United 
Nations, recognizing that added impetus needs to be given in the 
current decade to economic cooperation for development in under
developed countries, has designated the 1960’s as the International 
Decade of Development. The United States, as one of the sponsors 
of this resolution, will do its part. When and as disarmament is 
achieved, the American people can be expected to face imaginatively 
the added challenges and opportunities which this development would 
hold for the welfare of mankind.

(5) In the area of international economic relations the elimination, 
as a result of disarmament, of U.S. Grovemment defense-related ex
penditures abroad, and of defense-related imports of raw materials 
and other commodities, would have a corrective effect on the U.S. 
baJance-of-payments deficit. There would probably be a noticeably 
adverse effect in only a few countries; these effects could be overcome 
with increased external economic assistance and growth and diversi
fication in the respective economies. The elimination of military- 
oriented production and trade controls under disarmament would per
mit more international trade to flow on the basis of comparative 
advantage.

I. THE IMPACT OF DEFENSE ON THE NATIONAL ECONOMY

S i z e  a n d  C o M P O s m o N  o f  D e f e n s e  E x p e n d i t u r e s

Annual expenditures for goods and services for national defense  ̂
in the 1955-60 period have consistently accounted for about 9-10 per
cent of gross national product in current dollars and have constituted 
about 86 percent of total Federal purchases of goods and services. 
(See table 1.)

 ̂Included in the term ‘‘national defense** in this study are those items which 
the Department of Commerce includes in the national defense component of gross 
national product, except when otherwise indicated. SpecificaUy included under 
this heading are: Department of Defense military functions and military assist
ance, stockpiling, expansion of defense production, and purchases by the Atomic 
Energy Commission (ABO), National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA), Selective Service System, and Federal Civil Defense Administration. 
Excluded are such items as economic assistance for defense support under the 
mutual defense assistance program and the civilian functions of the Army Corps 
of Engineers. It should be noted that the Department of Commerce clas
sification is not identical with the national defense category in the Federal budget 
document. Furthermore, the AEC and NASA components include substantial 
exx>enditures for purely civilian purposes which cannot be separated out of the 
total because of the nonavailability of relevant data.
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Of total defense spending in 1960 approximately 35 percent ($16.0 
billion) was for purchases of military equipment, somewhat less than 
that ($15.6 billion) was for military and civilian personnel, about 20 
percent ($9.5 billion) was for purchases of nonmilitary goods and 
services (such as food for the armed services, oflGlce equipment, etc.), 
about 5 percent ($2.3 billion) was in the atomic energy field, and less 
than 5 percent ($2.1 billion) was devoted to all other purposes, among 
which construction was the principal item. Research and develop
ment are included in various of the above categories.

In the period 1955 to 1960 total defense purchases increased from 
$39 billion to $45.5 billion in current prices, while declining slightly 
as a percent of GNP. Within the total, the shares of expenditures for 
military equipment, “other goods and services,” and atomic energy 
activities have increased, whereas all other items (personnel expendi
tures, construction, stockpiling and defense facilities, and miscel
laneous) have declined relatively. (See table 2.)

In the expenditures for military equipment during tlie same period, 
there were major increases for missiles and a considerable decline for 
aircraft, ordnance, and vehicles. Procurement expenditures for elec
tronics and communications also increased. (See table 3.)

I m pa c t  o n  E m p l o y m e n t

Corresponding to the expenditures on defense, more than 6 million 
persons were employed in all Federal and industrial defense-related 
activities in 1960. They represent about 9 percent of all U.S. em
ployment.

a. Federal Defense-Related Employment. Active duty military 
personnel totaled approximately 2.5 million. Slightly more than 
1 million civilians were employed in 1960 in Federal defense-related 
agencies, principally the Department of Defense, but also includ
ing the Atomic Energy Commission, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, and several smaller organizations. Together 
these employees represented 47 percent of all Federal civilian em
ployment. (See table 4.) I t  is important to note, however, that 
employment in defense-related activities in the U.S. Government has 
represented a constantly decreasing share of all U.S. employment, 
both civilian and military, since 1953, when the Korean hostilities 
ended.

During the Korean war period a rapid buildup took place. The 
number of U.S. military personnel increased from less than 1.5 mil
lion in 1950 to 3.6 million in 1952, and employment in Federal civilian 
defense-related activities also expanded sharply. At the peak in 1952 
these two groups combined formed 7.7 percent of total U.S. employ
ment, public and private.
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In  every year from 1953 to 1960 a decline occurred both in numbers 
engaged in defense activities of the Federal Government and in their 
proportion of total employment. The number of military personnel 
was less than 2.5 million in 1960, down by more than 1 million, and 
the number of civilian personnel in Federal defense-related agencies 
was down from over 1.3 million in 1952 to about 1 million in 1960. 
Together they represented only slightly more than 5 percent of total 
U.S. employment in 1960. In the summer and autumn of 1961, the 
size of the Armed Forces increased slightly to a total of 2.7 million 
in October.

&. Industrial Defense-Related Employment. I t  has been estimated 
that in 1960 approximately 2.6 million persons—5 percent of all non- 
agricultural employment—were employed directly and indirectly in 
supplying goods and services, principally (but not exclusively) mili
tary equipment, to the Federal defense-related agencies. This in
cludes employment in industries providing materials, supplies, and 
services such as transportation.

D iS T R iB u n oN  OF D e f e n s e  G eo g r a ph ic a ll y  a n d  b y  I n d u st r y

A principal characteristic of defense spending in the United States 
is its uneven distribution, geographically and by industry. While 
no detailed nationwide information is available on the geographic im
pact of national security programs combined, sufficient evidence is at 
hand to indicate the areas of greatest concentration. For this pur
pose, good indicators are employment in the four leading defense- 
related manufacturing industries in relation to overall employment, 
and the disbursement of payrolls in these defense-related industries 
and in Federal defense-related agencies, in relation to total personal 
incomes in the areas concerned.

As table 5 shows, all of the employment in the ordnance industry, 
over 93 percent of employment in aircraft and missiles construction,
60 percent of employment in ship and boat building, and 21 percent 
of employment in the electrical machinery industry (38 pefrcent in 
radio and communications equipment) was attributable to defense 
procurement.

Employment in these four manufacturing industries which are most 
dependent upon defense totaled 1,233,000 in the year 1960. At that 
time the total, which, of course, includes employment on production 
not related to defense, represented only about 7% percent of all manu
facturing employment and less than 2 ^  percent of total nonagricul- 
tural employment.

These major defense manufacturing industries have a high degree 
of concentration in certain States and cities. The military establish
ments and civilian government employment connected with defense
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are also con-centrated to a consideirable degree. Not infrequently both 
are located in the same general area.

Among the areas most affected are Alaska and Hawaii; California 
and the State of Washington; the Maryland, Virgina, and District of 
Colmnbia complex; certain New England States, notably Connecticut 
and Massachusetts; some of the less populous mountain Staites like 
New Mexico and Utah where the government’s defense operations 
loom large, and some of the southern States where there are growing 
military installations, such as Oklahoma, Kansas, Alabama, Georgia, 
and South Carolina.

A summary of wages and salaries in the four defense-related in
dustries and in the Federal defense-related agencies in the year 1960 
shows that their impact is greatest, relatively, in Alaska and Hawaii, 
where 29 and 22 percent of these States’ personal income, respectively, 
is from these sources.  ̂ Next in order is the State of Virginia, with 
15 percent; and then Washington, Maryland, the District of Colum
bia, and New Mexico, with 11-12 percent; and California, Kansas, 
South Carolina, Georgia, and Utah, each with 9-10 percent. (See 
table 6.)

In  actual dollars the payrolls in the above defense-related activities 
(including pay of military personnel) are greatest in California, 
where in 1960 they exceeded $4,250 million; in Texas with almost 
$1,350 million; and in Virginia with over $1 million. Payments were 
also very substantial in some of the other larger States, such as New 
York and Pennsylvania, but because of the large scale and great di
versification of their industries, the impact of defense expenditures 
is relatively much smaller than in many of the smaller States listed 
above.

Excluding the Armed Services, which are deployed in many parts 
of the world, and considering only employment in the four principal 
defense-related indu^ries and dvHian employment in the Federal de
fense agencies, a similarly concentrated geographic pattern prevails. 
About 10 percent of all nonagricultural employment in five States is 
provided by these civilian activities, namely in Washington, Alaska, 
Utah, Virginia, and Connecticut. (See table 7.) In  another eight 
States 6 to 9 percent is provided: California, Maryland, Kansas, New 
Mexico, Alabama, the District of Columbia, Colorado, and Maine. 
In Oklahoma, Arizona, and Massachusetts the ratio is 5 percent.

The four defense-related industries are especially important in the 
less populous States where new installations have developed in what 
were originally agricultural and trading areas. Kansas, New 
Mexico, Utah, and Arizona are good examples. (See table 7.)

 ̂For the Armed Services the aUocation is to their place of residence.
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Within these States certain communities have a notably high con
centration of defense-connected activities. Examples are the Los 
Angeles-Long Beach and San Diego areas in California; the Seattle- 
Tacoma area in Washington; Greater Washington, D.C.; Wichita, 
Kansas; the Boston-Gambridge area in Massachusetts; Huntsville, 
Alabama, etc. Smaller areas in which military installations and other 
defense activities are concentrated include such cities as Nefwport, 
Ehode Island; Portsmouth, New Hampshire; Norfolk, Virginia; and 
New London, Connecticut. In certain small communities the econ
omy is built almost entirely around specialized plants producing de
fense materiel or around military bases. Some of them are areas with 
high and persistent unemployment.

I m pa c t  o n  E ese a r c h  a n d  D e v e l o pm e n t  (E & D )

In fiscal year 1960-61 46 percent of the national E&D effort was 
financed by the Department of Defense alone, and when the contri
butions of NASA and the AEC are counted, the E&D spending of 
defense-related agencies was 66 percent of the estimated national total 
of $14 billion. In  addition to work done in government laboratories, 
the defense agencies paid for better than half of the research under
taken in industry-run laboratories, and about 60 percent of the work 
performed by universities and other nonprofit institutions. In the 
industries producing aircraft and parts and conmiunications and other 
electrical equipment, which account for more than 75 percent of gov
ernment research funds spent in industries, E&D spending exceeds 
10 percent of sales, while for all other industries together E&D spend
ing does not exceed 3 percent.

Another significant characteristic of defense E&D is that it employs 
more equipment, materials, and overhead per scientific personnel than 
does civilian E&D. Finally, it is clear that defense needs have, in 
recent years, significantly restricted the availability of E&D scientists 
and engineers for the civilian sector.

I m pa c t  o n  C iv il ia n  E x p e n d it u r e s

Any analysis of the economic impact of defense spending cannot 
leave out of account the fact that the allocation of substantial finan
cial resources to this sector inevitably involves individual and collec
tive self-denial in others. The large national defense budget has de
creased the Federal Government’s ability to finance many worthwhile 
and important nonmilitary programs because of pressures against in
creasing an already large tax burden. High Federal taxes have tended 
to limit the ability of State and local governments to pay for basic 
services and public facilities and have retarded local solutions to such 
problems as urban blight, inadequate educational facilities, and over-
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burdened mass transportation systems. Finally, the current tax bur
den has prevented individuals and firms from giving freer rein to the 
satisfaction of their needs for services, consumer goods, and new capi
tal equipment.

With due regard for the incidental benefits which flow from the 
defense program to the civilian sector (peaceful uses of military tech
nological development, training of personnel, etc.), this continuous 
self-denial is substantial, and its implications for our current and 
future economic and social well-being are incalculable. I t is here 
that the real cost of the defense program is expressed.

II. THE PROBLEMS OF ADJUSTMENT TO DISARMAMENT

In considering the problems which must be dealt with if, as, and 
when an agreed disarmament program permits the American people 
to reallocate the human and material resources now devoted to de
fense, two important factors must be taken into account.

C o n t in u in g  E x p e n d it u k e s  for SECURiry

In the first place, it is clear that, even in a disarmed or disarming 
world, resources—possibly substantial ones—^must be devoted to the 
maintenance of security. In this connection it is useful to recall 
the Joint U.S.-U.S.S.R. Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarma
ment Negotiations, of September 20,1961:

The programme for general and complete disarmament shall ensure that 
States win have at their disposal only those non-nuclear armaments, forces, 
facilities, and establishments as are agreed to be necessary to maintain in
ternal order and protect the personal security of citizens; and that States shall 
support and provide agreed manpower for a United Nations peace force. 
[Item 2]

All disarmament measures should be implemented from beginning to end 
under such strict and effective international control as, would provide firm 
assurance that aU 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. [Item 6]

During and after the implementation of the programme of general and com
plete disarmament, 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 armaments. 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 prin
ciples of the United Nations. [Item 7]̂

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1901, pp. 439-442.
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I t  is upon these types of measures that security and world peace 
will depend under a disarmament program. The United States Dis
armament Program of September 25,1961, expands upon these meas
ures. I t  foresees the establishment, in Stage I, of an International 
Disarmament Organization and sets forth its duties. The program 
also provides for arrangements for the establishment, in Stage II, of 
a U.N. Peace Force and foresees in Stage I  the creation of a U.N. 
peace observation group. In later stages the International Disanna- 
ment Organization, the Peace Force, and the machinery for the settle
ment of disputes would all be expanded. In Stage I I I  of the U.S. 
program national forces are to be limited, the U.N. Peace Force fully 
functioning, and arms manufacturing prohibited except for agreed 
types to supply the U.N. Force.^

The logical conclusion from the foregoing is that the achievement 
of ‘‘general and complete disarmament,” while setting a new frame
work for security and resulting in changes in the instruments and 
methods for safeguarding security, will not relieve the United States 
and other nations of the necessity to continue to allocate funds and 
resources for purposes of international peacekeeping. Indeed, the 
new forms and instruments of security will have first call on human 
and material resources which would be released by the elimination of 
our national military program. To the—at this time unknown—extent 
that this occurs, it would naturally reduce somewhat the scope of the 
overall conversion problem.

T im in g , P h a s in g , a n d  D u r a t io n  of D is a r m a m e n t

The second consideration affecting examination of the economic 
effects of disarmament is that at this time there is no indication when 
a disarmament agreement might go into effect, how its incidence on 
particular defense expenditures would be phased, and how long it 
would be before the entire process has been concluded. Yet these 
variable factors have profound effect on the problems of economic ad
justment. Thus, a disarmament program phased over a considerable 
number of years and having no sudden and major impact on any one 
group of defense expenditures would present different problems of 
adjustment than would, for example, greatly accelerated or concen
trated programs. Likewise, the commencement of a disarmament pro
gram at a peak in the business cycle would influence the problem of 
maintaining overall demand differently than if significant disarma
ment began in a cyclical trough.

' md,, pp. 475-482.
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In  the absence of specific details on the timing, phasing, and dura
tion of a disarmament program it is therefore not possible to discuss 
the problems of adjustment except in general terms.

Two B a sic  P ro blem s of A d j u s t m e n t

I t  is important to distinguish between two basic problems of ad
justment. The first is to maintain aggregate economic demand in 
the nation despite more or less substantial and progressive declines 
in demand from the defense sector. The second is to minimize hard
ships and waste as the human and material resources now devoted to 
defense find new uses.

These two problems, while different in nature and in the policy 
instruments suited to deal with them, are interconnected. Thus, if 
there is general inadequacy of aggregate demand, it will be more diffi
cult, if not impossible, to overcome the structural problems of tran
sition. On the other hand, if the transition from national defense 
efforts to general and complete disarmament should be characterized 
by persistent structural maladjustment, the effect of measures to main
tain aggregate demand on output and employment would tend to be 
dissipated in inflation. With advance planning and sensible policies 
at all levels of government and on the part of business and labor, it 
should be possible to master both of these problems satisfactorily.

A. Maintaining Aggregate Demand 

T h e  P ro blem

I t  is clear that, if not offset, significant and progressive declines in 
defense spending would reduce the growth rate of economic activity 
and quite possibly bring about an absolute decline. In the absence 
of compensating factors total demand would be reduced by signifi
cantly more than the reduction in defense spending. Declining de
fense spending would be reflected in reduced income for employees of 
the defense industries and of the industries supplying, directly and in
directly, the defense contractors. Decreases in personal income would 
be moderated, to some extent automatically, by reduced taxes and in
creased transfer payments, but, with existing legislation, a dollar re
duction in defense spending would cause, directly and indirectly, about 
a dollar reduction in personal consumption. In  addition, the decline 
in aggregate demand would lead to a reduction in capacity and inven
tory requirements and thus to some fall in the rate of investment.

In the event of disarmament it would be necessary to encourage, 
stimulate, or create those offsets which would counteract these negative 
factors to the maximum extent and absorb the slack in the economy. 
The nature of the required policies is well understood, and historical
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experience testifies to the ability of the American economy to respond 
in a healthy way to major reductions in defense expenditures.

PosT-WoRLD W ar  I I  E x p e r ie n c e

During World War I I  when defense expenditures accounted for 
over 40 percent of GNP (compared with less than 10 percent today), 
many observers doubted the ability of the American economy to 
demobilize without experiencing relatively serious problems of transi
tion. Yet we demobilized rapidly and experienced no sizable unem
ployment. Between 1945 and 1946 expenditures on national security 
(1960 dollars) were reduced by 80 percent. This reduction was equiv
alent to approximately 30 percent of 1945 GNP, three times the 
present percentage of defense expenditures in GNP. Between June 
1945 and June 1946 over 9 million men were released from the armed 
forces, more than three times the present total of military personnel. 
Yet, despite the size and pace of the post-World War I I  demobiliza
tion, unemployment in the immediate postwar years remained below 
4 percent of the labor force.

While defense spending fell from $145 billion to $28 billion between 
1945 and 1946 (1960 dollars), gross private domestic investment 
increased from $21 billion to $51 billion, consumption from $189 billion 
to $212 billion, nondefense government expenditures from $19 billion 
to $27 billion, and net exports of goods and services from — $5 billion 
to $5 billion. The net result was a decline in real aggregate demand 
of less than half the decline in defense spending.

Four principal factors operated within the economy to contribute 
substantially to its rapid adjustment to the post-World War I I  
demobilization. In the first instance, tremendous needs had developed 
throughout the civilian sector as a result of involuntary or deliberate 
neglect during the depression and war years. Second, consumers and 
businesses had accumulated a large volume of liquid assets as a result 
of wartime savings which quickly translated civilian needs into strong 
economic demand. Third, the end of hostilities made it possible to 
remove the strain on the labor force which had been essential during 
the war, and many persons left the civilian labor force (or in the 
case of veterans, remained away from it to resume education or for 
other reasons), and working hours were substantially reduced. 
Fourth, the overall atmosphere of dynamic optimism within the 
country exercised a very positive influence on the ensuing economic 
developments.

The process of postwar economic adjustment was, however, also 
helped substantially by effective governmental policy. Taxes were 
reduced significantly. There was a very great increase in transfer 
payments, principally veterans cash benefits and payments related to
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the veterans training and education program. The net result was 
that despite the massive decline in defense spending, disposable income 
hardly fell at all. In  addition, a large veterans loan program was 
established to finance the purchase of homes and farms. Generous 
and quick settlements were made to businesses on termination of war 
contracts and, to ease the structural adjustment, war materials and 
related production lines were speedily cleared out of factories. A 
policy of monetary ease was followed. Tried measures such as these 
would be under active consideration again in the event of implementa
tion of a disarmament program.

P ost-K o k ban  W ar  E x p e r ie n c e

The post-Korean war experience involved a much smaller reduc
tion in defense spending which itself started from a much lower peak 
than after World War I I ;  from a level of $62 billion in 1953 defense 
expenditures dropped to $51 billion in 1954 (1960 dollars). As after 
World War II, reductions in tax schedules prevented the decline in 
defense spending from dragging down disposable income and con
sumption; actually the latter rose by more than $3 billion. Gross 
private domestic investment declined by approximately $2.5 billion, 
due largely to inventory reduction. Nonmilitary government 
spending fell slightly and net exports of goods and services rose by 
more than $1.5 billion. The net result was that after the Korean 
war the decline in GNP was smaller than the decline in defense 
spending. By 1955 GNP in current dollars as well as in real volume 
had completely recovered in the face of further cutbacks in defense 
spending and advanced to record levels. Unemployment, after rising 
to 5.6 percent of the labor force in 1954, declined to 4.4 percent in 
1955.

Despite the mildness of the 1954 recession it is now clear that fiscal 
and monetary policies might have been applied with more vigor. 
The reason they were not is that the decline in defense spending 
following the Korean war was not treated by the policymakers as a 
major demobilization requiring strong compensatory action. For this 
reason the 1953-54 period does not provide a significant guide to the 
behavior of the American economy in a disarmament program during 
the 1960’s.

M e e t in g  t h e  P roblem  of  A ggregate D e m a n d

The most important factor to bear in mind in meeting the problem 
of aggregate demand in the event of a sizable disarmament program 
getting underway within the decade is that today and in the foresee
able future there are in the United States as well as in other countries 
very substantial unmet needs and opportunities which could work
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as a powerful factor on the economy given the necessary conditions. 
Some of these needs and opportunities will be described in greater 
detail in the next chapter. Many of them will be increasingly met 
as the decade progresses, whether there is a program for general and 
complete disarmament or not, but they will not be eliminated; more
over, new needs will become apparent with the passage of time.

Keference has been made to the role of dynamic optimism in our 
society after World War I I  as a positive influence on economic de
velopment. I t  would be hard to imagine that the American people 
would not respond very positively to an agreed and safeguarded pro
gram to substitute an international rule of law and order for the 
present national security efforts, once the full implications of such a 
change were understood. The benefi<5ent effect of such a development 
on the economic plans and actions of the American people, acting in
dividually and through their institutions, would be incalculable.

Even without the psychological stimulus that could be expected 
from the type of disarmament program which it is the object of our 
policy to obtain, the American economy does not lack dynamism. I t 
is the strength of the free enterprise system that it not only affords 
large opportunities for the exercise of inventive genius and economic 
initiative but in fact inspires them on a large scale. These are among 
the principal forces which have provided the motive power for the 
growth of the American economy, and they will certainly contribute 
significantly to maintaining the momentum of the economy in the 
event of disarmament.

Government policy will have a vital role in dealing with the prob
lem of aggregate demand. Sensitive response to the particular eco
nomic facts and forces prevailing prior to and at the commencement 
of disarmament and far-sighted action can contribute strongly to the 
creation of the conditions which will allow the unmet needs of society 
to be translated into the kind of economic demand that will—poten
tially—^more than take up the slack caused by the progressive decline 
in national defense spending. Several powerful tools and instruments 
are available to the Federal Government and, to a more limited extent, 
to State and local governments, for this purpose.

An important and obvious tool for action to translate civilian needs 
into economic demand is reduction in Federal tax schedules. Such 
reductions would, of course, make more funds available to individuals 
and businesses. Some of these funds would go into investment, others 
would go into consumption. Federal tax reductions would also leave 
additional room for State and local taxes to finance new or enlarged 
public programs and investments in such areas as education, social 
services, recreational facilities, water supply, waste disposal, and so 
forth, which, in the aggregate, could go far in helping to offset the



U.S. ECONOMIC REPORT, MARCH 31 231

decline in defense spending. In any case, Federal tax reductions 
would stimulate total economic demand, though, depending on the 
precise measures adopted, in different ways and with different time 
impacts.

Another significant possibility is to expand public civilian expendi
tures, which, as noted, have tended to be confined within relatively 
narrow limits as a result of the major need for funds for the defense 
effort, to the detriment of numerous areas where our growing popu
lation and other factors have intensified the need for increased gov
ernmental activity. The fields of resource development and con
servation, civil aviation, education, public health, and public works 
afford numerous possibilities for the Federal Government in this re
gard. Federal expenditures for civilian atomic energy development 
and space exploration could also be readily expanded to the benefit 
of present and future generations.

State and local governments could expand their programs in such 
fields as urban development, public housing, school and hospital con
struction, roads, and other public works; increased Federal loans and 
grants to State and local governments for these purposes could have 
significant beneficial effect.

Undoubtedly there would also be expanded transfer payments by 
the Federal Government, some of which would occur automatically 
imder existing laws. By supporting income levels, they would have a 
stabilizing effect on total demand. Included among possibilities under 
this heading are such measures as unemployment compensation, 
various types of retirement benefits, mustering-out pay to military 
personnel, education and training grants, and other similar programs 
discussed in chapter III , in some cases requiring new legislation in 
order to provide new or improved coverage.

The Federal Government also has direct control of a series of loan 
programs to individuals and business firms which could be beneficially 
employed in an integrated economic program to provide offsets to de
clining military expenditures.

Aid to less developed countries, which is discussed in chapter IV, 
would afford another meaningful opportunity for expansion of Fed
eral civilian expenditures.

In  this connection it is pertinent to note that in the post-World 
War II years the total purchases of nondefense goods and services 
by government at all levels actually were lower, on a per capita 
basis and also as a percent of gross national product, than in 1939.

A third tool is monetary policy. Measures to lower interest rates, 
to reduce reserve requirements, to increase liquidity could act as a 
stimulant to the economy which would be felt particularly in such



232 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

areas as industrial investment and housing. They would, of course, 
be taken in the context of our international balance of payments and 
other factors.

All of these tools were used successfully after World War I I  and 
some after the Korean war. There is no reason why they should not 
be used, with maximum impact, again. In this connection it is of 
interest to note the President’s recent request to Congress for standby 
authority to accelerate public improvement programs, to implement 
income-tax reductions, and to provide extended imemployment com
pensation payments in the event of threatening recession. Adop
tion of this proposal would, of course, be most helpful in dealing 
with substantial declines in defense spending under a disarmament 
program.

Determination of the precise combination of measures to support 
aggregate demand under a disarmament program is in itself a com
plex process requiring advance planning, continuing evaluation of 
economic developments and likely economic impacts, and political 
decision. As noted at the beginning of this chapter, the success of 
any program of maintaining demand will also be dependent on the 
success of parallel measures to deal with any structural problems such 
as regional or local concentration of defense activities, and industry 
and manpower specialization.

At every step there will be the problem of making choices, of 
striking the most appropriate balance as between numerous possible 
courses of action, each of which will have a different impact on the 
economy. Thus, either an increase in government expenditures for 
goods and services or a decrease in taxes increases aggregate demand 
and brings additional resources into employment. Either action has 
a multiplier effect which is greater than its initial impact. The initial 
expenditures—increased private consumption or investment in the case 
of a tax cut, increased school or road construction, for example, in 
the case of a rise in government outlays—create additional income 
which, in turn, is spent and respent. Thus, either tax reduction or 
increased government spending indirectly stimulates almost all cate
gories of private demand, and, in particular, private consumption. 
But the direct effect of a tax reduction is to employ resources for 
private consumption or investment, while the direct effect of govern
ment spending is to employ resources on production of public goods 
and services.

The proper balance between tax reduction and increased public 
civilian expenditures will involve an economic and political evalua
tion of the relative priorities of the goods and services which would 
be purchased by households and businesses if their incomes were
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greater—food, houses, automobiles, medical services, college educa
tion, machine tools—as against those of public goods—school con
struction, highways, resource conservation and development, public 
health, urban renewal. Similarly, the proper balance between reduced 
personal and excise taxes on the one hand and reduced profits, taxes, 
and a policy of easy money on the other will be governed, generally, by 
the relative importance accorded respectively to consumption and 
investment.

An element of uncertainty in a situation involving the systematic 
elimination of the current pattern of military expenditures over a 
period of time would be the precise reaction of private consumption, 
xind of private investment in plant and equipment and inventories, to 
the decline in defense orders and to the compensating policies. What 
fraction of tax reductions on personal incomes would in fact go into 
•consumption? What lags would be involved? Plow would inven
tories and investment develop in different industries? These are 
some of the imponderables to which the answers will not be readily 
available. However, the very fact that the timing, phasing, and 
likely duration of a disarmajnent program would be known well in 
advance to policymakers places the whole problem of providing for 
adequate demand offsets on a considerably more certain and favorable 
basis than is normaUy available for the development of counter
cyclical policy. Utilization of this favorable circumstance by the 
federal Government and, as appropriate, by State and local govern
ments to prepare in advance the desirable offsetting measures in the 
fields of taxation, public expenditures, and monetary policy would 
have a most beneficial effect on public confidence that the economic 
and social benefits of disarmament would be realized. This in itself 
would be a potent factor, making for success in the adjustment process.

B. Overcoming Structural Problems

T h e  P roblem

Any considerable change in the composition of final demand is 
hound to require some degree of structural adjustment as regards both 
manpower and. physical facilities, and it may entail geographic re
distribution of production and related activities. Actually the econ
omy is constantly experiencing structural changes as a result of 
teclmological developments, the introduction of new products and 
services, population developments, and other factors. Taken together 
these changes over a period of time are substantial, and while it cannot 
l)e said that they have always proceeded with a minimum of hardship 
and waste, nevertheless, it is clear that they have not prevented the 
attainment of substantial growth in the economy.

688-714— 63—TOl. 1—^ 1 7
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Disarmament could, and probably would, seriously add to the prob
lems of structural adjustment. The likely quantitative effect of dis
armament is difficult to predict with any precision at this time. 
Certainly the timing, phasing, and duration of a disarmament pro
gram would be important factors— t̂he more gradual the process, the 
easier the required shift in resources to civilian demand. Another fac
tor is the nature and composition of the civilian demand that will 
emerge as the financial burden of the national defense program i& 
lifted; if it is such as to be readily satisfied to a large extent by the 
kinds of resources being released from the defense effort, the problem 
of adjustment will be minimal.

Although more information is required on the precise composition 
and distribution of resources now serving the defense effort, directly 
and indirectly, and on the other factors noted above, it is evident that 
disarmament would require considerable adjustment, geographically, 
occupationally, and as regards actual production. As noted in chap
ter I, one of the principal characteristics of the current defense effort 
is the relatively high concentration of its economic impact geographi
cally and by industry. Moreover, a large share of defense work is in 
the hands of specialized defense contractors whose product and ex
pertise may not be readily adaptable to production for a civilian mar
ket. After World War I I  many firms which had stressed military 
production during the conflict had little difficulty in reconverting. 
I t  is not clear whether the same easy shift would be possible under 
present conditions on as wide a scale.

Under the circumstances disarmament will require some shifting of 
manpower to new industries, occupations, and possibly even to new 
locations. Many plants will have to convert to new lines of produc
tion, and to the extent that such conversion on existing sites is not possi
ble or desirable, relocations and, in some cases, liquidations may be in 
order; also, it is to be expected that new industries will have to be 
encouraged to establisih themselves in many areas where defense pro
duction is now concentrated.

These structural adjustments would be faced in the context of the 
sizable increase in the labor force and in automation which is expected 
to develop over the coming years.

I t  will be desirable to bend every effort to reduce the friction in the- 
process of adjustment to a minimum, in order to minimize hardship 
and waste, and as another means of maximizing the benefits of dis
armament. There are several significant instruments and factors as 
well as a growing body of experience which will be helpful in this 
connection.
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A r ea  R e d e v e l o pm e n t

Increasing attention has been given by government, labor, and busi
ness to the problem of depressed areas, which is directly relevant to 
the problem of adjusting to disarmament because of the heavy geo
graphic concentration of the defense effort. Thousands of local com
munities have over the years established development and promotional 
agencies to attract business, apart from the State development com
missions in virtually every State. Many have organized development 
loan funds to buy land and erect buildings and to assist potential new
comers in other ways. Increasing awareness of the need for coordi
nated action to meet specific local problems is evident. FurthermorCy 
in dealing with this problem, as with others, the initiative of American 
entrepreneurs in our free enterprise system is an invaluable asset.

Recognition that redevelopment of “depressed areas” which already 
exist in our country was a matter transcending local interest led to 
the adoption of the Federal Area Redevelopment Act, under which 
the Federal Government seeks to assist local and State groups in the 
economic development of areas with high and persistent unemploy
ment. In  addition to the support of retraining programs wliich will 
be discussed below, this aid takes the form of technical assistance for 
planning economic redevelopment and Federal participation, if  
needed, in low-rate loans for land and buildings for industrial or 
commercial enterprises and for needed public facilities. One of the 
principal achievements of this new legislation has been the encourage
ment of hundreds of communities to develop overall economic develop
ment plans. These communities are thus better able to cope with any 
kind of economic adjustment that may be necessary—whether it be 
due to armament cutbacks, trade impacts, automation, depletion of 
natural resources, or other causes.

The deactivation of defense installations in the course of a disarma
ment program will create specific redevelopment situations, which will 
be of major proportions where the installations are the economic 
mainstay of particular communities. I t will no doubt be found that 
many of these facilities can be adapted to civilian uses in such fields as* 
education, health, research, recreation, and industry. Such adapta
tion will benefit from adequate and coordinated advance planning by 
the local communities, the Federal Government, and other interested 
elements; it could make a real contribution not only to the life of the 
affected communities but also in filling some of the overall needs for 
plant and equipment which are discussed in chapter II I .

In  this connection it is pertinent to note that since the beginnings 
of 1961 the Federal Government has concerned itself specifically with 
the economic adjustment problems attendant upon the deactivation of
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defense installations—whether in the so-called depressed areas or 
not—in connection with the changing requirements of our defense 
programs. Thus, there was established in the Department of Defense 
a high-level position of Economic Adjustment Adviser, whose respon
sibility it is to assist the affected local communities with adjustment 
measures. Subsequently the President directed the establishment of 
an interagency committee to advise the Secretary of Defense in this 
field and bring to bear the experience and instruments available in 
other parts of the Federal Government. The scope of these arrange
ments has since been expanded to include economic adjustment to 
shifts in defense programs.

Experience with area redevelopment to date suggests that solutions 
are not quick or easy and emphasizes the need for careful appraisal 
of potential difficulties and for advance planning, as well as coordi
nated and united action by all elements involved. The practical les
sons under the Area Eedevelopment Act and the numerous other 
measures and programs having the same general objective will be in
valuable in dealing with such significant local or regional dislocations 
as may be caused by disarmament.

I n d u st r ia l  C o n v e r sio n

In our free enterprise system the task of converting industrial pro
duction from defense to civilian uses will in the main rest on the af
fected firms, responding to the actual and anticipated demands in the 
market at home and abroad. Here, too, advance planning will go a 
long way in smoothing and expediting the adjustment process. The 
problems will not be basically different from those which continually 
arise in a changing economy. The increasing emphasis which many 
American firms place on careful analysis of trends and prospects not 
only in their own markets but in the economy generally, as a basis for 
their production programs, will be most helpful in meeting the con
version problem in the industrial sector. Many firms will no doubt 
find it profitable to accelerate their civilian activities in scientific and 
technical research and development, in some cases readily reallocating 
facilities and manpower now devoted by them to military work.

Policies and measures which the Federal Government will apply to 
the termination or cancellation of defense contracts under a progres
sive disarmament program could be designed with a view to facili
tating the adjustment process in the affected firms. There is a con
siderable body of successful experience in this area in connection with 
the demobilization ait the end of World War II.

The Federal Government could also aid the adjustment process by 
extending loans and technical assistance to those firms which have a 
particular need for such support. If  the proposed Trade Expansion
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Act of 1962 is adopted, its provision for loans and technical assist^ce 
to businesses adversely affected by imports would provide valuStble 
experience which would be relevant to adjustment problems in indus
try under disarmament.

A d a p t a b il it y  of A m e r ic a n  L abor

The mobility of the American labor force is one of the nation’s 
assets in adjusting to economic change. This is true whether the need 
for change arises out of the development of new industrial technology 
and shifts in civilian demand or whether it is induced by mobilization 
or disarmament.

Geographically there has been continuous movement from one area 
to another in the United States. Many of these moves are to nearby 
areas, but others are long moves between States. The increase in 
population of the three Pacific Coast States from 1940 to 1960 is ample 
evidence of this shift. California’s j^opulation rose from 6.9 million 
to 15.7 million or 128 percent; and Washington’s from 1.7 million to 
2.9 million or 64 percent.

Many American workers also move into and out of the labor force 
by choice. During the course of a single year the size of the labor 
force varies by several million from the seasonal peak in the autumn 
to the low of employment in the late winter. Most adult men over 
25 and under 65 who are able to work are permanently attached to 
the labor force. However, millions of adult women, young people, 
and older people who have retired or can retire from work either do 
not work or seek work for part of the year. During the course of 
the year 1960, for example, there were 4,800,000 more people in the 
labor force in June than in January.

There has also long been substantial movement of wor^kers to 
higher levels of skill and responsibility, both in the nonagricultural 
and in the agricultural sector.

Although there are indications that willingness to move has di
minished in recent years with the accumulation of a variety of finan
cial assets attached to the community, such as more general home- 
ownership and increased rights to pensions and other benefits 
associated with seniority in employment in a particular firm, there is 
still a great deal of shifting both geographically and, to a more limited 
extent, occupationally. Young people, in particular, are willing to 
make changes; and the more education they have, the more readily 
they move.

Analysis of the occupations of the people now engaged directly in 
the defense effort in the United States— în the armed services, the Fed
eral civilian agencies engaged in national security activities, and the 
industries producing weapons and other defense material—indicates
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va relatively high proportion in the professions and in the skilled oc
cupations. As a group, they are relatively well educated. Moreover, 
they are generally younger (the median age of male military person
nel on active duty was 24.5 years in mid-1960) but still with some ex
perience to count in their favor in finding a job. These characteris
tics of younger age, higher education, skill, and training are assets 
in readjustment. They should offset to some extent the problems 
attendant on the high degree of specialization in much of today’s 
defense effort.

The educational level of military personnel is higher than that of 
the general population. The Department of Defense has estimated 
that about two-thirds of the enlisted personnel and more than 99 per
cent of the commissioned officers on active duty as of 1960 had a high 
school education or better. In  contrast, only about 60 percent of the 
new young workers entering the labor force in the 1950’s had com
pleted their high school education. A considerable number of the 
military personnel receive comprehensive vocational training while 
in the armed forces. Many enlisted men are trained for occupations 
for which there is a growing demand in the civilian economy, such as 
electronics maintenance and repairmen, automotive and aircraft me
chanics, construction craftsmen, medical and technical assistants, and 
draftsmen.

The occupational distribution of employees in defense-related gov
ernmental agencies indicates that a considerable number of personnel 
employed by these agencies is in white-collar occupations, for which 
the demand is increasing in our economy. (See table 8.)

Of the estimated 2.6 million persons employed directly and indi
rectly in all private industries providing defense goods and services 
in 1960, it is estimated that over 380,000 were professional and tech
nical workers. Another 545,000 were skilled craftsmen. (See table 
9.) These proportions are very high relative to the national average, 
and employment prospects in these occupational fields are expected 
to expand rapidly over the next decade. On the other hand, over 
30 percent were semiskilled workers (“operatives”), as compared 
to under 20 percent for all nonagricultural employment. For this 
group unemployment rates have been higher than average. Clerical 
workers, for whom demand is quite good, are in about the same pro
portion in defense as in all industries, while sei’vice workers and 
laborers—with an even higher rate of imemployment—are relatively 
less numerous.

O p p o r t u n it ie s  for  T r a in in g  a n d  R e t r a in in g

Opportunities for training and retraining arise in a variety of ways 
and from a variety of sources, including industry, local institutions,
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and State and Federal programs. In large part the initiative rests 
with private individuals and business firms. Individuals voluntarily 
learn new skills and increase their knowledge by a variety of means— 
attending school formally or going to special classes in off hours or in 
the evening, taking correspondence courses, learning on the job. Pri
vate industry has extensive on-the-job training and retraining pro
grams. In fact, most training in the skilled crafts and in many tech
nical occupations is effectively done on the job through apprentice
ship and other forms of training. The extent of training programs in 
industry and the number of people who benefit by them is not known, 
but some form of induction training is almost universal in large pri
vate enterprises, and many have extensive training programs for ex
perienced workers. Thus, a large proportion of the persons now en
gaged in defense-related activities could expect to be trained or 
retrained by their new employers.

I t  has long been a policy of the Government of the United States 
to encourage and help support certain types of vocational education 
and occupational training. Important among these is the vocational 
education system in the public high schools largely financed by local 
and State educational authorities with aTssistance from the Federal 
government. Once directed primarily to young people already in 
school, attention has turned more recently to vocational training and 
retraining of out-of-school youth and adults. Increasingly this type 
of class has been used for training the unemployed. In  fiscal year 
1960, 43,900 unemployed or underemployed adults and out-of-school 
youths enrolled in these short-term classes to prepare for entering into 
employment in new occupational pursuits. Training programs were 
offered for 62 different occupations, including welding, machine opera
tors, automotive repair, draftsmen, electrical workers and electronics 
technicians, nursing aides, beauty operators, and food trades’ workers.

In addition, several States have established their own special pro
grams for retraining the adult unemployed. The State of Pennsyl
vania, for example, has had such a program for 10 years. In 1960-
61 it had over 20 local programs in operation teaching a variety of 
skills, with an enrollment of approximately 500 unemployed persons. 
The placement record of those enrolled has been particularly high— 
between 70 and 80 percent.

The passage of the Area Eedevelopment Act in 1961 established ad
ditional Federal aid for the training of unemployed workers in areas 
with longstanding unemployment. The Act provided for financial 
assistance by the Federal government in qualified “redevelopment 
areas,” in the provision of educational facilities and services, and for 
benefits for up to 16 weeks at the level of State unemployment com
pensation to unemployed persons while retraining. The program
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under present financial limitations in the Act is relatively small, per
mitting training of less than 20,000 persons per year.

A much broader program, embodied in the Manpower Development 
and Training Act of 1962, was adopted in March 1962. I t  provides 
a nationwide opportunity for occupational training, with priority 
given to experienced unemployed persons who are heads of families. 
Training will also be given to employed persons to improve their 
skills.

This is a 3-year program, with total authorization of $435 million, 
many times larger than that in the Area Eedevelopment Act. I t should 
make possible the training of as many as a million people in 3 years. 
Its benefits are not confined to areas in which unemployment has 
been persistent, as is the Area Eedevelopment Act, but are available to 
any area. The Act provides a program of Federal financial assist
ance for vocational education and on-the-job training, to be carried 
out primarily through the existing State vocational education agen
cies under the general supervision of the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare. Training allowances roughly equal to unem
ployment compensation in each State may be paid to persons in train
ing for a period of up to 52 weeks. Many courses in skilled and tech
nical occupations can now be provided because of the longer duration 
of available retraining allowances. Special provision is made for 
training of unemployed persons 19-21 years old. The Act also pro
vides for an annual manpower report by the Secretary of Labor to 
the Congress on skill requirements, occupational outlook, job oppor- 
timities, labor supply in various skills, and employment trends.

Enactment of the proposed Trade Expansion Act of 1962 would be 
of further relevance in this context. In addition to the possibility of 
assistance to industries adversely affected by imports, it also foresees 
the institution, where appropriate, of worker-training programs after 
vocational counseling and testing.

Also before the Congress in 1962 is the Youth Employment Oppor
tunities Bill, which should provide work experience and further oc
cupational training for a limited number of out-of-school youth 
through a Youth Conservation Corps to work on Federal conserva
tion and recreational facilities, through employment on local public 
works programs, combined with further education, and through on- 
the-job training.

Since these measures are directed toward the relief of localized prob
lems of unemployment, they should greatly strengthen the capa
bilities of the United States to help members of the civilian work 
force presently engaged in defense-related work to equip themselves 
for new jobs in the event of disarmament.
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At the close of World War I I  and again at the close of the Korean 
war the Government undertook massive programs for the education, 
training, and job placement of men and women discharged from the 
armed services. These programs, for which approximately $20 bil
lion was spent, were exceedingly effective not only in restoring mil
lions of individuals fairly promptly to a useful role in the economy 
of the country but also in providing extensive educational and tech
nical training.

Among the veterans of World War II, 7.8 million had entered train
ing under Public Law 346 through June 1955. Of these 28 percent 
attended colleges and imiversities; 45 percent, schools below college 
level; and approximately 18 percent engaged in on-the-job training. 
Following the Korean war more than 2 million Korean veterans— 
about one-third of those eligible— ĥad entered training under Public 
Law 550 by June 1958. I t  is anticipated that before this program is 
concluded about half of those eligible will have taken advantage of 
these training opportunities as in the case of World War I I  veterans.

Both of these programs were on a very large scale, dealing with 
millions of men—far more than are at present in the armed services. 
Both were effective. Both have been appraised, and recommendations 
for their improvement have been made. Experience in their admin
istration provides a basis for planning similar programs to meet future 
needs.

O t h e r  M e a n s  of E a s in g  t h e  A d ju stiv ie n t  P rocess i n  t h e  L abor 

F orce

Programs of training and retraining would need to be complemented 
by a nationwide system for collecting information on employment 
opportunities and available manpower to facilitate the matching of 
men with jobs. Extended unemployment compensation for workers 
released by defense industries and for veterans, and relocation grants 
or loans to help workers move to areas where the employment oppor
tunities are greatest are other possibilities. Here, again, the proposed 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, with its provision for jfinancing reason
able costs of relocating families in cases where the head of the house
hold is made unemployed by imports and ,has a definite job offer else
where, could provide valuable practical experience in dealing with 
disarmament adjustment problems.

T h e  S pe c ia l  C a se  of R esea r c h  a n d  D e v e l o pm e n t

Employment of scientists and engineers is growing at a faster rate 
than employment of almost any other occupational group. In  recent 
years nonmilitary R & D has grown rapidly and in all likelihood 
would have grown even faster had more resources been available.
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The release of scientists and engineers by defense industries should 
facilitate an acceleration of civilian E & D. Such an increase in 
E & D manpower could be used with great benefit to society and 
yield high returns in many industries where presently very little 
K & D is directed toward improving products or processes. The 
civilian economy would benefit especially from increased long-range 
research and experimentation with advanced technological possibilities 
of the sort that the research teams presently employed by defense 
industries have conducted so successfully.

I t  is, however, impossible to predict by how much private research 
support would increase in the event of disarmament. Certainly the 
increase would be substantial. I t is likely, however, that, in order 
to absorb the released R & D resources smoothly and to help guide 
them to the highest priority uses, a positive government program 
would be required. I t  could operate with effectiveness in matching 
personnel becoming available with employment opportunities. A 
particular problem—possibly more severe than would be encountered 
in other occupations—^might arise in switching scientists and engineers 
who have spent their careers in one field to other new specializations, 
and appropriate government assistance to facilitate the adjustment 
might be in order and yield large benefits.

A disarmament program would provide an unmatched opportunity 
to review public policies toward nonmilitary R & D. There are in 
fact urgent needs for more research and development in areas where 
private incentives and financial capabilities are inadequate or non
existent. Some of the R & D resources freed by disarmament would 
no doubt be transferred to more substantial civilian atomic energy 
and space programs. But there are also urgent needs or desirable 
goals for research and development in such fields as urban transpor
tation, housing, health, education, and exploration and exploitation 
of the ocean resources.

Released R & D resources could also be used to great advantage 
to complement an expanded foreign aid program. Efforts here might 
well focus on such problems as the development of simple teaching 
machines and related communications equipment, techniques for over
coming aridity, efficient and low-cost transportation systems, cheap 
and reliable power sources, and other equipment and processes specially 
tailored to the resources and labor availabilities of the less developed 
countries. Research and engineering personnel released by disarma
ment might serve as teclmical consultants on development and 
planning and in helping to establish new industries on a sound tech
nical basis.

The freeing of R & D resources could be one of the most important 
economic benefits of disarmament. But here, as in other aspects,
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advance planning and coordinated action will minimize the transi
tional problems and make it possible to profit, more extensively from 
the large opportmiities which disarmament affords.

III. DISARMAMENT AND DOMESTIC NEEDS

The United States enjoys at this time a high level of economic 
well-being which is unprecedented and unparalleled, and the fruits 
of American prosperity are widely shared. This is the product of an 
economic system which has been the foundation of our political and 
social democracy.

Yet, our very accomplishments in developing a high standard of 
living, in providing higher levels of education for a larger propor
tion of the population than has been achieved by any other country, 
in equipping our nation with vast, complex, and technologically 
advanced transportation and communications systems and production 
and service facilities call to our attention the economic, social, and 
cultural needs which remain unmet; for in the United States there 
are still pockets of poverty and inequity, and the Nation as a whole 
has not fully realized the potential inherent in our society and avail
able national resources. I t  is also clear that the sizable increase 
which our population is undergoing is providing progressively larger 
dimensions for our domestic civilian needs.

A significant part of the economic and social “shortfall” in the 
United States is, as pointed out in chapter I, due to the substantial 
requirements for national defense. As these demands are progres
sively eliminated by an adequate and effective disarmament agree
ment, we can look for more rapid progress toward the economic and 
social goals which Americans set for themselves individually and 
collectively. However, even general and complete disarmament could 
not provide more than a part of the resources that would be needed 
to satisfy our immet civilian needs— t̂hese needs are far greater than 
the defense effort. The basic problem for the United States in the 
event of disarmament is not one of an excess of human and physical 
resources, but of how we can most quickly and efficiently shift the 
released resources to serving our numerous and extensive civilian 
requirements. Even without disarmament we will cope more ade
quately with many of these civilian needs, but it is clear that progress 
could be much faster if the resources now devoted to defense could 
be freed for such uses as are discussed below.

I t  is impossible to predict with any certainty how the American 
people will in fact employ the resources which would be released by 
general and complete disarmament. In  a free society such as ours, the
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individual values and preferences of each member will have a vital 
impact both on his own decisions and actions and on the decisions 
of his representatives in government on such matters as taxation and 
public expenditures which have been referred to in chapter II. The 
following discussion of some of the areas of civilian needs which are 
apparent today is intended to be illustrative of the opportunities which 
disarmament would present or enhance. I t  cannot be exhaustive, 
nor can it in any way prejudge the choices and decisions regarding 
these and other areas of potential expenditure which will eventually 
be made by the American people and their elected governments.

Both individual and collective needs can be met by private or by 
governmental activity. In the United States the pattern which has 
been evolving through liistory includes a very large reliance on private 
initiative and a growing role for public programs; in some matters 
there is a close combination of the two. The discussion that fol
lows is concerned primarily with suggesting the dimensions of certain 
needs which are of broad significance; the methods of satisfying them, 
whether by private effort, governmental programs, or a combination 
of the two, are incidental to this purpose.

Growth in Population and National Product

The Bureau of the Census projects an increase in the population 
of the United States from 180.6 million in 1960 to 244 million by 1980 
and to 329 million by the year 2000. Concurrent increases in total 
available manpower will facilitate the growth in gross national prod
uct which is essential to our well-being. Thus, during the 1960’s the 
American labor force is expected to increase at roughly half again its 
rate of growth during the 1950’s, a reflection of the sharp increase in 
the birth rate which occurred during the middle and late 1940’s. The 
economy will require progressively higher levels of education and 
skills in the working population; some of the implications of this 
trend are discussed under the heading of educational needs below. 
I t  is also clear that new capital equipment will be required to com
plement the expanding labor force. Just to keep pace with the rate 
of increase in manpower will require capital investment of at least 7 
percent of GNP; if capital stock per employed person is to grow at a 
pace sufficient to permit productivity increases at the rate achieved 
during the 1950’s, investment will have to be significantly higher than 
the 8.6 percent of GNP used in this way in recent years.

The special requirements and opportunities for civilian research 
and development have already been touched upon in chapter II. I f  
satisfied, they also would require significant investment in plant and 
equipment.
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Residential Construction

In 1961 our economy produced 1.35 million housing units at a cost 
of $17.5 billion. I f  nonhousekeeping residential structures such as 
hotels and motels are included, total residential construction expendi
tures come to $23 billion. Despite the very substantial construction 
activity which this statistic exemplifies, our housing is by no means 
in excess of our present needs; current vacancy rates are 1.2 percent 
of homeowner imits (62 percent of all housing units are owner-occu
pied) and 7.7 percent of rental units. Moreover, our current housing 
supply includes roughly 3 million dilapidated units.

I t is estimated that, if our growing population is to be supplied 
with enough housing to accommodate every American household in 
an adequate housing unit by the end of this decade, construction ac
tivity and expenditure would have to rise progressively to a level of 
about 2 million units costing $25 billion (1961 dollars) in 1970—an 
increase of roughly 50 percent over 1961 levels. I f  construction of 
nonhousekeeping residential units were included, total expenditures 
for housing construction in 1970 would come to $33 billion.

The above projection takes into account continuation of the popu
lation shift from rural to urban areas and replacement of demolitions 
due to public improvements and other causes. I t assumes no change 
in the current vacancy rates, a slight improvement in the homeowner- 
ship rate, and total elimination of dilapidated housing units.

Projections of GNP growth and income and housing value dis
tribution suggest that we will attain the indicated housing goal in 
1970 only if there is a significant addition to the resources which can 
now be reasonably expected to be allocated to housing construction 
over the decade. In particular this applies to housing for low-income 
groups requiring subsidization. Any savings from disarmament 
could therefore play an important role in this field.

Urban Needs

U r b a n  G r o w th

Population projections indicate that the urban population will in
crease in the current decade by about 36 million, compared with 29 
million in the last decade. Within the metropolitan areas, the cen
tral cities are expected to show only a 15 percent increase in popula
tion between 1960 and 1970, while the other urban places are expected 
to have a 63 percent increase.

The implication of these figures is a tremendous physical expansion 
of suburban areas which will require rapid installation of capital im
provements and increased suburb-to-city transportation facilities. 
The population growth of central cities will be concentrated substan
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tially in those of rapidly expanding young metropolitan areas, while 
many of the older cities will continue to lose population as they did 
in the 1950-60 decade. For the revitalization of these older cities, a 
much higher level of urban renewal assistance than is contemplated 
by present budgetary levels could be utilized.

'U r b a n  R e n e w a l  a n d  F u t u r e  METROPOLrrAN D e v e l o pm e n t

There is a general movement for the improvement, modernization, 
and rebuilding of central cities. Private capital plays a large role 
in this field. However, Federal aid to municipalities for land re
development, which was initiated in 1949, has in recent years been ac
cumulating momentum; some earlier projects have now reached the 
iredevelopment stage and many cities have lately extended their sur
veys and planning. By the end of 1960 approximately $2 billion of 
Federal grant authorization had been reserved for urban renewal 
projects. The Housing Act of 1961 authorized an additional $2 bil
lion, which presumably will be earmarked for new projects over the 
course of the next few years.

In urban renewal projects the Federal grant-in-aid represents two- 
thirds, in some cases three-fourths, of the cost to the cities of clearing 
land from slum or blighted uses and of preparing areas for redevelop
ment. Where conservation of existing structures is indicated as ap
propriate, the Federal grant-in-aid applies to cost of the local public 
improvement program.

Some early studies have indicated that about five construction dol
lars are spent on urban renewal projects for every Federal dollar of 
grant-in-aid. I f  later experience supports these early studies, total 
expenditures for site preparation and redevelopment may amount to 
as much as $20 to $25 billion, of which a part would also be included 
among the estimated expenditures for residential construction dis
cussed above. The timing of these prospective outlays is, however, 
relatively uncertain in terms of rates per year in view of the long lead 
times in urban renewal activities.

The ultimate potential of urban renewal in the United States is, 
indeed, very great. Many widely varying estimates have been made 
of cumulative totals that may someday be involved, differing accord
ing to assumptions of policy and cutoff dates. The primary limitation 
is the prospective supply of capital for domestic investment that will 
be available within the structure of gross national product as it ex
pands in the years ahead.

U r b a n  M a ss T r a n s it

Between 1935 and 1959, the urban population of the country in
creased by about 75 percent and the estimated miles of automobile
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travel in urban areas increased by 180 percent. Over the same period, 
total mass transit rides declined by about 20 percent. The results 
have been traffic congestion, declining revenues, and deteriorating 
facilities of transit systems.

Total investment needs for urban transit and suburban railroad plant 
and equipment during the current decade have recently been estimated 
at almost $10 billion. The components of this estimate, made by a 
transportation specialist in the context of a still unpublished report 
on urban transportation, are $5.5 billion for way and structures for 
grade-separated transit and suburban railroads; $3.3 billion for equip
ment ; and $1 billion for miscellaneous needs, including maintenance 
and other fixed facilities for bus operation. Thus, if the financial re
sources were available, about $1 billion per year should be invested 
over the decade in urban transit facilities to meet urban transportation 
needs. Available data indicate that substantially less than this is 
actually being invested.

To help meet these problems the Congress in the Housing Act of 
1961 authorized a program of grants in an aggregate amount of $25 
million for mass transportation plans and research. The same Act 
authorized the Housing and Home Finance Administrator to make 
loans to State and local public agencies up to a total of $50 million to 
finance the acquisition, construction, reconstruction, and improvement 
of facilities and equipment for use in mass transportation service in 
urban areas.

U r b a n  W ater  a n d  S ew age  D ispo sa l  F a c il it ie s

I t  has been estimated that, between 1958 and 1980, $108 billion would 
be required to meet urban water and sewer needs. This would mean 
average annual water and sewer investment expenditures of about $5 
billion per year. In the last few year$, total contract awards (in cur
rent dollars) for construction of municipal water facilities and of 
sewer and sewage treatment facilities have ranged between $1 billion 
and $1.5 billion per year. In order to meet the needs for sewer and 
water facilities adequately, the annual level of such expenditures would 
have to be increased by between $3 billion and $4 billion.

O t h e r  C o m m u n it y  F a c il it ie s

The need for expansion of educational and medical facilities is dis
cussed below. There will also be many other community needs such 
as for police and fire stations, public office buildings, and recreational 
facilities that will have to be met on a greatly expanded scale.
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/The Natural Resources Field

Projections of natural resources activities based wholly on future 
needs have been tentative and fragmentary. Therefore only some 
qualitative statements of future needs in the resources field and some 
tentative estiniates of the opportunities and needs for public and 
private capital investments for protection and development of certain 
resources during the next 10 to 20 years are presented here.

W ater  E esources D e v e l o pm e n t

As pointed out in the 1961 report of the Senate Select Conmiittee on 
National Water Eesources/ positive action needs to be taken to develop 
and use the abundant resources placed in our custody and to develop the 
practices and techniques which will permit ever increasing needs to 
be filled within the finite limits of the resources we have.

The report notes that while total requirements for withdrawal of 
water from lakes and streams in the United States in 1954 was 300 
billion gallons daily, or about 27 percent of the total streamflow, with
drawals in 1980 would be about 559 billion gallons daily and, in the 
year 2000, more than 888 billion gallons daily, or more than 80 percent 
of total streamflow.

The report of the Select Committee presented possible Federal pro
grams of water development for navigation, flood control, power gen
eration, irrigation, municipal and industrial works for water supply 
and waste disposal, recreation, wildlife and fisheries protection; and 
State and local government and private development for power genera
tion, municipal, industrial and rural domestic water supply, waste 
collection and treatment, and miscellaneous purposes. These pro
grams up to 1980, which include those relating to urban water and 
sewage disposal needs discussed above, would require Federal expendi
tures of almost $55 billion and non-Federal expenditures of $173 bil
lion in order to meet the requirements resulting from existing defi
ciencies, anticipated obsolescence, and growth.

O t h e r  R e n e w a b l e  R esources

Tentative projections by the Resources Program Staff, Department 
of the Interior, of what appear to be economically justified programs, 
largely Federal and State but including some private activity, for 
conservation investment in forestry, soil and watershed conservation, 
rangeland conservation, and park and recreational development, to
gether with a program of land acquisition for these purposes, indicate 
the desirability of expenditures substantially greater than present out
lays for the^ purposes.

 ̂S. Rept. 29, 87th Cong., 1st sess., published Jan. 31,1961.
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a. Forestry, A projected program of improvement of Federal and 
State forest lands including improvement of standing timber, reforest
ation on forest lands not restocking properly mider natural condi
tions, forest range reseeding, construction of access roads for timber 
management, protection, and harvesting, improvement of fish and 
wildlife habitat in forests, forest recreational area development, water
shed and erosion control on forest land, and public land acquisition 
would call for expenditures of $3.6 billion during a period of 10 
years. The Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture has 
outlined a 10-year program of nonrecurrent work for development 
of resources in the national forests alone of more than $2.5 billion, in
dicating a somewhat larger program at least for Federal lands than 
is assumed in the above projection. In addition, the Bureau of 
Public Eoads has a program for construction of public highways 
through national forests which would cost $2.7 billion by 1971.

&. Soil arid Watershed Conservation. A similarly projected 10- 
year program for soil and watershed conservation, which would in
clude land treatment, erosion control, streambank stabilization, small 
watershed structures, and revegetation of strip mine spoil banks, 
would total $4.6 billion, probably including some overlapping of the 
projection of the Senate Select Committee.

G, Range Land Conservation. A program for conservation of Fed
eral range lands, including range reseeding, water spreading for flood 
irrigation of bottomland grass stand, erosion-control structures, range 
improvements for prevention of overgrazing, and Dust Bowl revege
tation, would aggregate $1.2 billion over a period of 10 years and re
quire an additional expenditure of $250 million for acquisition of 
“Dust Bowl” lands.

d. Park and Recreational Development. A projected program 
over the next decade for management and protection, construction of 
improvements, and rehabilitation of existing facilities in the National 
Park System is estimated to cost $1.1 billion. I t  includes the “Mission 
66” program of the National Park Service, which is designed to over
come by 1966 the lag in development of National Park System facili
ties which resulted from the practical cessation of construction dur
ing World War I I  and the slowdown in construction during the 
Korean conflict.

For additions to the National Park System, including seashore and 
lakeshore areas, scenic parks in Utah and Nevada, and a prairie na
tional park in Kansas, the President in his recent conservation mes
sage recommended an 8-year program of land acquisition totaling 
$500 million. He also recommended a $50 million increase in annual 
Federal grants for open space lands in urban areas.

688—714—'63— v̂ol. I—'—‘18
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e. Fish and WUdlife Conservation, An adequate program for im
provement of habitat for migratory wildfowl and some upland game 
species and other construction and improvement in Federal wildlife 
refuges, together with other measures for wildlife development, would 
cost $380 million, including $150 million for land acquisition, during

10-year period.

T otal NATURAii E eso urces P rogram

The total Federal cost of these possible programs over a period of 
10 years would be at an annual rate of about $4 billion, or almost 
twice the current rate of expenditures for conservation and develop
ment of natural resources. In addition, the State, local government, 
and industrial programs for water development alone are estimated 
by the Senate Select Committee on National Water Eesources to cost 
about $8 billion annually.

These estimates are almost entirely for land acquisition and for 
physical improvements. They are exclusive of expansions in research 
and investigation in the national resources field and of the additional 
Federal programs which might have to be undertaken to assist such 
industries as those engaged in mineral extraction and fabrication in 
:adjusting to reducing demand for military hardware under a dis
armament program.

Requirements for operating and maintaining the enlarged facili
ties which would be provided by expanded construction programs 
would increase although not necessarily in the same ratios as the ex
pansions in physical improvements.

Educational Needs, 1970

In identifying educational needs, 1970 is only the day after tomor
row ; all of the children who will then be enrolled in the fourth grade 
or higher have already been born, and those who will then be above 
the sixth grade are already in earlier stages of the educational process.

M estimum: N eeds

A trend projection for 1970 indicates that the number of students 
in elementary and high school grades wiU rise from 42.5 million in 
1960 to 53 million in 1970 and the number of students in institutions 
of higher learning will double to reach about 7 million. This assumes 
no change in the causal factors which determined attendance rates 
in the 1950’s and no educational improvements as regards dropouts, 
staff-pupil ratio, or kindergarten enrollment.

Assuming present levels of the teaching art and technology and also 
present composition of educational costs, school enrollments in kin
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dergarten through the 12th grade by 1970 will require an annual ex
penditure of about 50 percent more than the 1960-61 expenditures, 
which are estimated at about $20 billion. This estimate includes a 
major increase in investment for additional capital facilities, in
creased expenditures for the training and employment of additional 
teachers, and an increase in salaries of about 40 percent over 1957-58 
levels in order to compete for the required number of teachers in the 
ranks of the intellectually able. Public and private school operating 
and capital costs are assumed to be essentially identical for this 
purpose.

To accommodate the number of students anticipated in institutions 
of higher learning which give degrees, with no change in present staff- 
«tudent instructional and residential space ratios, would require total 
annual expenditures by 1970 of more than 2% times present estimated 
expenditures of $6.7 billion. This, again, allows for major increases 
in annual outlay for capital facilities, and includes a salary increase 
of 50 percent over 1957-58 levels, without which it would not be pos
sible to compete for the necessary additional staff. Here, too, it is 
ussumed that there are no cost differentials between public and private 
institutions.

I m pr o v e m e n t  B e y o n d  T r e n d  P r o je c t io n s

The foregoing projections constitute pressing minimum educational 
needs for 1970 which will presumably be met whether there is dis
armament by then or not. However, the society and the economy of 
the 1970’s will actually make greater demands on education.

The accelerating rate of technological innovation and additions to 
knowledge in various fields will call for more extended study by more 
people. Evolving social values and educational thinking will place 
new emphasis on programs for students with both higher and lower 
levels of talent, on the reduction of dropouts of the less talented, and 
on provision for a significantly higher proportion of the more tal
ented to obtain the benefits of higher education. Furthermore the 
labor market will increasingly favor those who offer better educational 
and training qualifications. Most important, however, would be the 
major changes that would transpire if the deliberate decisions were 
made, in response to these and other factors, to invest heavily in edu
cation and to devise the new kinds of education called for by the needs 
and the capacities of those portions of the population not now con
sidered as part of the post-secondary school clientele, and by the 
rising demands for highly skilled and educated people that could 
be expected in the economy and society of 1970.

Translation of these factors into estimates of educational needs at 
the elementary school level would involve an extension of kinder
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garten opportunity to one million more 5-year-olds. At the secondary 
level it would call for the retention of about 400,000 students who 
would otherwise fail to complete the 12th grade. Eetention of this 
group would be beneficial not only from the educational point of 
view but also in terms of social welfare; it will require that schools: 
develop special programs adapted to the needs of significant numbers 
in this group who, for various reasons, do not readily fit into stand
ard educational programs. Dealing with pupil exceptionality, 
whether at higher or lower ends of the endowment scale, meanŝ  ̂
smaller classes, more, and more varied, equipment and teaching mate
rials, and better trained teachers with increased backup in the way 
of psychological and psychiatric services, and other resources.

General application to elementary and secondary schools of such 
qualitative improvements as the lowering of staff-pupil and classroom- 
pupil ratios would, in conjunction with enrollment increases indicated 
above, require massive investments in capital facilities, perhaps almost 
doubling capital outlays and increasing annual operating costs by 
one-third above those indicated for the estimates of minimum needs.

There will also be a strong case for a sharp increase over trend 
estimates for minimum needs in expenditures for post-high school 
education. I t is likely that the demand for education at the college 
and imiversity levels will tend to increase at a rate greater than the 
rate of increase in the 1950’s. The need for post-doctoral study and 
mid-career updating in the learned professional fields will also increase; 
at greater than trend rate.

With decreasing demand for the semiskilled in an increasingly au
tomated technology, older forms of vocational education are likely to> 
be absorbed in a variety of more educationally extensive, nondegree, 
liberal and vocational, post-high school programs of from 6 months’’ 
to 3 years’ duration. Such programs would train subprofessional 
teclinologists and those entering subprofessional and personal serv
ice occupations. They would serve not only the high school leavers 
but also those already in the work force who are in need of additional 
skills and insights required for transfer or upgrading in relation to 
individual development and technological change. I t is likely that 
within a few years the post-high school category will constitute a 
major educational challenge. The panel of consultants on vocational 
education, which was appointed at the request of the President, is now 
undertaking an intensive study of this area. I t  will make recom
mendations on the content and institutional framework which will be 
required for vocational educational institutions under the changing; 
technological and socioeconomic conditions of the future.
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Health Services

In 1959-60 the United States 4®voted 5.4 percent of GNP, or $26.5 
billion, to public health, personal health services, construction of medi- 
•cal facilities, and medical research. The level of use of medical fa- 
<5ilities and health personnel obviously reflects a high degree of effec
tive demand. But significant groups in the population, paiiicularly 
among the aged, in rural areas, and in low-income groups generally, 
receive less than optimum medical care and would use additional medi
cal services, were they able to obtain them. There are also significant 
regional differences in the level of use of medical services.

Progress toward a more completely available high level of medical 
<care in the United States calls for a concerted attack on many fronts. 
I t will depend on a larger supply of health personnel, a greater in- 
Testment in health facilities, achievement of a greater degree of co
ordination among health services, and generation of more purchasing 
power through improved systems of financing personal health services.

The material that follows is illustrative of significant expansions 
ivhich would rbe desirable in this field.

H e a l t h  P e r so n n e l

Basic to any expansion in health services is the availability of an 
:adequate supply of well-trained health personnel.

In 1960 there were some 250,000 physicians in the United States, a 
Tatio of 140 physicians per 100,000 population. The present rate of 
graduation of physicians is such that the supply of physicians in the 
■coming years will fall short of maintaining even the present ratio. 
Even the current supply of physicians does not meet the present needs 
of medical care in mental and other long-term hospitals.

In  1960 there were about 102,300 dentists in the United States, or 56 
dentists per 100,000 population, a ratio which has been declining stead
ily since 1940. Although at currently projected levels of graduation 
of students from existing and planned schools the total number of 
dentists will grow to 112,800 in 1970, the ratio of dentists to popula
tion will continue to decline, falling to 53 per 100,000 persons.

In order even to maintain the existing ,ratios of physicians and 
dentists to the population, it is estimated that by 1970 it will be nec- 
-essary not only to strengthen and expand existing medical and dental 
schools but to establish, equip, and staff 20 to 24 new medical schools 
and 20 new dental schools. The cost of building these teaching facili
ties is estimated at $1 billion at present prices.

H e a l t h  FAcm cTiES

At present, the United States has 7.7 acceptable hospital beds of 
all types per 1,000 persons in the population. Merely to maintain the
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same ratio as population expands will require the provision of more 
than 23,000 additional hospital beds each year throughout the next 
decade.

Beyond this, there is a need to increase present ratios and to replace 
obsolete plant and equipment, Scientific and technological changes 
have created new services and new methods of therapy requiring costly 
changes in physical plant. Much renovation and modernization is 
needed in order to adapt older hospital facilities to their changing 
functions and to modem practice.

Increasing urbanization and the growth of the suburbs will require 
new construction and metropolitan planning for hospital and medical 
facilities. In  addition there is a need for many new types of commu
nity facilities. The development of nursing homes providing skilled 
nursing care outside of a hospital setting is a relatively recent phe
nomenon. An increase in these and other facilities for chronic care 
is needed today and will be increasingly important as the proportion 
of aged persons in the population rises.

In  the field of mental health a variety of community resources needs- 
to be developed to reduce the need for institutionalization. Such re
sources include mental health centers and psychiatric treatment units 
in the larger community general hospitals and the development of 
organized home care programs.

I t is estimated that in order to increase slightly the number of hos
pital beds per person, to replace obsolete hospital plants (defined as 
more than 50 years old), to carry out the most necessary renovation 
and modernization, and ,to construct additional outpatient care facil
ities at the same general rate of net gain achieved in the past decade* 
for public health centers and diagnostic and treatment centers, but 
with an increase in rehabilitation facilities, would require that the ex
penditure over the next decade be at least $6 billion higher than thê  
present level of $9 billion.

CoMM UNrrY H e a l t h  S ervices

Public health services traditionally proAdded in the United States 
have included services related to communicable diseases, maternal and 
child health, and special services for crippled children. The programs 
of modern health departments include also services necessary to pre
vent or control chronic diseases and to improve the medical care of 
the entire community. However, one-fifth of the counties in the 
United States, with 6 percent of the total population, still have no 
organized, local, tax-supported health service. Many areas have serv
ices which are only fragmentary because of limitations in staff and 
financial resources.
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I t  has been estimated that an expenditure of at least $4 per capita 
is required for the provision of a minimum level of adequate public 
health services by official State and local health agencies. To attain^ 
this level of expenditure would require an increase in annual expendi
tures of $383 million (about 90 percent more than the current expendi-^ 
tures of State and local health departments).

E n v ir o n m e n t a l  H e a l t h

Eecognized as a problem largely since World W a r  II, air pollution 
control will require an intensified program of biological and engineer
ing research to identify and measure harmful contaminants and deter
mine their effects. At present the total national expenditure for air 
pollution control is about $300-$400 million per year. I t is estimated 
that by 1970 the total expenditures should more than double.

The needs and opportunities as regards adequate water supplies 
and pollution control have already been noted. With more people^ 
more industry, more processing, and more waste, the problem of solid 
waste disposal is becoming more critical. Current total national ex
penditures for urban solid waste collection and disposal are approxi
mately $2 billion annually. This rate will have to be raised by about 
50 percent to correct present unsatisfactory practices and to meet in
creasing needs.

M ed ic a l  K e se a r c h

The reports of two expert groups ̂  suggest that on the basis of capac
ity, long-range trends in support of research and other relevant fac^ 
tors, a national health research program of $3.0 billion in 1970 is 
feasible. I f  research facilities and personnel now devoted to defense- 
related research activities were to become available as a result of dis
armament, it would be possible to step up research in the field of 
health and medical care much more rapidly than would otherwise 
be possible.

Social Security and Social Welfare

I n c o m e  M a in t e n a n c e  P rograms

The United States has today an extensive system of public income 
maintenance programs. These are supplemented by a wide range of

 ̂Secretary’s Consultants on Medical Researeli and Education. The Advance
ment of Medical Research and Education Through the Department of Healthy 
Education, and Welfare, Wash., D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958. 
Committee of Consultants on Medical Research to the Subcommittee on Depart
ments of Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. Federal Support of Medical Research. Wash., D.C., U.S. Govern
ment Printing Office, 1960.
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private employee benefit plans and other organized income main
tenance measures. Public income maintenance payments under social 
insurance, veterans, and public assistance programs in 1960 amounted 
to $27 billion, or 5.3 percent of GNP and 7.6 percent of total disposable 
personal income.

Aggregate benefit payments under these programs have been rising 
as a percent of the total national output, largely as a result of the ex
panding coverage and gradual maturing of the Old-Age, Survivors 
and Disability Insurance (OASDI) system. This trend will continue, 
though at a slower pace, for some time without any changes in exist
ing laws.

Important and extensive as are the social insurance protections now 
available, both the coverage and the level of benefits in many of the 
programs are less adequate than would be desirable. The general 
magnitude of desirable improvement in the expenditures involved can 
be illustrated by reference to some of the major programs.

O ld-A ge, S urvivors a n d  D is a b il it y  I n s u r a n c e

The national Old-Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance program 
now covers about 90 percent of the active labor force. The number 
of beneficiaries will continue to increase fairly rapidly over the next 
few decades as aii increasing proportion of those reaching retirement 
age have insured status.

Since 1950 the Congress has increased benefits under this program 
almost every 2 years. The changes since 1940, when benefits first be
gan, have been more than sufficient to match increases in the general 
price level. They have been less than a tliird as large as increases in 
general wage levels during the period. I f  defense needs should con
tinue to require tax revenues of the order of magnitude now prevail
ing, one might anticipate a similar trend in the future. In  the event 
of disarmament, however, the Nation may well decide that the aged, 
the disabled, and widows and children should share more equally in 
the increasing output of the economy. I t  has been estimated that, if 
the law were amended to increase benefit outlays in relation to in
creases in productivity, aggregate benefit payments in 1970 (in con
stant dollars) would be more than double the 1960 figure of $11.2 bil
lion ; without such a change it would be 60 percent greater.

P riv ate  P e n s io n  P l a n s

In  1960 private pension plans paid about $1.7 billion in pensions for 
retired workers. These payments also will increase in the future as 
more of the workers covered by relatively new plans retire. Very 
few private plans at present attempt to adjust benefits to changing 
price or wage levels. Furthermore, many of the workers how under
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private pension plans will not actually stay with the same employer 
long enough to acquire pension rights. Additional resources might 
well be directed toward the improvement of private pension benefits.

C a s h  S ic k n e s s  B e n e f it s

At present railroad workers and employees in four States are cov
ered by compulsory cash sickness insurance programs usually provid
ing benefits of 26 weeks duration. In  addition a considerable number 
of workers have some protection against wage loss in case of tem
porary illness through private employee benefit plans.

A nationwide system of sickness insurance covering all wage and 
salary workers in private industry and providing benefits equal to 
two-thirds of weekly wage loss after a 1-week waiting period would 
increase the amount of benefits paid by at least 2 ^  times over present 
levels. Translated into dollars, this increase would have resulted in 
benefits of $2.2 billion in I960, instead of the $0.8 billion actually paid 
under public and private plans. Population increases and increases 
in real wage levels would bring the dollar amounts for similar pro
tection in 1970 to a figure more than 50 percent higher in 1960 prices.

W o r k m e n ’s C o m p e n s a t io n

Total payments for wage loss and medical benefits under State and 
Federal workmen’s compensation laws in 1960 were the equivalent of 
60 cents for every $100 of covered payroll.

These benefits reflect current laws which have incomplete coverage, 
medical care limited in duration and amount in many States, and cash 
benefits that probably replace less than two-fifths of the wage loss 
in the average temporary disability case and an even smaller pro
portion in fatalities or permanent injuries.

I f  current laws were amended to provide (1) unlimited medical 
care, (2) cash benefits for all days lost because of temporary or per
manent disability (after a 1-week waiting period) at a rate of two- 
thirds of average full-time wages, and (3) survivors benefits to 
widows for life and to children to age 18, it is estimated that benefit 
payments and premium costs would increase by more than 50 percent. 
Such an increase would have resulted in benefits of $2 billion in 1960 
instead of $1.3 billion.

P u b l ic  A ssist a n c e

In  any society, no matter how extensive its social insurance pro
gram or other social measures, there will be some persons who are 
currently unable to meet from their own income and resources all of 
their basic living requirements. In the United States there are sev
eral public assistance programs designed to provide a minimum in
come to needy individuals and families.
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An expanding economy will reduce to some extent the need for 
piiblic assistance but there will presumably always remain older 
persons, marginal workers, broken families, and individuals with 
special needs who do not have the current income necessary for a 
socially acceptable level of living.

I t  is impossible to estimate with any degree of precision how many 
people in the United States are likely to need public assistance a 
decade from now. This will depend in considerable part on how 
need is then defined and on the extent to which the contribution of 
OASDI and other programs to meet the need may have been enlarged. 
Currently some 7 million persons are receiving public assistance. 
Assuming that, concurrent with the population increase, the standards 
of assistance will be raised as they have been in the past when general 
levels of living move upward, it could reasonably be expected that 
7 million persons might also receive assistance in 1970.

A 1958 study, Unmet Needs in Public Assistance^ which measured 
assistance payments against a standard which provided only twice 
the amount needed for a low cost food budget, a not very high 
standard, found that assistance expenditures for old-age recipients 
then on the rolls would have to increase by 6 percent and for dependent 
children by 72 percent. Extending such estimates to other categories 
of assistance, this analysis implies that an additional $1 billion could 
be spent today for public assistance, excluding the costs of medical 
care, to assure reasonable levels of living for dependent groups 
throughout the nation.

'No ready basis exists for estimating the total amounts of medical 
care required by assistance recipients. Such care, however, is an 
important item of need among recipients of public aid, whose poverty 
results in health neglect that both causes and aggravates illness and 
disabilities. An estimate is available of the increase in expenditures 
for medical care under old-age assistance and aid to dependent children 
that would have occurred in 1958 if all States had provided care 
similar in scope and cost to the care provided through these programs 
in the 24 States with costs above the national median. The annual 
increase would have amounted to $322 million or almost 120 percent. 
Taking into account the other assistance programs, including the 
program of medical assistance for the aged, total medical care expendi
tures through public assistance may need to undergo further sub
stantial expansion. What amounts of medical care should be 
provided through public assistance will depend on the extent to which 
other public programs are available.

 ̂Social Security Bulletin, Apr. 1960, pp. ^ 1 1 .
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S o cial  S ervices

Community services in the United States have developed in a 
number of ways and been organized through both public and private 
agencies. The schools provide guidance and placement in addition 
to direct educational services. In  many communities the public 
school is a center for a variety of recreational, cultural, and civic 
activities for young people and adults. The health agencies have 
increasingly been concerned vrith the availability of homemaker 
services, skilled nursing homes and other chronic care institutions, 
and with mental health programs. The public welfare agencies pro
vide casework and supportive services not only to public assistance 
families but increasingly to persons who are not in economic need. 
Child welfare services, in particular, are generally provided without 
regard to economic need. Private social agencies are active in the 
fields of child care and family counseling services. The courts, par
ticularly those dealing with children, are increasingly developing 
social services to help rehabilitate those who come within their juris
diction. Community centers and special services are increasingly 
being developed in connection with public housing and urban renewal 
projects. Vocational rehabilitation agencies provide both medical 
and occupational guidance and training services. The United States 
has a wide network of employment services, and much attention is 
being given to their further development.

I t  is not possible to estimate either the total current expenditures 
on community and social services or the additional amounts that 
might be so used, but that a substantial expansion of many of these 
services is needed to meet the needs of a complex and growing urban 
economy is clear. Such expansion would require both increased ex
penditures of money and large increases in trained manpower.

A few illustrative figures can indicate some of the potentialities. 
At present, about half of the counties in the United States lack the 
services of a public child welfare worker. Public expenditures for 
child welfare services amounted in 1960 to $211 million, of which 
almost $150 million was used to pay for foster care for children 
removed from their own families. I f  such services were to be extended 
to all counties and to more of the children in need of them, total 

-expenditures might more than double by 1970, with perhaps $250 
million going for foster care and $200 million for counseling, adoptive, 
protective, and other services.

Caseloads in many public assistance agencies today are too large 
to allow time and attention for services that might help families to 
become self-supporting or able better to handle their own affairs. An 
expansion of the counseling services provided to a limited number of
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families not in financial need might require expenditures of approxi
mately as much again as the $345 million presently spent for adminis
tration of public assistance.

Adequate day care services for children would require public 
expenditures of possibly $60 million or about 12 times the amounts 
spent for this purpose at present. If  homemaker services were avail
able throughout the Nation in the same ratio to population as now 
prevails in certain European countries, expenditures for such services 
would be at least $40 million, almost 10 times what they aro today.

The number of persons needing rehabilitation services to enable 
them to lead active productive lives is growing as the population 
increases and as an increasing number of our people live longer. The 
number of persons disabled annually who need vocational rehabilita
tion services in order to work is estimated at 275,000, and this number 
can be expected to increase. We are rehabilitating vocationally today 
about 100,000 disabled people. With greater resources we could meet 
substantially more of the present and future needs for rehabilitation. 
Among other things, the training of professional personnel and 
research could be stepped up.

We shall undoubtedly spend increasing amounts for social services 
in any event, but the needed expansion will be greatly expedited if 
additional resources become available as a result of disarmament.

S ocial. R e sea r c h

In  order to solve or mitigate the problems resulting from rapid 
social and economic change and to direct social policy more effectively 
toward our general welfare objectives, we need to step up both the 
scope and intensity of social research. A relatively small proportion 
of the total research expenditures of the Federal Government or of the 
academic institutions of the country goes for social research as com
pared with research in the natural sciences and in medicine. The 
amounts available for support of the social sciences and for research 
and demonstration projects in the social field have, however, increased 
in recent years.

There is a serious lack of trained research workers in the social 
sciences and in social research generally. The increasing availability 
of funds for social research should help somewhat to encourage more 
competent people to enter these fields. The trend toward greater en
couragement and support of social research could be speeded up by 
the proper direction of the research funds, facilities, and potential 
that would be released by disarmament.

Most of the above examples of domestic civilian needs to which the 
savings achieved under disarmament might be applied would call for
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increased allocation of public funds. Many of them would, how
ever, also require substantial private expenditure. Quite generally 
it is, in fact, to be anticipated that increased private consumption and 
investment would employ a substantial portion of the resources which 
^ il l  be released by disarmament.

I t  should also be observed that, while disarmament could contribute 
significantly to progress in the satisfaction of the civilian needs out
lined in this chapter, the elffect on aggregate demand and on employ
ment, of new or larger expenditures to meet these needs, will differ 
irom case to case. These differences in economic effect will, of course, 
Jiave a bearing on the choice of measures which must be adopted to 
offset the decline in defense demand discussed in chapter II.

IV. DISARMAMENT AND EXTERNAL AID

T he  H istorical R ecord of U.S. E xtern-al A id

The United States has a long tradition of constructive leadership 
in rendering assistance to other nations. Our aid has flowed through 
n variety of channels, governmental and private. The U.S. Govern
ment has not waited for disarmament to undertake or to increase its 
economic aid to other peoples on a scale which has not been equalled by 
:any other country.

The most recent public statement of the Government’s policy, con
tained in President Kennedy’s address to the General Assembly of 
the United Nations on September 25, 1961, reflects the very broad 
framework in which our official aid programs and policies are con
ceived and expressed:

. . . Political sovereignty is but a mockery without the means of meet
ing 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 tech
nology 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 expanded and coordinated.^

The President’s proposal was accepted by the General Assembly of 
the United Nations on December 19,1961, when it adopted the United 
Nations Decade of Development resolution setting forth a program 
of international economic cooperation.^

The roots of American external aid are to be found first of all 
in numerous private efforts in various parts of the globe beginning

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, p. 471.
^General Assembly Official Records: Sixteenth Session, Supplement No. 17 

<A/5100), pp. 17-18.
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in the 19th century. The Government itself began broad programs 
of assistance in 1940 under the impact of wartime military and 
civilian needs in many foreign areas where military aggression waŝ  
threatening the freedom of nations. During the war years 1941-45 
the Government devoted more than $51 billion to aid to other coun
tries, including $49 billion in the form of lend-lease; repayment on 
such aid was limited to a fraction of the original assistance.

Since World War I I  the United States has made available around 
$62 billion in loans and grants in every continent on the globe. At 
first largely directed toward postwar recovery and rehabilitation in 
Europe and elsewhere, assistance is now largely geared to economic 
development plans. Of the total of $62 billion, approximately $13 
billion were grants of agricultural foodstuffs and other relief supplies, 
$13 billion Marshall plan aid, and $18 billion mutual security support 
for economic stability, developmental projects, and technical aid. 
Over a billion dollars has been contributed to the United Nations and 
other international organizations.

U.S. F o r e i g n  A s s i s t a n c e — ^ F is c a l  Y e a r s  1946-61 

[B illions of dollars]

T o ta l..........................................................................................................^$62
A. By purpose

Relief (including P.L. 480, titles II and I I I ) ............................................12
Marshall p l a n ............................................................................................... 13
Other mutual security p rogram s.............................................................. 18
Export-Imj)ort Bank long-term lo a n s ....................................................  7
British loan (1 9 4 7 ) ................................................................................  4
P.L. 480 (title I) local currency s a l e s ...............................................  4
Surplus property c r e d its ....................................................................... 2
Contributions to international organizations......................................  1
Other............................................................................................................. 1

B. By region and period
1 9 4 6 - 4 8  1 9 4 9 - 5 3  1 9 5 4 - 6 1

Europe and J a p a n .............................................  12 16 4
Other.......................................................................... 3 6 21

 ̂In addition, the United States has invested almost $11 billion in capital of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), Inter
national Monetary Fund (IMF), International Development Association (IDA), 
and In ter-American Development Bank (ID B).

During the same period, the United States has also given military 
aid in the amount of $29 billion. In  1960 net economic aid was $2.22 
billion, and military aid was down to $1.76 billion. The balance in 
favor of economic aid is growing, and the latter has been growing 
annually over the past decade.

The first step in the postwar program was creation of an Office of 
Foreign Relief and Rehabilitation under Mayor LaGuardia in 1944. 
When the United Nations created the U.N. Relief and Rehabilita-
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tion Administration (UNEEA), tlie United States supported it gen
erously and shifted its own operations into it. The United States 
also gave vigorous support to the creation of the whole U.N. family 
of organizations looking toward a peaceful and prosperous postwar 
world. Thus it helped set up the World Health Organization 
(WHO), Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), U.N. Educa
tional, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and other 
constituent and affiliated agencies. Of special concern here, the 
United States was also a leading proponent for the IBRD and IMF, 
founded as a result of the Bretton Woods Conference in 1944. The 
IBRD has loaned approximately $6 billion for hydroelectric, trans
portation, and other basic development needs throughout the world.

In 1947 the plight of all of Europe, devastated as it had been by 
war and suffering from postwar crop failures, caused Secretary of 
State George Marshall to invite all of Europe to come together to 
do what it could do to help itself, with the proposal that we would 
try to provide the difference.^ Although part of Europe withdrew 
from the subsequent discussion, the United States, through the Eco
nomic Cooperation Administration (ECA), underwrote the Marshall 
plan for those who took part, and the goals of restoring prewar levels 
of output were quickly exceeded after the European Recovery Pro
gram (ERP) was set in motion in 1948.

In 1949 President Truman called for a ‘‘Bold New Program'’ as 
point 4 of his second inaugural address.^ Out of this developed a 
technical assistance program that has been echoed, expanded, and 
copied, so that nations continue to share know-how the world around.

In  1955 the United States began to offer its agricultural abundance 
through P.L. 480 as a special form of foreign assistance to meet world 
needs, to help finance development, and to help banish hunger and 
famine in the world.

In  1955 \_196S'\ in an address to the United Nations, President E i
senhower also launched an international program to assist other coun
tries to develop their capabilities for the peaceful uses of atomic en- 
ergy.^ Subsequently, in support of Atoms for Peace, the United 
States and other nations joined in establishing the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The United States has furnished 
approximately $20 million for atomic research reactors, fissionable 
materials, training, consultants, and specialized equipment in over 
25 countries in all parts of the world.

 ̂A Decade of American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-49 (S. Doê  
123, 81st Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 1268-1270. 

pp. 136&-1367.
® See Documents on D isarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 393-400.
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In 1958 the United States launclied a program of ^̂ soft loans” to 
developing countries through the Development Loan Fund.

In 1959 and 1960 the United States helped to increase the financial 
assets of the IMF and IBRD and worked to create the International 
Development Association to give the World Bank a “soft loans win
dow.” I t  encouraged an inter-American program for social progress 
at Bogota and laid the foundation for the Alliance for Progress in 
the Western Hemisphere, including an Inter-American Development 
Bank.

In 1961 the United States completely rewrote its foreign assistance 
statutes, merging its technical cooperation program and Development 
Loan Fund into a new Agency for International Development (AID) 
within the State Department. The Congress granted new authority 
extending 5 years into the future.

The United States has joined with other more developed countries 
in supporting the Colombo plan. I t  is a cofounder and member of 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) and its constituent Development Assistance Conmiittee, and 
through this is urging its partners to increase their own participa
tion in financing development the world around.

In 1961 President Kennedy launched the Peace Corps, and the Con
gress authorized its existence on a continuing basis. In response to 
requests from nations around the world American volunteers are shar- 
>ng their skills—and will bring back to the United States a deeper 
public understanding of our neighbors and new insights into prob
lems now facing nations everywhere.

In 1961 the United States expanded P.L. 480 into a new Food-for- 
Peace program, with greater emphasis on development.

In 1961 the Congress completely rewrote and expanded the Ful- 
bright and Smith-Mundt Acts, creating an expanded Office of Edu
cational and Cultural Affairs within the State Department. As a re
sult, the United States can greatly expand its exchange with other 
nations to the enrichment of all.

In  addition to its direct aid, the United States played a major role 
in the economic assistance activities of the United Nations, which have 
assumed increasing importance. The United States was instrumental 
in founding the UNICEF (International Children’s Fund) in 1946, 
UNRWA (Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the 
Near East) in 1949, UNEPTA (Expanded Program of Technical As
sistance) in 1949, UNKRA (Korean Reconstruction Agency) in 1950, 
and UNSF (Special Fund) in 1957. Other important actions by the 
United States included special support of the UNESCO program for
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African education and of the WHO worldwide malaria eradication 
effort, and initiation of the UN/FAO World Food Program.

In the 10 years of its existence EPTA has received $153 million from 
the United States, and the U.N. Special Fund drew nearly $45 million 
in the first 3 years of its existence. In  addition, the United States 
finances a major portion of the regular programs of the specialized 
agencies.

These main historic steps by the U.S. Government in the foreign aid 
field have been accompanied by continuing, varied, and substantial 
private American efforts in the same area. They are worth reviewing 
because of what they say about the mood and mind of America. They 
demonstrate a persistent U.S. desire and willingness to help other na
tions build a more peaceful and prosperous world at substantial cost to 
our citizens and even under such adverse circumstances as these—

(1) postwar reconversion, hostilities in Korea, military incidents, 
and political difficulties in widely scattered areas of the globe ;

(2) heavy expenditures to meet the military requirements which 
these difficulties have occasioned;

(3) the heavy backlog of requirements for civil outlays in the 
United States, postponed first by depression, then by war, and increased 
by a burgeoning population;

(4) the domestic economic adjustments that result from the fact 
that the foreign economic reconstruction and development, with our 
assistance, enables foreign industries to compete more successfully with 
our own;

(5) the adverse balance of payments that has developed in recent 
years.*

N ew  P erspective

Past experience has helped to shape our present concepts and pro
grams in the field of external aid and given us a new perspective for 
the future. I t  is clear that U.S. and other external aid can be truly 
effective only as it goes hand in hand with other measures, measures 
of international cooperation and coordination, measures in the recip
ient countries to create the most favorable conditions for effectiveness 
of external assistance programs, measures to promote constantly ex
panding and healthy international trade and investment for develop
ment. These concepts are reflected in President Kennedy’s special 
message on foreign aid which he sent to the Congress on March 22, 
1961:

In short we have not only obligations to fulfill, we have great opportunities
to realize. We are, I am convinced, on the threshold of a truly united and
major effort by the free industrialized nations to assist the less-developed

688-714— 63— vol. 1— 19
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nations on a long-term basis. Many of these less-developed nations are on 
the threshold of achieving suflacient economic, social, and political strength 
and self-sustained growth to stand * permanently on their feet. The 1960’s 
can be— ând must be—the crucial “decade of development”—the period when 
many less-developed nations make the transition into self-sustained growth— 
the period in which an enlarged community of free, stable, and self-reliant 
nations can reduce world tensions and insecurity. This goal is in our 
grasp if, and only if, the other industrialized nations join us in developing 
with the recipients a set of commonly agreed criteria, a set of long-range goals, 
and a conmion undertaking to meet those goals, in which each nation's contri
bution is related to the contributions of others and to the precise needs of 
each less-developed nation. Our job, in its largest sense, is to create a new 
partnership between the northern and southern halves of the world, to which 
all free nations can contribute, in which each free nation must assume a 
responsibility proportional to its means.^

And in the preamble of the new U.S. foreign aid law enacted by 
Congress:

Assistance shall be based upon sound plans and programs; be directed to
ward the social as well as economic aspects of economic development; be 
resiK)nslve to the efforts of the recipient countries to mobilize their own 
resources and help themselves; be cognizant of the external and internal pres
sures which hamper their growth; and should emphasize long-range devel
opment assistance as the primary instrument of such growth.*

These ideas also underlie the decisions of the American nations 
meeting in Bogota and Pmita del Este in 1961 in connection with the 
development of the Alliance for Progress. Specifically, the inter- 
American program for social and economic development deals with 
improvement of conditions of rural living and land use, including 
farm credits and land tenure institutions; the improvement of edu
cational systems and training facilities; the improvement of public 
health; the strengthening of democratic institutions; the establish
ment of greater social justice; the reform of tax laws and tax admin
istration; the mobilization of their own financial resources; sound 
monetary policies, and continental economic integration.

Thus, economic aid and development is a many-sided problem which 
cannot be solved simply by mathematical estimates of foreign capital 
requirements. The dimensions are considerably larger and require a 
broad range of internal and external approaches. Improving the 
ability of the less developed countries to utilize their own resources, 
to plan competently for the systematic growth of their economies, 
and to absorb and utilize external resources to the best advantage at 
varying stages of development, as well as the development of suit
able trading patterns and practices to support the Nation’s develop
ment plan, is of much more significance over the long term.

^Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 10, 1961, pp. 507-514. 
=* 75 Stat. 425.
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I ncreasing THE U se of Multilateral I nstituteons

I t  is commonplace to hear the suggestion that the United States 
should channel more of its assistance through U.N. agencies. What 
is frequently overlooked by those making this suggestion is that the 
ability of the United States to increase its utilization of U.N. agencies 
is limited by the recognition, both within the United States and 
among other member nations, of the wisdom of restricting the U.S. 
contribution so that it does not exceed a reasonable proportion of the 
total. The basic fact, therefore, is that the ability and willingness 
of other nations to channel more of their foreign aid contributions 
through such JJ.'N, agencies provides the primary and operative limit 
upon what the United States is able to do through such agencies.

Several courses of action are open to the world community. The 
first and most obvious course of action is for other nations to put a 
greater share of their own resources at the disposal of the United 
Nations for these purposes. The United States would be happy to 
increase its contribution to U.N. aid activities as other countries in
crease theirs.

A second course would be to increase the amount of bilateral or 
multilateral assistance from all potential donors extended under the 
“umbrella” of the United Nations, as of other multilateral groups, for 
sound plans and projects drawn up under international auspices.

While the United States takes no position at present on specific 
proposals which may be made in the event of disarmament, considera
tion might also be given to other possible courses of action, such as 
creating for the United Nations some independent continuing source 
of funds for its use.

By whichever route the role of the United Nations and the spe
cialized agencies in development is enhanced, it is likely that increas
ing the total volume of U.N. activity may have a beneficial effect be
yond the monetary amounts, for, through the United Nations, 
improvements in societies may be achieved which otherwise might not 
be possible.

As noted above, the United States found it n e c ta ry  and desirable 
from time to time to join in other multilateral groupings, regional or 
otherwise, to help accomplish its objectives of effective support to 
development. That the various types of institutions can be fitted to
gether for the common goal of development is proven by the cooper
ative relationships now being developed among U.N., regional, and 
national institutions in this area.

As the volume of aid activity rises, we foresee an increasingly ur
gent need for development of more integrated and better coordinated 
organizational and financial machinery for handling and expediting



268 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

the flow of international aid among the nations of the world. The 
United States does not perceive a need for new U.N. institutions in 
this field.

K esources T o B e  R elea sed  b y  D is a r m a m e n t

On numerous occasions the U.S. Government has taken the position 
that the achievement of disarmament would present opportunities for 
enlarged assistance to less developed countries.

Thus, on October 24, 1950, speaking to the General Assembly of 
the United Nations, President Truman said:

If real disarmameiit were achieved, the nations of the world, acting through 
the United Nations, could join in a greatly enlarged program of mutual aid. 
As the cost of maintaining armaments decreased, every nation could greatly 
increase its contributions to advancing human welfare. All of us could then 
pool even greater resources to support the United Nations in its war against 
want

In this way, our armaments would be transformed into food, medicine, tools 
for use in underdeveloped areas, and into other aids for human advancement 
The latest discoveries of science could be made available to men all over the 
globe. Thus we could give real meaning to the old promise that swords shall 
be beaten into ploughshares and that the nations shall not learn war any 
more.̂

The policy remained the same, though administrations changed. 
Thus, on April 16, 1953, speaking before the American Society of 
Newspaper Editors, President Eisenhower said:

We are prepared to reaffirm, with the most concrete evidence, our readiness 
to help build a world in which all peoples can be productive and prosperous.

This Government is ready to ask its people to join with all nations in de
voting a substantial percentage of the savings achieved by disarmament to a 
fund for world aid and reconstruction. The purposes of this great work 
would be to help other peoples to develop the underdeveloped areas of the 
world, to stimulate profitable and fair world trade, to assist all peoples to 
know the blessings of productive freedom.

The monuments to this new kind of war would be these: roads and schools, 
hospitals and homes, food and health.

We are ready, in short, to dedicate our strength to serving the needs, rather 
than the fears, of the world.

We are ready, by these and all such actions, to make of the United Nations 
an institution that can effectively guard the peace and security of all peoples.*

And in April 1956 President Eisenhower reiterated that pledge.^ 
At the United Nations the United States took the initiative in intro

ducing resolutions in support of the presidential statements so that 
the General Assembly from time to time has echoed these views in its

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 259.
* American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, p. 70.
® American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956, p. 21.
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resolutions. For example, Eesolution 724 (V III) of the 1953 General 
Assembly embodied the U.S. position in this language:

T h e  G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y ,

• • • • • • • 

Desirous of strengthening the United Nations in its mission of gaarding the 
peace and security of all peoples and of promoting higher standards of living 
and conditions of economic and social progress and development in under- 
develoi>ed countries,

Looking forward to the time when suflBcient prc^ess in internationaUy 
supervised worldwide disarmament will make It propitious to devote additional 
resources to assist development and reconstruction, particularly in the under
developed countries,

Adopts the following declaration: ^
“We, the governments of the States Members of the United Nations, in 

order to promote higher standards of living and conditions of economic and 
social progress and development, stand ready to ask our peoples, when suf
ficient progress has been made in internationally supe^ised worldwide dis
armament, to devote a portion of the savings achieved through such disarma
ment to an international fund, within the framework of the United Nations, 
to assist development and reconstruction in under-developed countries.” '

The same concepts were repeated in subsequent General Assembly 
resolutions (e.g. 914 (X) of December 11[16], 1955;  ̂ 1148 (X II) of 
November 14,1957;  ̂and 1252 (X III) of November 4, 1958) .'*

While the United States has thus clearly recognized the further im
petus which disarmament would provide for economic development, 
it is not possible at this time, in the absence of international agree
ment, to anticipate when disarmament would enable the U.S. Govern
ment to realize the savings which could be used for additional U.S. aid 
to other peoples struggling to attain minimum standards of existence 
and economic growth. Nor is it possible to commit congressional ac
tion. However, the historical record of official U.S. leadership in aid
ing the development of other countries provides valuable guidance in 
this regard. Further, elimination of official U.S. expenditures abroad 
for military purposes would provide a more favorable balance-of-pay- 
ments framework for enlarged external aid.

Apart from these general considerations it is pertinent to note, as 
discussed elsewhere in this study, that disarmament would release in 
the United States valuable human and material resources which would 
be ideally suited for expanded development assistance and which 
would undoubtedly tend to be directed, through various channels, to

^General Assembly Official Records: Eighth Session, Supplement No. 17 
(A/2630), pp. 10-12.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 583-586.
' Tl)id., vol. II, pp. 914-915.
" Tl)id., pp. 1214-1217.
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those ends. Tlie release of manpower and facilities from the current 
military research and development effort could directly and suhstan- 
tially aid less developed countries in providing needed skills and in 
facilitating research and development geared to the more rapid and 
effective solution of specific economic and social problems.

The American capital goods industries could readily shift some of 
the production facilities now devoted to military requirement^ to pro
duction for economic development abroad. The improved climate 
to be expected from disarmament would encourage development capi
ta l to move in greater volume to less developed countries.

The United States believes, however, that the nations should not 
wait for disarmament to enlarge both the participation in and the vol- 
i^ne of aid ^or development. Every nation could now, by its own 
action, make the 1960’s an international Decade of Development. It 
will be the United States aim to do so. When and as disarmament is 
achieved the American people can be expected to face imaginatively 
tlie padded challenges and oppoitimities which this development would 
hold far the welfare of mankind,

y . IMPACT OF DISARMAMENT ON U.S. INTERNATIONAL 
ECONOMIC RELATIONS

Disarmament would entaiL the progressive reduction of all defense 
outlays abroad by the U.S. G'ovemment, including both dollar expendi
tures (for troop pay, services, military construction, arid supplies) and 
direct grants of military equipment and supplies to fo re i^  countries. 
Furthermore, the composition of U.S. imports would change, at least 
temporarily, as the result of a shift from defense to civilian produc
tion. On the export side, the United States would ship more ma
chinery and equipment for development and there might be some addi
tion to usual supplies of a number of commodities in world markets as 
the result of the orderly disposal of U.S. inventories of strategic com
modities. Also, the improved international climate resulting from the 
initiation of a total disarmament program would influence the move
ment of U.S. trade and capital and would affect allocations of aid for 
economic development.

A. U.S. Defense Outlays Abroad

G lo bal  I m pa c t

U.S. Government military and nonmilitary outlays abroad totaled 
$6.8 billion in 1960. (See table 10.) Military outlays accounted for 
$4.3 billion or almost three-quarters of this total, the remainder being 
economic aid.
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The elimination of U.S. defense expenditures abroad would in itself 
result in a corresponding reduction of dollar earnings by other coun
tries and an improvement in the U.S. balance of payments if there 
were no other offsetting transactions or forces. The U.S. payments 
deficit of $3.9 billion in 1960 compared with $2.7 billion for defense 
expenditures abroad affecting the U.S. balance of payments.^ The 
elimination of the latter would thus have contributed substantially to 
wiping out the 1960 deficit.

For the recipient countries U.S. defense expenditures abroad con
stituted a major source of dollar exchange, equaling about one-sixth 
of total U.S. civilian imports of goods and services. Lower U.S. for
eign defense expenditures would adversely affect some countries, but 
there could be little adverse impact in many areas, especially where a 
major portion of our military expenditures occurs, i.e. Europe.

E e g io n a l  I m pa c t

Table 11 shows the importance of military expenditures to U.S. 
recorded balance-of-payments transactions with four regions of the 
world. U.S. military expenditure are important in the U.S. pay
ments balance in the case of Canada, Western Europe, Asia, Africa, 
and Oceania but are relatively small in Latin America.

The total Canadian payments deficit with the world was $1.2 bil
lion in 1960, due largely to capital transfers. Total Canadian receipts 
from U.S. defense transactions amounted to $343 million, and the elim
ination of these expenditures would tend to increase the Canadian 
payments deficit; some reduction in these expenditures is already tak
ing place because of reduced imports of uranium.

The effects in Western Europe would be quite different. Continen
tal Europe is prospering and could undoubtedly adjust without much 
difficulty to the loss of income from U.S. military purchases. U.S. mil
itary expenditures in Europe accoimted for about half of U.S. foreign 
military outlays, and their elimination would be of net beneficial eco
nomic effect to the United States by more than wiping out our pay
ments deficit with the region, thereby easing the current payments 
disequilibrium. The U.S. payments deficit was $870 million with 
Western Europe in 1960, while net military expenditures there were 
$1.4 billion.

 ̂Military outlays include some assistance in the form of equipment obtained 
in the United States under military assistance grants. These grants appear in 
balance-of-payments data exactly balanced by U.S. exports and have no direct 
effect on the i>ayments position of other countries with the United States. This 
accounts for the difference between $4.3 billion of total military outlays and the 
$2.7 billion which affect the U.S. payments balance.
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In Asia, Africa and Oceania, U.S. defense expenditures of $914 mil
lion in 1960 contributed to the $1.6 billion U.S. payments deficit with 
the region. In  addition, $780 million was provided in the form of 
military grants. Several Asian and African countries would be ad
versely affected by the cessation of military expenditures, but more 
economic assistance could be used to good advantage in these areas 
which require considerable capital for development.

Latin America received a net income of only $40 million from U.S. 
defense expenditures as such in 1960—chiefly for petroleum—and 
would be little affected by the loss of these funds, although other more 
important, indirect effects would be felt from disarmament, i.e., on 
commodity trade. These might be offset by greater economic assist
ance and internal development under the Alliance for Progress.

In conclusion, no serious problems should result in Western Europe 
and Latin America, taken as a whole, from the elimination of U.S. 
Government military outlays. In Canada and in certain countries 
of Asia and Africa the initial effects could be depressing to their econ
omies. In  Asia and Africa these could be alleviated by compensa
tory programs such as increased economic aid. In Canada and other 
countries economic growth could in time be expected to create new 
economic demand to replace U.S. military purchases.

B. Effects on Commodity Trade

S h ift  of E xpenditures F rom D efense to Other S egments of the 
E conomy

Until detailed studies have been completed it is difficult to estimate 
with any accuracy the extent to which U.S. foreign trade in indi
vidual commodities would be affected if the current expenditures for 
defense items were shifted to other parts of the economy.^ However, 
there are indications of some of the possible direct and indirect effects 
which would be of importance in certain cases. I t  is known that, by 
weight, only a small part, approximately 2 percent, of total U.S. steel 
production is used for direct (and some indirect) military programs. 
A much larger proportion of special steel is so used. Under condi
tions of disarmament requirements for these steels would probably 
decline despite increased uses in other segments of the economy. 
However, it is not clear to what extent this might affect imports of 
individual ferroalloy raw materials, since alloy steels are widely used 
in other segments of the economy.

 ̂See, however, the estimates contained in table 3-3 of the U.N. report on the 
Fconomic and Social Consequences of Disarmament (E/3593, February 28, 
1962), which were not available at the time of preparation of this study.



U.S. ECONOMIC REPORT, MARCH 31 273

Some decrease in U.S. demand for other broadly used metals, such 
as copper and aluminum, would probably also be experienced. The 
impact on imports of copper, and of bauxite for aluminum, would be 
minor because defense needs for these commodities have been declin
ing because of the shift away from conventional defense armaments.

Currently military purchases of petroleum account for approxi
mately 7.5 percent of total U.S. petroleum consumption. Under con
ditions of disarmament offshore procurement of petroleum, at least 
initially, would decline, although the effect on the world market would 
be mitigated by continued growth of civilian demand.

While requirements for certain commodities would be reduced for 
military purposes, demand could be expected to be augmented by 
higher production in other segments of the economy. For example, 
in an expanded foreign aid program U.S. exports of machinery and 
other development goods would increase, creating additional require
ments for commodities used to produce this equipment. In  any event 
the overall impact on most primary producing countries that could re
sult from a U.S. shift from defense to other expenditures is not ex
pected to be serious. U.S. military purchases represent only part, 
and in many cases a small part, of total requirements for a commod
ity. Such difficulties as may be encountered by these countries would 
be similar to those which arise from technological advances, although 
they might be more rapid, unless shifts in demand were minimized by 
careful economic planniag. In any event, the need for diversifying 
the economies of some countries now dependent on the exports of a few’ 
primary commodities would be intensified.

R ed u c t io n s  i n  U.S. S trategic  I n v e n t o r ie s

The U.S. Government owns large inventories of strategic and criti
cal materials which were valued at $7.8 billion in 1961. Procurement 
for these inventories has had considerable effect on commodity markets 
in some iastances.

However, purchases for the strategic stockpile have virtually ceased. 
The 76 materials currently on the stockpile list represent items for 
which the United States has been or is dependent, at least in part, on 
foreign sources of supply. Materials include 13 nonmetallic min
erals, 16 fibers and chemicals, and rubber. These commodities have 
come from virtually all of the world’s principal commodity export
ing countries as well as from smaller producing countries. In the 
event of total disarmament it seems reasonable to expect that the 
strategic stockpile objective would be sharply reduced or altogether 
eliminated, that procurement would cease, and that the bulk of the 
strategic stockpile, or possibly the whole of it, would be declared 
surplus.
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Disposals from the strategic stockpile, as established by law,^ pro
vide for ‘‘the protection of the United States against avoidable loss 
on the sale or transfer of the material to be released and the protection 
of producers, processors, and consmners against avoidable disruption 
of their usual markets . . .

In  addition, it is the declared policy  ̂ of the United States that 
disposals will avoid “adverse effects on international interests of the 
United States . . . In  practice the United States has given evi
dence of its attention to the concern of foreign countries as, for ex
ample, in the 9-year disposal plan for natural rubber announced in 
1959. Under conditions of total disarmament, U.S. policy on orderly 
disposals from its inventories would remain substantially the same. 
Further, the United States is supporting a large and continuing 
program of foreign aid to less developed countries, many of which 
are important suppliers of primary commodities. I t  is not reasonable 
to expect that disposals would be made in a manner that would sub
stantially reduce or nullify the aid which the United States is extend
ing to these countries.

U .S .-S oviet T rade

Some expansion of U.S. trade with the Soviet bloc would in all prob
ability occur under disarmament as strategic and other trade inhibi
tions were removed and bloc needs for many types of capital and 
consumer goods were met in the West. However, the extent to which 
trade actually increased would in turn depend on the extent to which 
the autarchic economic policies of the Soviet bloc were modified. 
I t  is problematical whether the Soviet bloc could or would revise its 
basic economic polices to permit a full expansion of trade with the 
United States, but under disarmament some increase of trade might 
occur in special categories of goods.

Thus, in conclusion, the short-run effects of disarmament are likely 
to be relatively small on U.S. foreign trade, although particular com
modities and countries may be adversely affected, at least for a time. 
In  the long run, export competition will increase as the Common 
Market and other industrial countries also transfer resources from 
military to civilian production and as more and a wider variety of 
goods become available for export to world markets.

C. More Ejficient Resources Use

With reduced political tension and the elimination of military 
expenditures, a greater portion of U.S., and indeed the world’s,

 ̂P.L. 520, 79th Cong., 1946, as amended. 
® Defense Mobilization Order V -7,1959.



U.S. PROPOSAL, APRIL 2 275

resources would be put to more efficient and beneficial use. Produc
tion and trade would be based on a more rational division of labor. 
For example, special measures to encourage defense-related produc
tion of certain materials such as uranium and nickel would be termi
nated. The strategic or defense justifications for trade controls, as 
on petroleum, or controls on Soviet-bloc trade, would be lessened. 
Similarly, controls over shipping could be reduced and the size of 
the U.S. merchant fleet and shipping subsidies would no longer be 
affected by military considerations; the merchant fleets of some 
countries would benefit. As U.S. private investment was shifted from 
defense-oriented industries, other outlets would be sought, including 
investment in the less developed countries. A more favorable invest
ment climate would prevail with the elimination of war threats; this 
would be a factor encouraging more private foreign investment.

In  short, because military-oriented production and trade controls 
would be removed by disarmament, more trade would tend to flow 
on the basis of comparative advantage.

United States Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Draft Preamble to Outline 
of Provisions of a Basic Treaty on General and Com
plete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, April 2,1962 ̂

We the Nations of the W orld:
Acting in accordance with the aspirations of all people ;
ReafpjTrmng our dedication to the aims and principles of the United 

Nations Charter;
Desiring to create conditions in which all peoples can strive freely 

and peacefully to fulfil their just aspirations;
Conscious of the crisis in human history produced by the revolu

tionary development of modern weapons in a divided world;
Determined that this and succeeding 'generations shall be free from 

the scourge of war and the dangers of the arms race;
Desiring to end forever the burden placed on mankind by the diver

sion of human and material resources to the creation of the means of 
destruction of life and of social and material values;

Seeking to direct those resources to ensure the further advance of 
man’s spiritual, cultural and material well-being;

Declaring their goal to be a free, secure, and peaceful world of in

 ̂END0/L.3, Apr. 2,1962.
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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 Charter; and a world where there 
shall be a permanent state of general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control;

A-ffi/rming that to attain the goal all States must abide by existing 
international agreements, refrain from interference in the internal 
affairs of others, or from any other actions which might aggravate 
international tensions, and respect the independence and sovereignty 
of other States;

Have resolved to conclude a treaty and to carry out general and 
complete disarmament under strict and effective international control 
accompanied by the establishment of relia^ble procedures for the peace
ful settlement of international disputes and effective arrangements 
for the maintenance of peace.

Agreed Recommendations by Cochairmen on Arrange
ments for Discussion of Proposals in the Committee of 
the Whole of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee, April 2, 1962 ^

In connexion with the decision of the Committee of the Whole on
28 March 1962, the Co-Chairmen exchanged views and considered the 
proposals submitted by members of the Committee for discussion.

After examining these proposals in the light of paragraph 2  of the 
procedure of work of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee 
the Co-Chairmen recommend that first priority in the Committee of 
the Whole should be given to the consideration of proposals on: 
Cessation of war propaganda.

The Co-Chairmen noted that the following questions have been put 
forward by members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee for discus
sion in the Committee of the Whole:

Establishment of nuclear free zones Cut off of production of fissionable 
in various parts of the globe; materials for use in weapons;

Measures to prevent further dissemi- Reduction of the possibility of war 
nation of nuclear weapons; by surprise attack, miscalculation

Conclusion of a non-aggression pact or failure of communications; 
between the NATO countries and Measures to ensure that outer space 
the countries of the Warsaw wiU be used for peaceful purposes
Treaty; only.

 ̂BNDO/0.1/2, Apr. 2,1962.



STATE DEPARTMENT STATEMENT, APRIL 3 277

The Co-Chairmen will in future examine and submit, in the light 
of paragraph 2 of the procedure of work of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee, agreed recommendations regarding further discussion, 
including priority, of the proposals which have already been or may 
be made by members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee.

Statement by the Department of State on the Rapacki 
Plan and Other Partial Disarmament Proposals, April 
3, 1962^

Discussions concerning general and complete disarmament are con
tinuing at the Plenary Meetings of the Conference. Preliminary 
discussions are focussing on the objectives and principles of general 
and complete disarmament. What is needed soon is an exploration of 
essential substantive problems requiring agreement before the precise 
language of a comprehensive program on general and complete dis
armament can be developed. The United States believes that such a 
concentration of effort would quickly take the Conference to the heart 
of the issues which must be resolved and hopes that substantive debate 
may soon begin.

A Committee of the Whole has been established by the Conference 
to consider those partial disarmament measures which the various 
delegations might wish to submit. The United States attaches great 
importance to the work of the Committee. The United States has 
given clear evidence of its support for those measures which would in
crease confidence among the nations, facilitate the disarmament process 
and reduce the risks of war inherent in the present international sit
uation. Agreement on an agenda has now been reached with priority 
being given to proposals on the cessation of war propaganda.^ Other 
matters such as a cut-off of fissionable material production for use in 
weapons and reduction of the possibility of war by surprise attack, 
miscalculation or failure of communication have also been put forward 
for consideration by this Committee.

In connection with the agenda of this Committee, discussions have 
developed as to the attitude of the United States toward the proposals 
of the Polish Government which contemplate the establishment of nu
clear free zones in Central Europe.^ While it is recognized that the

 ̂Department of State press release 220, Apr. 3,1962.
“ Supra.
® Ante, pp. 201-205.
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proposals of the Polish Government, usually identified as the "‘Eapacki 
Plan”, have been advanced from a desire to contribute to the mainte
nance of peace, careful study of these suggestions have led the United 
States to the conclusion that they would not help to resolve present 
difficulties.

The United States, on the other hand, has proposed equitable meas
ures to this end. These include arrangements for advance notification 
of jnilitary movements, such as transfers of large military units or the 
firing of missiles, the establishment of observation posts at important 
points within a country, the use of aerial and mobile inspection teams 
to improve protection against surprise attack and the establishment of 
a commission to examine the technical problems involved in measures 
which could reduce the risks of war. Moreover, these measures pro
posed by the United States could be put into effect immediately with
out resisting in one-sided political and military advantages.

The principal objections of the United States to the Rapacki Plan, 
(vhich purports to be a confidence-building measure, have been, and 
remain: (1 ) that the measures envisaged do not address themselves to 
the nuclear weapons located in the Soviet Union, the use of which 
against Western Europe has been repeatedly threatened by Soviet 
spokesmen; (2 ) that the plan would therefore result in a serious mili
tary imbalance; (3) that consequently, while creating an illusion of 
progress, it would in reality endanger the peace of the world rather 
than contribute to maintaining it. The dangers to peace resulting 
from such an imbalance under present conditions have been clearly 
and repeatedly demonstrated by events within memory of all.

The United States will continue its efforts to focus the attention of 
the Committee of the Whole on the proposals it has brought forward— 
at the same time, it is prepared to give prompt and serious attention 
to the proposals and suggestions advanced by other Conference mem
bers which could offer some hope of early agreement on concrete meas
ures and which would, in turn, facilitate progress toward the overall 
objectives of the Conference.

One initial measure where agreement would do much to set the work 
of the Conference on the road to success is a nuclear test ban treaty. 
On this subject, unfortunately, there has been no progress at Geneva 
because the Soviet Union has refused to accept even the concept of 
international inspection to monitor a test ban. The Soviet Union takes 
this position in opposition to general scientific opinion and contrary 
to views held by the Soviet Government itself since 1957. Neverthe
less, the United States has not abandoned the hope that the Soviet 
Government will recognize that it is acting in defiance of the will of 
people everywhere, and will return to its earlier position that inter
national verification is necessary for a nuclear test ban agreement.
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United States Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Part I of Outline of Provi
sions of a Basic Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament in a Peaceful World, April 4, 1962 ^

PA RT I :  O BJECTIVES AND PRINCIPLES

A. Ohjectives 

The objectives of the Treaty are:

1 . To ensure that (a) disarmament is general and complete and 
war is no longer an instrmntot for settling international problems, 
and (b) general and complete disarmament is accompanied by the 
establislurient of reliable procedures for the settlement of disputes 
and effective arrangements for the maintenance of peace in accord
ance with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations.

2 . To provide, 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 armaments 
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.

3. To ensure that, at the completion of the programme for general 
and complete disarmament. 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 will support and provide 
agreed manpower for a United Nations peace force.

4 . To establish and provide for the effective operation of an Inter
national Disarmament Organization within the framework of the 
United Nations, for the purpose of insuring that all obligations under

 ̂ENDO/18, Apr. 4, 1962. The United States submitted a draft preamble on 
Apr. 2 (antet pp. 275-276) and a complete outline on Apr. 18 {postj pp. 351-382).
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the disarmament programme are honoured and observed from begin
ning to end.

B. Principles

The guiding principles during the achievement of these objectives 
are:

1 . Disarmament will be implemented until it is completed by stages 
of balanced, phased and safeguarded measures, with each measure 
and stage to be carried out within a specified time limit.

2 . Disarmament will be balanced so that at no stage of the imple
mentation of the Treaty could any state or group of states gain mili
tary advantage, and that security is ensured equally for all.

3. Compliance with all disarmament obligations will be effectively 
verified from their entry into force. Verification arrangements will 
be instituted progressively as necessary to insure throughout the dis
armament process that agreed reductions are accomplished and that 
agreed levels of armaments and armed forces are not exceeded.

4. As national armaments are reduced, the United Nations will be 
progressively strengthened in order to improve its capacity to ensure 
international security and the peaceful settlement of differences as 
well as to facilitate the development of international co-operation in 
common tasks for the benefit of mankind.

5. Transition from one stage of disarmament to the next should take 
place upon decision that all measures in the preceding stage have been 
implemented and verified and that any additional verification arrange
ments required for measures in the next stage are, when appropriate, 
ready to operate.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Part I 
of United States Draft Outline, April 4, 1962 ^

In my capacity as representative of the United States I  would like 
to lay before the Conference some ideas which I  hope will set us for
ward in our task of reaching agreement on general and complete 
disarmament.

We have already discussed the preamble to such an agreement and 
other delegations, along with my own, have submitted proposals and 
suggestions to the Secretariat. I  would like to inform the Conference

" ENDC/PV.15, pp. 33-42.
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that the two co-Chairmen have met—and, I  believe, constructively— 
and we will continue to meet to consider these propositions with a view 
to reaching agreement on a draft of a preamble which the two co- 
Chairmen can reconxmend to the Conference.^

In this connexion let me stress my agreement with the points made 
at our meeting on 30 March by the representatives of the United Arab 
Eepublic and India. We consider that at this stage we should have 
merely a preliminary consideration of the text and then, if necessary 
and desirable, we should return to the preamble at a later stage in the 
negotiations, when any delegation would be free to make whatever 
further suggestions it wished. Thus it seems to me we have got off 
to a good start in our work, although we must remember that, however 
important the preamble would be from the standpoint of setting the 
tone and dignity of the agreement that we reach, we have not yet 
touched upon any of the central issues we must resolve in order to 
make real progress.

Today my delegation will table for consideration by this Confer
ence part I  of the document entitled ^^United States draft outline of 
provisions of a basic treaty on general and complete disarmament in 
a peaceful world”.̂  This part of our outline treaty will be compa
rable to part I  of the Soviet draft treaty,^ although, as will readily be 
seen, it is expressed in somewhat different form. The document we are 
tabling today comprises two sections, A and B, and is designed to fol
low immediately after the preamble. Its purpose is to set out the ob
jectives of the treaty and the principles which would guide the achieve
ment of these objectives. We submit to the Conference that this is a 
more workmanlike approach than that followed by the Soviet Union, 
which sets forth these objectives in the terms of obligations. The ob
ligations in the first three articles of the Soviet treaty provisions are 
more appropriately descriptions of what the treaty, when fully drafted, 
would accomplish, but these articles, as is readily apparent, do not con
stitute obligations in and of themselves. That is why we would like 
to explain to the Conference that we have chosen to put our part I  
in terms of a statement of overall objectives and principles. Each one 
of these objectives and principles, as is true in the case of the Soviet 
obligations, would need to be given effect and force by subsequent 
carefully-drafted provisions of the treaty and its annexes.

Let me review these objectives for the Conference. I  ask each mem
ber, in listening to these objectives, to think of them in terms of par
agraphs successively describing what the full text of the treaty would

 ̂See vast, pp. 289-290.
 ̂Supra.

® Ante, pp. 10^106.
688-714— 63— vol. I------ 20
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have to accomplish. The first paragraph of section A would read as 
follows:

1. To ensure that (a) disarmament is general and complete and war is no 
longer an instrument for settling international problems, and (b) general 
and complete disarmament is accompanied by the establishment of reliable 
procedures for the settlement of disputes and effective arrangements for the 
maintenance of peace in accordance with the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations.

This paragraph is drawn from the Joint Statement of Agreed Prin
ciples of the Soviet Union and the United States/ and we would in
corporate this provision of the Principles as part of the final treaty. 
We believe that it describes the first and foremost objectives which the 
treaty must accomplish.

The next paragraph would read as follows:
2. To provide, with respect to the military establishment of every nation, 

f o r :
(a) Disbanding of armed forces, dismantling of military establishments, 

Including bases, cessation of the production of armaments as well as their 
liquidation or conversion to peaceful uses;

(b) Elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological, 
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 or

ganize the military effort of States, cessation of military training, and closing 
of all military training institutions;

(e) Discontinuance of military expenditures.

This paragraph sets out what the treaty must provide with respect 
to national disarmament. Of course one can, as is done in the Soviet 
article 1 , make a much more extensive list of the components of general 
and complete disarmament. The list in our proposal merely repeats 
the essential components contained in the agreement on this definition 
in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. Let me make it quite 
clear that if there are any points that are implicitly omitted from this 
list we will be quite prepared to add them.

Let me again make this clear: By general and complete disarma
ment, the United States means exactly that—^general and complete dis
armament. But we do not see any need to make up overlapping, 
redundant lists. The treaty itself would have to deal with all these 
components. I  believe that the essential items in the Soviet list are 
covered by the list we have submitted, based upon the Joint Statement 
of Agreed Principles.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19(U, ])p. 489-442.
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Let me turn to the third objective, which reads as follows:
To ensure that, at the completion of the programme for general and com

plete disarmament, States will have at their disposal only those nonnuclear 
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 will support and provide agreed manpower for a United Nations 
peace force.

This is also drawn from the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. 
I t  is intended to make clear what objective the treaty must ensure 
with respect to the armaments remaining to States.

The final paragraph in the statement of objectives reads as follows:
To establish and provide for the effective operation of an international dis

armament organization within the framework of the United Nations, for the 
purpose of ensuring that all obligations under the disarmament programme 
are honoured and observed from beginning to end.

This paragraph, which is based on the substance of the Joint State
ment of Agreed Principles, is intended to make it clear that the pro
visions of the treaty must provide for the establishment and operation 
of an international disarmament organization.

Section B of our proposals is entitled “Principles” and would rep
resent the guidelines to be followed in proceeding to the objectives we 
set forth. The first of these principles would be as follows:

Disarmament will be implemented until it is completed by stages of balanced, 
phased and safeguarded measures, with each measure and stage to be carried 
out within a si>ecified time-limit.

This paragraph again is drawn from the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles and describes in broad terms a basic principle which will 
have to be observed by the successive provisions of the treaty in achiev
ing the objectives set out in section A.

Paragraph 2  of section B entitled ‘‘Principles” reads as follows:
Disarmament will 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 aU.

This is essentially the same as paragraph 4 of article 1 of the Soviet 
draft. Paragraph 3 of our proposed principles would read as follows:

Compliance with all disarmament obligations wiU be effectively verified 
from their entry into force. Verification arrangements will be instituted 
progressively as necessary to ensure throughout the disarmament process that 
agreed reductions are accomplished and that agreed levels of armaments and 
armed forces are not exceeded.

This principle, we believe, is implicit in paragraph 6  of the Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles and for the most part it is covered in 
article 2  of the Soviet basic treaty provisions. I t  will be noted, I 
submit, that this proposed principle is clearer in one respect than the
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comparable part of the Soviet basic treaty provisions. The United 
States proposal is that the verification arrangements will have to be 
adequate to ensure “that agreed levels of armaments and armed forces 
are not exceeded”. The United States, for its part, could not accept 
an arrangement which would not allow us to tell whether an agreed 
limitation on force levels was being exceeded. The Soviet Union, we 
believe, has tended to dismiss this point with the claim that we are 
seeking “control over armaments”. We believe that as negotiations 
progress our discussions in this Committee will show to the Conference 
quite conclusively that in many instances it will not be sufficient simply 
to verify the arms reduced if we are to meet the agreed criterion of 
maintaining security for all. The United States believes that this 
point can be dealt with most successfully when we come to the discus
sion of the specific control provisions which will be required for 
specific disarmament measures.

The fourth paragraph of the proposed principles reads as follows:
As national armaments are reduced, the United Nations will be progressively 

strengthened in order to improve its capacity to ensure international security 
and the peaceful settlement of differences as well as to facilitate the develop
ment of international co-operation in common tasks for the benefit of mankind.

We do not believe that this principle need give us any difficulty since, 
again, it is implicit in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.

The final principle in our section B reads as follows :
Transition from one stage of disarmament to the next should take place upon 

decision that all measures in the preceding stage have been implemented and 
verified and that any additional verification arrangements required for meas
ures in the next stage are, when appropriate, ready to operate.

This principle is taken verbatim from the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles and is essentially the same as paragraph 3 of article 1 of 
the Soviet draft treaty.

This general review of part I  of the United States and Soviet 
proposals reveals that there is a significant amount of agreement 
between the positions. We believe that it will be useful if we can 
record agreement on the texts we have submitted as essentially a pre
liminary description of what the overall treaty will have to accomplish 
and the principles which will be observed in accomplishing those 
things.

We submit to the Conference our belief that it is much better to 
adopt such a section in the form we have suggested, rather than in the 
form the Soviet Union has proposed. Part I  of the Soviet draft, 
although it is entitled “Obligations”, cannot really serve as such, since 
implementation would depend upon the entire riemainder of the text 
of the treaty and of all its annexes. After all, the obligations to be
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undertaken by States comprise the sum total of the agreements we will 
have reached. I f  the Soviet Union can agree to this approach, as I  
sincerely hope it can, I  believe that we can quickly follow this agree
ment on the preamble with agreement on another significant section of 
the basic treaty provisions.

We could then move ahead directly to concern ourselves with those 
substantive areas of disarmament which must be incorporated in the 
agreement and with the drafting of the actual provisions which would 
put this disarmament into effect. I  hope this can take place, but if it 
is not possible, we propose that we should by-pass this section tem
porarily and come back to it when it can be reconsidered in the light 
of the subsequent, more detailed substantive provisions of the 
agreement.

I  would like now to turn to a more important and substantive aspect 
of our work. In my statement before this Conference on 29 March,^ 
I  reviewed the broad provisions of the plans of the United States and 
the Soviet Union with respect to how each dealt with the area of 
disarmament specified in paragraph 3(b) of the Joint Statement of 
Agreed Principles of Disarmament Negotiations. That paragraph 
states:

To this end, the programme for general and complete disarmament shall contain 
the necessary provisions, with respect to the military establishments of every 
nation, for:

Elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, bacteriological, and other 
weapons of mass destruction and cessation of the production of such weapons.

Today I  want to deal in more detail with the way in which the 
respective plans of the United States and the Soviet Union deal with 
the major element of this agreed objective— t̂he elimination of nuclear 
weapons—in the j&rst stage. Stage I  of the United States plan is 
designed to put a complete and immediate stop to the spread of a 
nuclear weapons capability to nations not now having such a capa
bility. Furthermore, the United States plan, if implemented, would 
ensure a complete stop to a further increase in stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons and an early reduction of these stockpiles. As Secretary of 
State Rusk pointed out on 27 March, our problem is to take early 
action to prevent the future growth of weapons stockpiles which, if 
firm and quick action is not taken, could double in their destructive 
power by 1966.̂

The cessation of the production of fissionable materials for use in 
weapons is not a diflftcult measure to accomplish. A cut-off would 
include either the shut-down and/or the monitored operation of all 
nuclear reactors which produce plutonium 239 for use in weapons and

 ̂Ante, pp. 207-215.
 ̂Ante, p. 199.
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of isotope separation plants which produce high-enrichment uranium 
235 for use in weapons.

There are two other general methods of securing a cut-off of pro
duction, both of which might be explored—^perhaps, if the Conference 
agrees, in a sub-committee of the Conference. The first would be to 
continue production at the current rate, while ensuring through de
tailed inspection that all fissionable material was accounted for and 
not diverted to weapons use. This alternative might prove to be less 
desirable because of the more complex inspection operation which it 
would involve. The second alternative is to provide for a complete 
and absolute shut-down of all facilities used specifically for the pro
duction of fissionable materials. In this shut-down method, inspection 
would be greatly simplified, since it would be quite easy to see that 
the plant was not in fact in operation.

The United States believes that a truly major objective would be 
accomplished if, in stage I  of the plan, this kind of firm lid were put 
on the production of nuclear weapons. However, important as is the 
production cut-off in and of itself, it would still not entail any actual 
nuclear disarmament. That is why the United States goes on, in 
paragraph C of stage I  of its plan, to propose th a t:

Ui)on the cessation of production of fissionable materials for use in weapons, 
agreed initial quantities of fissionable material^ from past production shall be 
transferred to non-weapons purposes.^

The purpose of this proposal, in turn, is to tosure that some degree 
of nuclear disarmament takes place in the first stage. At the second 
meeting of our Conference, Secretary of State Rusk proposed that this 
initial amount be specifically fifty metric tons of weapons grade U-235.^ 
This proposal, as many of you know, represents an increase of 2 0 ,0 0 0  

kilograms over the proposal presented to the United Nations by the 
then United States representative on 16 August I960.® At that time 
there was some misunderstanding of this proposal. I t was alleged that 
“the proposals . . . .  would limit the future manufacture of nuclear 
and thermonuclear weapons but they would not mean the destruction 
of existing stockpiles . . . .” ^

Mr. Lodge of the United States immediately clarified the position of 
the United States on these points, and I  can do no better than quote 
him today. He said at that time:

Since all future manufacture of fissionable materials would go to peaceful 
uses only, and not into weapons, it is obviously incorrect to characterize our

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 478.
 ̂Ante, p. 147.

® Documents on Disarmmnent, I960, p. 222.
"DO/PV,66, par. 222.
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proposal as an invitation to make more weapons. I repeat: under our proposal 
all plants producing enriched uranium and plutonium would either be com
pletely shut down or their output earmarked exclusively for peaceful purposes.

He went on to say, with respect to our then proposal for the transfer 
of 30,000 kilograms:

For our part, the only place from which this material could come is from 
present weapons stockpiles. Therefore, this transfer would directly and 
immediately result in the dismantling of sizeable numbers of weapons existing 
at the present.^

I  can assure you again today that this proposal is a proposal for 
disarmament. However, if some other delegation, including the dele
gation of the Soviet Union, wishes to propose a figure other than the 
fifty metric tons of U-235 that we have suggested, we shall be very 
happy to have them do so. Let me assure the Committee that the 
United States will carefully consider any counter-proposal, whether 
it is for a larger or a smaller amount. What we seek to ensure, how
ever, is that there will be an actual reduction in the stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons in the first stage of disarmament. We feel that this must be 
accomplished.

The United States believes that in subsequent stages further reduc
tions in nuclear weapons stockpiles should take place on a balanced 
basis until their final elimination has been achieved.

The United States plan goes on to propose th a t: ‘‘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 International Atomic Energy Agency”. The pur
pose of this proposal would be to ensure that international transfers 
of this material were not used for purposes other than those for which 
they were intended.

The United States plan then proposes an agreement that:
States owning nuclear weapons s/hail 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 noit 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.

Together with the other nuclear measures the United States has 
proposed in the first stage, this, we believe, would effectively ensure 
the freezing and the early reduction of nuclear arms. This is some
thing which I  am sure we all wish to bring about.

The final United States stage I  proposal is that a Nuclear Experts 
Commission should meet to examine and report on the feasibility and

 ̂DommerutB on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 223-224.
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means for accomplishing the verified reduction and eventual elimina
tion of nuclear weapons stockpiles. As I  stated on 29 March, this is 
a provision on which we had reached agreement in principle with the 
Soviet Union. The fact that this committee is no longer provided 
for in the first stage of the Soviet plan, as it was provided for in the 
Soviet plan of 23 September 1960,̂  has not yet been explained by our 
Soviet colleagues. No doubt we shall hear from them on this point.

I f  the Soviet Union agrees that now, in advance of the negotiations 
of the full agreement, we should establish such a Commission within 
the framework of this Conference, we are quite prepared to consider it.

The United States believes that this is an urgent matter. We are 
certain there will be many technical problems in devising a control 
system to ensure the verified elimination of nuclear weapons. We can
not begin this study too soon. Indeed, we cannot conclude a treaty 
providing for the unconditional elimination of nuclear weapons until 
this study has been completed.

I  have limited myself this morning to commenting on the nuclear 
measures in the first stage of the United States programme. We hope 
that our further discussions in this area will serve to persuade the 
Soviet Union to accept in the first stage of the disarmament programme 
a very significant measure of nuclear disarmament.

Unfortunately, the Soviet treaty, as it presently stands, includes in 
the first stage only two measures relating to restrictions on nuclear 
weapons. These are in articles 16 and 17 of that treaty.

We believe that the quite limited Soviet proposals are good as far 
as they go. But we cannot convince ourselves that the first stage of 
the Soviet programme, even when implemented, would have any 
noticeable impact on the further production of nuclear weapons. We 
submit, therefore, that the Soviet draft in this respect is not very 
meaningful.

What we must try to do is to devise a single, overall agreement 
which draws upon the best from each proposal. The United States 
believes that the common plan should include a significantly greater 
measure of nuclear disarmament in its first stage than does the present 
Soviet plan. On the other hand, we submit that we must achieve a 
balanced programme that allows measured progress, by stages, to 
our final goal, general and complete disarmament. The United States 
would not ask for 1 0 0  per cent nuclear disarmament in the first stage, 
because this would upset the very fundamental principle of balance. 
That is why we believe our proposal represents the more correct ap
proach. I  wish to assure the Committee, however, that in this case, 
as indeed in the case of all subjects which we shall discuss, the United

" lUd., p. 246.
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States comes to this Conference table with flexibility and with an 
open mind. We shall be prepared to consider any and all counter
proposals that meet the criteria which we have set for agreement on 
general and complete disarmament. We would indeed welcome any 
and all proposals which might be made in this respect by other dele
gations.

United States-Soviet Working Draft Submitted to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Draft Pre
amble to (Outline of Provisions of a Basic) ((the)) Treaty 
on General and Complete Disarmament (in a Peaceful 
World), April 6, 1962 ^

[ E d it o r ia l  N o t e : Single parentheses indicate the American preference, and 
double parentheses indicate the Soviet preference.]

(We, the Nations) ( (The States)) of the W orld:
1. Acting in accordance with the aspirations ( (and will of the peo

ples)) (of all people)
2 . ReaffiTwing {{ih^iT)) (our) dedication to the aims and principles 

of the UN Charter;
3. Desirmg to create conditions in which all people can strive freely 

and peacefully to fulfil their just aspirations;
4. Gcmscious of the threat to mankind posed by the arms race, 

especially in view of the development of nuclear, rocket and other 
modern weapons of mass destruction;

5. CoTwinced that war ( (cannot and)) must not serve as a method 
of settling international disputes but must forever be banished from 
( (the life o f)) human society;

6 . Deterrmned that this and succeeding generations should be free 
from the scourge of war and the dangers of the arms race;

7. ( {0(ymmwed that general and complete disarmament under strict 
international control is a sure and practical way to fulfil mankind’s 
age-old dream of ensuring perpetual and inviolable peace on earth ;))

8 . ( {Hmmg m  mind that general and complete disarmament will be 
accompanied by the establishment of reliable procedures for the peace
ful settlement of disputes and effective arrangements for the mainte-

^ENDO/L.7, Apr. 6, 1962. See also statements of Apr. 10 by Ambassadors 
Dean and Zorin {'post, pp. 294r-312). Replaced on Apr. 17 by a revised working 
draft approved ad referendum by the Conference {post, pp. 340-342).
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nance of peace in accordance with the principles of the UN Charter ) )
7 & 8  {Oorwinced that general and complete disarmament under 

strict international control and accompanied by the establishment of 
reliable procedures for the peaceful settlement of international dis
putes and effective arrangements for the maintenance of peace—is the 
sure and practical way to fulfil the deep desire of all men for perpetual 
peace on earth;)

9. Desiring to end forever the heavy burden placed on mankind by 
the diversion of human and material resources to the creation of the 
means of annihilating human beings and of destroying material and 
cultural values;

1 0 . Seeking to direct all resources towards ensuring further economic 
and social progress in all countries in the world and towards estab
lishing conditions where the resources of nations shall be devoted to 
man’s material, cultural and spiritual advancement;

11. Con/vinced that the resources released by general and complete 
disarmament will enhance the capacity of nations so disarmed to con
tribute to the economic and material well-being of all coimtries and 
peoples of the world and contribute to greater co-operation among 
them;

1 2 . Conscious of the need to build relations among ( (states and 
peoples)) (nations) on the basis of the principles of peace, good 
neighbourliness, equality, non-interference, and respect for the inde
pendence and sovereignty of all ( (countries)) (nations);

13. Desiring to establish conditions under which justice and respect 
for the obligations arising from treaties and international law can 
be maintained;

14. {Declarmg our goal to be a free, secure and peaceful world of 
independent states adhering to common standards of justice and in
ternational 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 Charter, and a world where 
there shall be a permanent stage of general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control);

15. Aifi/rrmng that to facilitate the attainment of general and com
plete disarmament (in a peaceful world) it is important that all (na
tions) ( (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;

16. Have resoVoed to conclude (a) ( (the present)) treaty on general 
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international con
trol (in a peaceful world.)
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Letter From the British Representative (Dean) to Acting 
Secretary-General Thant: Use of Nuclear Weapons, 
April 9, 1962^

I  have the honour to refer to Your Excellency’s letter PO ISO of 2  

January 1962  ̂ enclosing the text of resolution 1653 (XVI)  ̂ and 
asking for the views of Her Majesty’s Government on the possibility 
of convening a special conference for signing a convention on the pro
hibition of the use of nuclear, and thermo-nuclear weapons for war 
purposes.

Her Majesty’s Government strongly sympathize with all efforts to 
remove the danger of nuclear war and understand the motives of 
those who sponsored resolution 1653 and their natural and justified 
wish to free the world of this danger.

Unfortunately, however, Her Majesty’s Government do not consider 
that this danger can be eliminated by a simple prohibition of the use 
of the weapons concerned. As long as such weapons exist, and indeed 
as long as the danger of war exists, the danger of nuclear war will 
exist also. In  the event of war between nuclear powers, it is very 
probable that nuclear weapons would be used, notwithstanding any 
prohibitions existing. Meanwhile, the existence of an unenforceable 
prohibition on the use of these weapons would not contribute to secu
rity but might even impair it by breeding a false impression that 
aggressive action could be undertaken without risking nuclear war.
 ̂ For these reasons Her Majesty’s Government feel that the- 6 hly way 

to remove the danger of nuclear war is by general and complete dis
armament under effective internationar control which would eliminate 
all means of waging war both nuclear and conventional and establish 
iatemational machinery to keep the peace in a disarmed world.

They would point out that, like all other Members of the^United 
Nations, they have undertaken in the Charter to refrain from the 
threat or use of force and they take this opportunity of repeating once 
more solemnly their assurance that they will not use any weapons at 
their disposal, either nuclear or otherwise, for purposes of aggression.

In these circumstances. Her Majesty’s Government consider that a 
Convention dealing with nuclear weapons such as that proposed in 
resolution 1653 could not be effective while these weapons still exist; 
and that it is in any case unnecessary to call a special Conference to 
discuss the proposals in this resolution, because an international com-

 ̂A/5174, annex II, pp. 76-77.
 ̂Not printed.

* Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, pp. 648-650.
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mittee whose establishment was endorsed by General Assembly resolu
tion 1722 of 2 0  December 1961  ̂is already meeting in Geneva to deal 
with the whole field of disarmament, and the problems posed by this 
resolution can most suitably be examined there.

In reaching these conclusions Her Majesty’s Government have nat
urally taken account of the views of other Governments whose re
plies to your letter have already been published. In particular, they 
have noted the statement in the letter of 12 [10] March from the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR that the conclusion of the 
aforesaid convention “should be an important step towards the com
plete prohibition of nuclear weapons”.̂  They have, however, found 
themselves more in agreement with the statements made by the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the USSR on 8 [5] September 1961, 
when he stated at a press interview that “if atomic weapons are pre
served and if war is unleashed, it will be a thermo-nuclear war. There
fore world peace must be assured not by undertaking to refrain from 
the use of nuclear weapons but by a radical solution of the cardinal 
issues”.̂

P a t r ic k  D e a n  

Permxment Representatwe to 
the United Nations

Joint Statement by President Kennedy and Prime Minis
ter Macmillan to Premier Khrushchev, April 9, 1962 ^

Discussions among ourselves and the Soviet Union about a treaty 
to ban nuclear tests have been going on in Geneva for nearly a month. 
The Soviet representatives have rejected international inspection or 
verification inside the Soviet Union to determine the nature of un
explained seismic events which might be nuclear tests.

This is a point of cardinal importance to the United States and the 
United Kingdom. From the very beginning of the negotiations on 
a nuclear test ban treaty, they have made it clear that an essential 
element of such a treaty is an objective international system for assur
ing that a ban on nuclear tests is being observed by all parties. The

pp. 741-742.
* Ante, p. 87.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 358.
' ENDC/24, Apr. 11,1962.
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need for such a system was clearly recognized in the report of the 
scientific experts which was the foundation of the Geneva negotiations.^ 
For nearly three years this need was accepted by the Soviet dele
gation at Geneva. There was disagreement about details, but the 
principle of objective international verification was accepted. I t was 
embodied in the treaty tabled by the United States and the United 
Kingdom on April 18,1961, which provides for such a system.^ Since 
the current disarmament meetings began in Geneva, the United States 
and the United Kingdom have made further efforts to meet Soviet 
objections to the April 18 treaty. These efforts have met with no suc
cess as is clearly shown by the recent statements of the Foreign Min
ister of the Soviet Union and of their representative in Geneva, Mr. 
Zorin, who have repeatedly rejected the very concept of international 
verification. There has been no progress on this point in Geneva; the 
Soviet Union has refused to change its position.

The ground given seems to be that existing national detection sys
tems can give adequate protection against clandestine tests. In the 
present state of scientific instrumentation, there are a great many cases 
in which we cannot distinguish between natural and artificial seismic 
disturbances as opposed to recording the fact of a disturbance and 
locating its probaJble epicenter. A treaty therefore cannot be made 
effective unless adequate verification is included in it. For otherwise 
there would be no alternative, if an instrument reported an unex
plained seismic occurrence on either side, between accepting the possi
bility of an evasion of the treaty or its immediate denunciation. The 
opportunity for adequate verification is of the very essence of mutual 
confidence.

This principle has so far been rejected by the Foreign Minister of 
the Soviet Union, and there is no indication that he has not spoken 
with the full approval of his Government. We continue to hope that 
the Soviet Government may reconsider the position and express their 
readiness to accept the principle of international verification. If they 
will do this, there is still time to reach agreement. But if there is no 
change in the present Soviet position, the Governments of the United 
States and the United Kingdom must conclude that their efforts to 
obtain a workable treaty to ban nuclear tests are not now successful, 
and the test series scheduled for the latter part of this month will 
have to go forward.

 ̂For the texit of the experts’ report, see Documsnts on Disarmament, 1945- 
W59, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.

" See iMd., 1961, pp. 82-126,161-1G2, 325, 327.
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Message From Prime Minister Macmillan to 
Premier Khrushchev, April 10, 1962^

D ear Mr. Chairm an ,
You will have seen the joint statement about nuclear tests which 

the United States Ambassador and Sir Frank Eoberts communicated 
to the Soviet Government yesterday and which President Kennedy 
and I  are issuing today

You will remember that we first discussed this problem together as 
long ago as 1959, when I  had the pleasure of visiting you in Eussia.

I  shall not repeat the arguments in the statement, but I  feel that 1 
must ask you to give the most earnest consideration to our proposal. 
After all, the (Object of verification is not to increase suspicion, but to 
dispel it, to identify an event as a natural one so that confidence may 
not be threatened. I  feel sure that once the principle of international 
verification is accepted, there will be a real chance of reaching an 
early a^eement as to its application. This would fill all the peoples 
of the world with a new sense of hope.

Yours sincerely,
H arold M acmillan

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Joint 
Working Draft of Preamble, April 10,1962 ^

I  am happy to inform the Conference that, in accordance with the 
arrangement agreed at the eleventh meeting of the plenary Confer
ence on Thursday, '29 March, the United States delegation and the 
Soviet delegation have submitted for its consideration a joint working 
draft of a preamble to be included in a treaty to be agreed later. This 
has been circulated as document ENDC/L.T of 6 April 1962.̂  By this 
it is meant that the draft preamble is still a working draft ad referen
dum to governments and that later, when the substantive provisions 
of the treaty itself are in agreed draft form, the preamble will be sub-

^BNDO/25, Apr. 11, 1962. Premier Khrushchev replied on Apr. 12 {vost, 
pp. 318-328).

* Supra,
® ENDC/PV.17, pp. 5-16.
* Ante, pp. 289-290.
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jeet to review and to integration into the treaty itself in such a manner 
as to ensure the consistency and integrity of the treaty as a whole.

In constructing this draft the co-Chairmen and their representa
tives studied most carefully each other’s draft submissions and the 
excellent suggestions received from various other delegations, which 
were most helpful. The choice of language offered was wide, but the 
ideas that all sought to express were in 'general similar. Indeed, there 
are few paragraphs which reflect in their entirety the original lan  ̂
guage of the drafter, and in this sense it is a truly composite draft. 
But, as is the case with such drafts, style sometimes had to be sacri
ficed in order to get agreement in substance, so this joint working 
draft we are submitting still suffers somewhat from excess verbiage 
and still needs consideraibly more polish. While it may be thought 
that style is not important, we do want people to accept this text and 
I  therefore think that some attention to style is worth while.

Furthermore, since complete agreement has not been reached, it is 
also an attempt to set down what has been agreed and what has not 
been agreed in this effort to work out a joint draft.

The United States delegation would like the title of the paper to 
be: “Proposed United States-Soviet Union Draft Preamble to an 
Outline of Provisions of a Basic Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament in a Peaceful World.”

As the Conference knows, the United States has already tabled 
Part I  of its Outline of Provisions,^ which includes a preamble of its 
own 2 and which takes into account the earlier Soviet preamble.® As 
I shall demonstrate this morning, the present working draft repre
sents considerable further effort by the United States delegation to 
move to meet the Soviet position, and indeed to meet the positions of 
other delegations on this subject.

The title of the paper which the Soviet delegation prefers is : “Pro
posed United States-Soviet Union Draft Preamble to the Treaty on 
General and Complete Disarmament”. The difference here again is 
between a preamble for an outline treaty and a preamble for a treaty. 
The Soviet delegation may maintain that there cannot be a preamble 
to an outline treaty but only to a treaty itself. Therefore, it may say, 
we have now started the process of drafting a treaty. For its part, 
the United States would agree that we have started the process of 
drafting a treaty, and, as I  have said before, if we are to save time 
and expedite the drafting of a treaty, the first logical step in that 
process is to get agreement on the basic substance to be included in

 ̂Ante, pp. 279-280.
" Ante, pp. 275-276.
 ̂Ante, pp. 103 ff.
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each stage before working out the exact detail [ed] line-by-line draft 
of the basic treaty.

We submit for the consideration of the Conference—and I  am sure 
others who have studied the so-called Soviet draft treaty would 
agree— t̂hat the Soviet treaty itself is still an outline of a treaty.^ 
Even though our Soviet colleagues term it “a draft treaty” and use 
the format of obligations and articles. I  would call attention to the 
fact that nowhere in it are to be found the essential details of defini
tions, specific levels, specific reductions, specific procedures, and so 
forth, that are necessary in a treaty of this importance to be submitted 
for ratification and implementation. Therefore, I  hope we will not 
start any fruitless, semantic debate about whether this is a preamble 
for a treaty or for an outline treaty, since, in fact, as I  have said and 
as can be seen if the Soviet document is carefully studied, it is also 
in effect an outline of a treaty.

At our twelfth meeting on 30 March, our Soviet colleague, Mr. 
Zorin, said we already have the outline. He went on:

But how does it affect our work here?
It means that on the fundamental principles, on the outline, as it were, of 

the treaty, we have already reached agreement.^

In other words, Mr. Zorin said, we have the outline in the form of the 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 2 0  September 1961.̂  But 
everyone knows that the Agreed Principles of September last are 
merely, as the title says, ‘Principles” to which any programme of 
general and complete disarmament must conform. They are not the 
detailed and appropriately-phased outline of the substance to be in
cluded in stages I, I I  and I I I  of a treaty.

Mr. Zorin also said on 30 March:
More than that, there is already a draft blueprint and, referring to the 

Soviet draft treaty, he said:
. . . There is a draft treaty;

and he went on:
There is the programme of general and complete disarmament proposed by 

the United States, which can also serve as some kind of draft blueprint.

The interesting point I  wish to make here is that our Soviet col
league, Mr. Zorin, himself agrees that the Soviet draft treaty is only 
a blueprint, and so, he says, is the United States plan of 25 September 
last on general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world.^ But

 ̂For the Soviet proposal, see ante, pp. 103-127.
"ENDC/PV. 12, p. 49.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442. 

pp. 475-482.
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inasmuch as Mr. Zorin also agrees that there is no agreed blueprint, 
we ask him whether the lo^cal next step, if we are, as I  hope, to 
speed the treaty drafting process, is hot the working out of a joint 
agreed blueprint. Once that is done, we can go on to the drafting 
of the basic treaty, which is the term we use for the treaty.

A basic treaty—and the word “basic”, it seems to me, is important— 
is the main core of a treaty, which is then capable of expansion by 
means of annexes which in turn have to be ratified if they are not 
covered by the basic treaty. In  this sense, then, too, the so-called 
Soviet draft treaty might more appropriately be called an outline 
of a basic treaty.

Now I  should like to turn to an explanation of the provisions of the 
working draft of the preamble. I  shall take up each paragraph in 
turn and describe its genesis and the reason for the differences, if 
there are any.

In  the draft joint preamble submitted to the Committee, the United 
States preference is shown by the single parenthesis and the Soviet 
preference by the double parentheses. A number of the parentheses 
represent points of minor consequence and stem mainly from the use of 
different styles and constructions in the Russian and English languages 
and our preference for a somewhat shorter and more concise form.

Of the fifteen paragraphs eleven are agreed ad refereTtdum in sub
stance, but in some cases there remains an occasional language or 
stylistic difference. These agreed paragraphs are paragraphs 1 to 6 , 
and 9 to 13, inclusive. The only differences of any true significance 
come in paragraphs 7 and 8—^which we prefer as one paragraph to 
be taken together—and in paragraphs 14,15 and 16.

Because for the United States delegation paragraphs 7 and 8 are 
in effect one paragraph, and because the United States has an addi
tional paragraph, number 14, to which the Soviet delegation does not 
agree, the number of paragraphs runs to sixteen, whereas the actual 
nimiber of paragraphs is fifteen.

I  shall now read paragraph by paragraph the language from the 
working draft which has been submitted to the Committee, comment
ing on each paragraph as I  proce^ through the document. As I  said, 
when I  read words in a single parenthesis they represent the United 
States preference and when I  read words in double parentheses they 
represent the preference of our Soviet colleagues.

First let me take up the salutation.
(We, the Nations) ((The States)) of the World:

I t  will be noted that the salutation in form is common to both the 
United States and Soviet preambles and to the preamble submitted

688-714--63—vol. I---- 21
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by Canada.^ The difference is that the United States draft uses the 
word “Nations” because it is used in the United Nations Charter; be
cause it represents both States and people; and because it is susceptible 
to both treaty outline and treaty language. The Canadian draft also 
uses ‘‘Nations”. The Canadian draft reads: ‘‘The Nations of the 
World”. Likewise, but on a different point, the Swedish delegation 
rightly points out ̂  that the Soviet Union should not use the words 
“The States of the World” when the possibility is envisaged—as it 
is in article 46 of the Soviet draft—that not all States are necessarily 
to become parties to the treaty.

Now let me turn to paragraph 1 :
Acting in accordance with the aspirations ((and will of the peoples)) (of 

all people)

This paragraph is based on paragraph 1 of the Soviet draft pre
amble. The United States accepted the Soviet draft paragraph 1 of 
its draft treaty preamble with the omission of the words “and will 
of the peoples”, and we inserted “of all people”. In its memorandum  ̂
Italy appeared to accept the Soviet paragraph as it is, and the United 
Kingdom apparently also accepted it. I  base this merely on the fact 
that neither of them submitted amendments to it. I f  I  misstate the 
position of any Government, I  hope I  shall be corrected. This para
graph 1 , therefore, is agreed ad referendvm by the United States and 
Soviet delegations, with the exception I  have specifically mentioned. 

Let me turn now to paragraph 2 :
Reaffl/rming ( (their)) (our) dedication to the aims and principles of the 

United Nations Charter;

This paragraph is identical with paragraph 8  of the Soviet draft 
preamble. The United States accepted the Soviet draft paragraph 8 , 
as did the Canadian and United Kingdom Governments in their 
memoranda. The only difference is that, since the United States uses 
the words “We, the Nations” in the salutation, the word “our” is sub
stituted for “their”. This paragraph, too, is agreed ad referendum 
by the United States and Soviet delegations.

Let me turn now to paragraph 3:
Desiring to create conditions in which all people can strive freely and peace

fully to fulfil their just aspirations;

This paragraph is identical with United States draft preamble 
paragraph 3. The Soviet Union accepted this United States para
graph 3, which is almost identical with the last part of Canada’s

" ENDC/L. 4. 
"ENDG/L. 1. 
® ENDC/L. 6.
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draft preamble paragraph 3. This paragraph 3 is agreed ad 
refeTend/wm by the United States and Soviet delegations.

I  now take up paragraph 4:
Conscious of the threat to mankind posed by the arms race, especiaUy in 

view of the development of nuclear, rocket and other modern weapons of mass 
destruction;

This paragraph is based on the fourth paragraph of the United 
States draft preamble, which reads:

Conscious of the crisis in human history produced by the revolutionary 
development of modem weapons in a divided world; ^

The United States sought to meet our Soviet colleague’s objections 
to this United States paragraph 4 by removing the word “revolution
ary” as a characterization of the development of modem weapons and 
by removing the words “crises in human history” and “in a divided 
world”. The Soviet delegation thereupon accepted this paragraph, 
it being agreed by the two delegations that the reference in the Soviet 
paragraph 2  to “nuclear weapons and rockets” be included. Para
graph 4  is then agreed ad referendvm by the United States and Soviet 
delegations.

Let me turn to paragraph 5:
Convinced that war ( (cannot and)) must not serve as a method for settling 

international disputes but must forever be banished from ((the life of)) 
human society;

This paragraph is based on the second paragraph of the Soviet draft 
preamble. The United States accepted the second Soviet paragraph 
minus the middle clause, referring to weapons of mass annihilation, 
which, as indicated above, was inserted instead in paragraph 4. The 
Italian Government  ̂ and the Government of India,® in their com
ments on the second Soviet paragraph, both agreed to the sense or 
substance of this language. In its memorandum the United Kingdom 
did not comment adversely on the second Soviet paragraph, so it is 
assumed to have had no <^bjections.̂  Let me say again that if I  mis
interpret any Government’s memorandum, I  should be glad to be 
corrected. Paragraph 5, therefore, is agreed ad referendum by the 
United States and Soviet delegations, except for the deletion of the 
words “cannot and” and “the life of”, which the United States 
considers superfluous.

I  now take up paragraph 6 :
Determi/ned that this and succeeding generations should be free from the 

scourge of war and the dangers of the arms race;

 ̂Ante, p. 275.
ENDC/L.6.

* END0/L.5.
" ENDC/L.2.
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This paragraph is identical with the fifth paragraph of the United 
States draft preamble. Our Soviet colleagues accepted the fifth 
United States paragraph, which in turn had its counterpart in the 
third Soviet paragraph, in India’s first paragraph, and in Canada’s 
third paragraph. Paragraph 6  is agreed ad referendmn by the United 
States and Soviet delegations.

Next we come to alternative Soviet and United States paragraphs. 
First I  shall read separate paragraph 7 and separate paragraph 8 , 
which is the Soviet version. Paragraph 7 reads :

{{Convinced, that general €uid complete disarmament under strict interna
tional control is a sure and practical way to fulfil mankind’s age-old dream 
of ensuring i>erpetual and inviolable peace on earth;))

Paragraph 8  reads:
({HoAnng in nUnd that general and complete disarmament will be accom

panied by the estabUshment of reliable procedures for the peaceful settlement 
of disputes and effective arrangements for the maintenance of peace in ac
cordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter))

Next I  shall read paragraphs 7 and 8 combined, which is the 
United States preferred version:

{Convinced that general and complete disarmament under strict inter
national control,and.accompanied by the establishment of reliable procedures 
for the peaceful settlement of international disputes and effective arrange
ments for the maintenance of peace is the sure and practical way to fulfil the 
deep desire of aU men for perpetual peace on earth;)

These paragraphs 7 and 8  are based on the fourth paragraph of the 
Soviet draft preamble and the last part of the last paragraph of the 
United States draft preamble. The United States accepted the fourth 
Soviet paragraph, but only if it were amended to include in the same 
paragraph the idea contained in the last part of the last United 
States paragraph: that is, that general and complete disarmament 
must be accompanied by the necessary peace-keeping arrangements. 
We consider it very important that, concomitant with general and 
complete disarmament, we develop reliable procedures for the peace
ful settlement of international disputes and effective arrangements for 
the maintenance of peace. This idea seems to be supported by both 
India in its third paragraph, and Canada in its seventh paragraph. 
However, the Soviet Union refused to include this idea in its para
graph and agreed to it only as a separate paragraph, which is single 
paragraph 8  in the joint draft. Our Soviet colleagues pointed to the 
separation of “ (a)” and “ (b)” in paragraph 1 of the Joint Statement 
of Agreed Principles of 2 0  September 1961, which reads as follows:
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1. The goal of negotiations is to achieve agreement on a programme which 
will ensure that (a) disarmament is general and complete and war is no 
longer an instrument for settling international problems, and (b) such dis
armament is accompanied by the establishment of reliable procedures for the 
peaceful settlement of disputes and effective arrangements for the main
tenance of peace in accordance with the principles of the United Nations 
Charter.

The United States delegation pointed out to our Soviet colleagues 
that “ (a) ” and “ (b) ” of paragraph 1 of the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles were part of the same paragraph, and even the same sen
tence, in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. As a compromise 
we offered to insert the letters “ (a )” and “ (b) ” 5 but our Soviet col
leagues declined and stated that they preferred their version.

The United States reasons are, very briefly, that general and com
plete disarmament by itself will not and cannot assure perpetual peace; 
it can do so only if it is accompanied by the progressive development 
of the necessary United Nations peace-keeping machinery as general 
and complete disarmament is achieved. General and complete dis
armament is one of the important pillars of a world without war; but 
it is not, alone, the total foundation for such a world. We consider 
this to be a very important point.

The position of our Soviet colleagues appears to be that achieve
ment of general and complete disarmament by itself will ensure that 
war and conflict will no longer be an instrument for settling inter
national problems. We think this is contrary to the Joint Statement 
of Agreed Principles and therefore unacceptable to the United States. 
These paragraphs, therefore, are not agreed.

I  turn now to paragraph 9:
Desiring to end forever the heavy burden placed on mankind by the diversion 

of human and material resources to the creation of the means of annihilating 
human beings and of destroying material and cultural values;

The alternative United States and Soviet versions—^United States 
draft preamble sixth paragraph, and Soviet draft preamble fifth para
graph—were similar and had comparatively minor language differ
ences. Both sides agreed to depart from their original wording. 
Canada in its third paragraph and the United Kingdom in its com
ment appear also to agree at least with the central idea. Paragraph 9 
is agreed ad referendmn by the United States and Soviet delegations. 

I  turn now to paragraph 1 0 :
Seeking to direct all resources towards ensuring further economic and social 

progress in all countries in the world and towards establishing conditions where 
the resources of nations shall be devoted to man’s material, cultural, and spirit
ual advancement;
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The United States accepted the part of the sixth Soviet paragraph 
reading as follows: ‘̂seeking to direct all resources towards ensuring” ; 
and our Soviet colleagues accepted the part of the United States 
seventh paragraph which reads: “advance of man’s spiritual, cul
tural, and material well-being”. The United Kingdom, Canada and 
Italy in their comments also indicate general agreement with the 
ideas expressed. Paragraph 10  is agreed by the two delegations ad 
referendwn.

The result, however, has led to what we believe to be some repetitive 
and perhaps awkward language. The United States, therefore, recom
mends that the words “establishing conditions where the resources of 
nations shall be devoted to” be replaced by the single word “ensuring”. 
I f  this were adopted, the paragraph would read:

Heehing to direct aU resources towards ensuring further economic and social 
progress in aU countries in the world and towards ensuring man’s material, 
cultural, and spiritual advancement.

Let me turn to paragraph 1 1 , which reads as follows:
Convinced that the resources released by general and complete disarmament 

will enhance the capacity of nations so disarmed to contribute to the economic 
and material well-being of all countries and peoples of the world and contribute 
to greater co-operation among them;

This is India’s eighth paragraph with minor word changes, and 
both the United States and the Soviet Union accepted it. India’s 
eighth paragraph reads:

Gonmnced that the resources released by world disarmament will enhance 
the capacity of nations so disarmed to contribute to the economic and material 
well-being of themselves and aU coTintries and peoples of the world and con
tribute to greater co-operation and harmony;

Paragraph 1 1  is agreed ad referendum by the two delegations.
Let me take up paragraph 1 2 , as follows:

Conscious of the need to build relations among ( (States and peoples)) (na
tions) on the basis of the principles of peace, good neighbourliness, equaUty, 
non-interference, and respect for the indei>endence and sovereignty of all 
( ( countries)) (nations);

This is the seventh paragraph of the Soviet draft preamble. The 
United States accepted it and so did Canada in its fourth paragraph. 
This paragraph is agreed ad referendum except for the United States 
preference for the word “nations” instead of “States” or “countries” 
as preferred by the Soviet Union.

Let me now turn to paragraph 13, which reads as follows:
Desiring to establish conditions under which justice and respect for the ob

ligations arising from treaties and international law can be maintained;

' ENDC/L.5.
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This is Canada’s fourth paragraph, which both the United States 
and the Soviet Union accepted. Paragraph 13 is agreed ad referen
dum by the two delegations.

I  now turn to paragraph 14:
{Beola/rim  ̂ our goal to be a free, secure and peaceful world of independent 

States adliering to common standards of justice and international 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 
Charter; and a world where there shall be a permanent state of general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control) ;

Paragraph 14 is the United States eighth paragraph, which states 
what the goal is. The Soviet delegation objected particularly to the 
middle clause, “a world where adjustment to change takes place in ac
cordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter;”. They 
rejected the middle clause, which describes the goal as “a world where 
adjustment to change takes place in accordance with the United Na
tions Charter”, because it implied, our Soviet colleagues said, that even 
“internal and domestic” change would have to take place in accordance 
with the United Nations Charter, and this, they said, they could not 
accept. My delegation, on the other hand, feels that the kind of char
ter for mankind that we are attempting to write in this Conference 
should contain a recognition that, in the course of man’s constant 
effort to improve his life, change is inevitable. Change is certain and 
change must be planned for. The direction of change cannot always 
be foretold, but it is indeed important that provision be made to en
sure that adjustment to change be peaceful. I  can think of no better 
or more widely accepted criterion than that this change be “in accord
ance with the United Nations Charter”.

I  confess I  am somewhat puzzled at the rejection by our Soviet col
leagues of this paragraph and of its reference to the United Nations 
Charter. I  consider that this is a matter of substance, and I  would 
hope that the Soviet Union would find it possible after more study to 
accept this paragraph as an appropriate preambular paragraph to the 
epoch-making agreement we are striving to reach.

1  am sorry to say that paragraph 14 is not agreed.
I  now turn to paragraph 15:

Affirming that to facilitate the attainment of general and complete disarma
ment (in a peaceful world) it is important that all (nations) ( (States)) abide 
by existing international agreements, refrain from any actions which might 
aggravate international tensions, and that they s^k settlement of all disputes 
by peaceful means;

Paragraph 15 is the fourth paragraph of the Joint Statement of 
Agreed Principles of 2 0  Septeniber 1961, which reads:
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Affirming that to facilitate the attainment of general and complete disarma
ment in a peaceful world it is important that all States abide by existing inter
national agreements, refrain from any actions which might aggravate inter
national tensions, and that they seek settlement of all disputes by peaceful 
means;

The representatives of the Soviet Union at first accepted this as it 
is in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. Then Mr. Zorin on
29 March, after reading it as it is in the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles, said:

This is the i>assage which Mr. Rusk mentioned and which we consider it com
pletely appropriate to include in the preamble of the treaty.^

But then at the last bilateral meeting, between our two delegations, 
on Friday last, Mr. Zorin asked for the deletion of what we regard as 
key words: “in a peaceful world”. As I  have said, these words “in a 
peaceful world” are the exact formulation agreed last September by 
the Soviet Union in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. But 
Mr. Zorin has now asked that the words ‘4n a peaceful world” be de
leted from the heading of the document and from paragraph 16, the 
only other places where they appear. With this principal difference 
which the United States still regards as fundamental, paragraph 15 
is otherwise agreed ad referendum by the two delegations.

We wonder if the Soviet attitude on this paragraph bears a rela
tionship to the problem in paragraphs 7 and 8 . Here again is lan
guage clearly agreed upon in the Joint Statement of Agreed Prin
ciples, and yet language which the Soviet Union, for reasons that are 
not clear to us, seems now to find unacceptable. Again, we hope that 
the Soviet Union will reconsider and accept our proposals on both 
these points.

I  now turn to paragraph 16:
Bave resolved to conclude (a) ((the present)) treaty on general and com

plete disarmament under aitrict and effective international control (in a peace
ful world.)

This paragraph is based on the ninth Soviet paragraph and the tenth 
United States paragraph of their draft preambles. The paragraph 
is not agreed because, again, our Soviet colleagues want to delete the 
words “in a peaceful world”, and they also prefer the words “the pres
ent treaty” to the words “a treaty”. The United States does not ac
cept the words “the present treaty” because, as indicated earlier, it 
considers the preamble to be a preamble not to an existing treaty but 
to a treaty that will be worked out and agreed later, after there is an 
agreed blueprint.

 ̂Ante, p. 205.
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The language of the concluding paragraph of the Canadian pre
amble is similar to the United States wording in this respect. The 
Canadian text reads:

Resolve to conclude and implement forthwith a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control, accompanied by the 
necessary international arrangements to maintain world peace and security/

I  am afraid that this presentation to the Conference has been rather 
boring, but I  thought that making it in this way and giving the genesis 
of each of the paragraphs might help us in arriving at our conclusions.

Let me say to the Conference that I  believe both delegations have 
shown a most constructive willingness to understand each other and 
to reach agreement. The result has been almost complete agreement 
on eleven of the fifteen paragraphs. The differences which remain 
are in some cases, as I  say, perhaps differences in construction and 
style between the English and Kussian languages. Others might be 
overcome if our Soviet colleagues were to return to what we thought 
they had already agreed to in the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles.

I t  is the suggestion of my delegation that it might be helpful if at 
this point a drafting sub-committee on the preamble were to be es
tablished, consisting of the two co-Chairmen and perhaps two other 
representatives. I f  this were to be agreed to, the drafting sub-com
mittee should meet promptly and report to the plenary Conference by 
Friday of this week.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Joint Work
ing Draft of Preamble, April 10, 1962 ^

The Committee has before it the draft preamble to the treaty on 
general and complete disarmament which has been prepared by our 
oo-Chairmen from the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America.®

In preparing this draft preamble, account was taken of the pro
posals, additions and observations relating to the draft preamble that

 ̂ENDC/L. 4, Apr. 2,1962.
* ENDO/PV. 17, pp. 17-26.
* Ante, pp. 289-290.
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have been put forward by individual delegations—those of India,^ 
ItalyCanada,® the United Kingdom  ̂and Sweden.®

We welcome the fact that the Committee is iii a position to study 
the text of a draft preamble on which agreement has lafgely been 
reached. The submission of such an agreed draft preamble for the 
Committee’s consideration is a definite advance towards the accom
plishment of the task assigned to the Committee—the elaboration of 
an agreement on general and complete disarmament. We might point 
out in this connexion that the present meeting is an event of some irn- 
portance in that we are, so to speak, laying the foundation stone of 
the building which we have to erect.

We have before us a  text, which has been a g T eed  upon by the co- 
Chairmen, of the introductory part of a docimient which should mark 
the beginning of a new phase of international relations, a phase in 
which war as a means of settling international disputes must be ban
ished from relations among States. I t  is inevitably a source of 
satisfaction that the basic principle followed in preparing the draft 
preamble was the lieed for the practical achievement of general and 
complete disarmament. Moreover, the agreed draft preamble con
tains fundamental ideas expressed in the draft preamble to the treaty 
on general and complete disarmament which was submitted by the 
Soviet Union for the Committee’s consideration ® and which has, on 
the whole, received the support of the delegations represented in the 
Committee.

The proposals of delegations included provisions which, in view of 
their content, must be considered not in connexion with the preamble 
to the draft treaty but with articles of the treaty, because these pro
visions are related to the assumption of specific obligations by States 
and should be incorporated in articles of the treaty. Examination of 
proposals on these questions has been deferred until the relevant ar
ticles of the treaty on general and complete disarmament are taken up.

We would also point out that a number of provisions proposed by 
delegations have been included in the draft preamble submitted for 
consideration by the Committee. Thus, the extremely important pro
vision proposed by the delegation of India, namely,

. . . that the resources released by World Disarmament will enhance
the capacity of nations so disarmed to contribute to the economic and material

^ENDO/L.5, Apr. 2, 1962.
"ENDC/L.6, Apr. 2, 1962.
"ENDC/L.4, Apr. 2, 1962.
" ENDC/L.2, Mar. 31,1962.
®ENDC/L.l, Mar. 30, 1962.
® See ante, pp. 103-104.
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well-being of themselves and all countries and peoples of the world and con
tribute to greater co-operation and harmony;

has been included in the draft preamble.
This provision is set out in paragraph 11 of the draft preamble be

fore the Committee. In  passing, I  would like to say that a number of 
important provisions of the draft preamble proposed by India have 
not been included in the draft preamble before the Committee solely 
because their content is clearly related to the subsequent articles 1, 2 
and 3 of the draft treaty on general and complete disarmament.

A provision has been included in the draft preamble concerning 
respect for the obligations arising from treaties and international 
law; it has been taken from the draft preamble of Canada. This idea, 
which is also to be found in the proposal of the Italian delegation, is 
contained in paragraph 13 of the draft preamble.

One of the amendments to the preamble of the Soviet draft treaty, 
submitted by the United Kingdom delegation, provides that all re
sources shall be devoted not only to man’s material but also to liis cul
tural and spiritual advance. This view, which was also supported by 
the Italian delegation, is reflected in paragraph 10 of the draft 
preamble.

A number of less important additions and ideas put forward by 
different delegations have also been incorporated in various para
graphs of the draft preamble now submitted by the co-Chairmen.

However, as can be seen from this draft preamble to the treaty on 
general and complete disarmament, there are a number of provisions 
on which agreement has still not been reached between the co-Chair- 
men. The important provisions which have not been agreed include 
the following:

First, the text of paragraph 7 of the preamble proposed by the 
Soviet Union expresses the conviction that “general and complete 
disarmament under strict international control is a sure and prac
tical way to fulfil mankind’s age-old dream of ensuring perpetual and 
inviolaible peace on earth”.̂  This text proposed by the Soviet Union 
is a generally-accepted formula which has been repeatedly expressed 
in one form or another by many of the world’s statesmen. I t empha
sizes the important idea that it is through general and complete dis
armament and not through the use of force or any other means that 
perpetual and inviolable peace can be ensured.

That is why resolution 1378 (XIV) of the United Nations General 
Assembly of 20 November 1959 states that “the question of general 
and complete disarmament is the most important one facing the world 
today”. That is why this same resolution calls upon governments “to

 ̂Ante, p. 289.
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make every effort to achieve a constructive solution of this problem”.̂
General Asseroibly resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December 1'961 fully 

reaffirmed resolution 1378 (XIV) and expressed deep concern that 
“the objectives of that resolution be achieved as early as possible”.̂  
Thus general and complete disarmament under strict international 
control was not subordinated to any conditions and was advocated 
as a sure and practical way of ensuring a stable peace.

This is why the Soviet delegation has expressed its opposition to the 
insertion of any additional provisions in paragraph 7, which defines 
the significance and role of general and complete disarmament. Such 
provisions might be regarded as diminishing the important role and 
significance of general and complete disarmament in ensuring a stable 
peace. I t is for this reason that we objected to the wording of the 
paragraph proposed by the United States delegation (paragraph 7 & 
8) in the section of the preamble on which agreement was not reached. 
In this paragraph the role and significance of general and complete 
disarmament are qualified by the inclusion of the phrase “accompanied 
by the establishment of reliable procedures for the peaceful settlement 
of international disputes and effective arrangements for the main
tenance of peace”, which, however, omits any reference to the fact that 
these procedures should be in accordance with the principles of the 
United Nations Charter, as specified in the Agreed Principles.^

The inclusion of such a provision would detract from the great sig
nificance and role of general and complete disarmament by imposing 
what might be described as a preliminary condition, which must 'be 
fulfilled if that significance and role are to have any value. In  our 
view, this interpretation of the role and significance of general and 
complete disarmament is a distortion of the facts and casts doubt on 
the implementation of general and complete disarmament as the most 
reliable and effective way to ensure perpetual and inviolable peace on 
earth. I t  seems to us that this has been brought out again today by 
Mr. Dean’s comments on this paragraph.

The Soviet Union delegation considered it necessary to state in a 
separate paragraph (paragraph 8) that general and complete dis
armament “will be accompanied by the establishment of reliable pro
cedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and effective arrange
ments for the maintenance of peace in accordance with the principles 
of the United Nations Charter”.̂  However, although the Soviet dele
gation has included this provision in a separate paragraph, it regards 
the measures in question purely as supplementary measures to be car-

 ̂Doouments on Disa/rmament, 194S-1959, vol. II, p. 1545. 
m i ,  pp. 741-742.

® The Joint Statement of Agreed Principles is printed ibid., pp. 439-442.
* Ante, p. 290.
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ried out during the implementation of general and complete disarma
ment and is not proposing this provision as a condition upon which 
the value and role of general and complete disarmament depend.

Furthermore, Mr. Rusk, the United States Secretary of State, 
speaking in the Committee on 27 March, proposed that the provision 
of the Agreed Principles I  have just mentioned should be added to 
the provisions of the Soviet draft preamble and this proposal was 
accepted by the Soviet delegation.^ For reasons which we cannot 
understand, the United States delegation has now insisted and is 
continuing to insist that this provision should be included as an in
tegral part of the text of paragraph 7. For the reasons I  have just 
given, we were unable to agree to this inclusion and retained this para
graph as a separate paragraph 8.

Secondly, we did not agree with paragraph 14 of the draft pre
amble, which has been proposed by the United States, partly because 
it repeats ideas contained in other paragraphs, and partly because, 
in our view, it includes provisions which are clearly incorrect.

For instance, the proposition that the goal of general arid complete 
disarmament is “a free, secure and peaceful world” is in fact con
tained in paragraphs 3 and 6 of the draft preamble.

The stipulation that States should adhere to “common standards of 
justice and international conduct” and subject “the use of force to the 
rule of law” duplicates the provisions of paragraph 13, which refers 
to the need to maintain justice and respect for the obligations arising 
from treaties and international law, and of paragraph 15, which states 
that “all . . . States abide by existing international agreements”. 
There is therefore no need to include these provisions again in the 
new paragraph of the preamble proposed by the United States.

We consider that the statement in the paragraph 14 proposed by the 
United States, that our goal is “a world where adjustment to change 
takes place in accordance with the principles of the United Nations 
Charter”, is incorrect. As we know, far-reaching changes are taking 
place throughout the world as a result on the one hand, of the libera
tion of former colonial peoples from colonial dependency and the cre
ation of new independent States and, on the other, of major social and 
economic changes caused by the natural Jiistorical process of the revo
lutionary transformation of society in accordance with the interests 
and wishes of the popular masses struggling for national and social 
emancipation.

These changes vary from country to country, depending on histori
cal, national and economic conditions, and it would be quite unrealistic 
to believe that this many-sided historical process can be contained

 ̂See ante, pp. 200-201.
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within any pre-determined framework. To do so would be to attempt 
to impose on each comitry or nation, from outside and by means of 
interference in its domestic affairs, a framework, laws and principles 
which may be unsuitable to that country or nation, which is the mas
ter of its own fate. The political purpose of such external regulation 
of the whole varied process of the historical development of individual 
nations and countries can only be to delay the progressive development 
of society and to impede the national liberation movement and the far- 
reaching social and economic changes which are in progress and which 
must inevitably come about in the different countries of the world.

We cannot follow such a course and therefore cannot agree with 
the text proposed by the United States delegation, which can serve 
only to hinder a natural historical process now taking place through
out the world. The proposal to include such a text is all the more 
unjustifiable in that it relates to the preamble of a treaty which has a 
quite specific purpose, that of bringing about general and complete 
disarmament, and which neither has nor can have any bearing on the 
general principles of the organization of society which this text pur
ports to define. That is why the Soviet delegation, basing itself on 
the considerations of principle mentioned above, did not agree to the 
inclusion in the draft preamble of the paragraph proposed by the 
United States delegation.

There are also differences of opinion on the drafting of the last 
paragraph of the preamble—^paragraph 16— ând on the heading. The 
Soviet delegation regards the preamble we are drafting as an introduc
tion to a specific treaty on general and complete disarmament, of which 
we are required to prepare a draft in accordance with the direct in
structions given by the General Assembly at its sixteenth session. The 
United States delegation, however, seems to have in mind a preamble 
to some unspecified treaty on general and complete disarmament and 
it does not relate the draft preamble to the instrument which we have 
already started to draw up. The Soviet delegation cannot concur with 
that approach, since it introduces an element of vagueness into the 
whole of our work of drafting a treaty. Indeed it is impossible to 
produce a single piece of evidence to show that the preamble is not 
directly related to the instrument of which it constitutes an integral 
and inseparable part.

The explanation on this subject given today by Mr. Dean, the repre
sentative of the United States, is not satisfactory to us.  ̂ We consider 
it absolutely essential to draw up a specific draft treaty. This does not 
mean that the first version of this treaty will represent the final draft. 
No, we are fully aware that it will merely be a blueprint, a working

 ̂See supra.
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draft, which we think it essential to prepare so that we may have an 
opportunity to submit amendments, additions, etc. during our final 
revision of the text. But this also means that we consider it essential 
to prepare a preamble and the other component parts of a specific 
draft treaty.

These are the most important differences of opinion between our
selves and the United States delegation on the drafting of the pre
amble to the treaty on general and complete disarmament. There are 
a few other differences of opinion on specific drafting points. I  will 
indicate the most important of these, although we believe that these 
points might be further studied during our subsequent work on the 
treaty. In particular, the United States delegation has urged that 
the phrase “in a peaceful world” should be added whenever reference 
is made to general and complete disarmament. This phrase is used 
in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles and, as you know, the 
Soviet Union did not object to that provision as a general principle. 
But now that we are beginning to prepare the draft treaty itself, we 
think it may be open to misinterpretation.

We consider it unwarranted to include in the preamble to a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament a qualifying phrase which 
would give the impression that general and complete disarmament 
can be brought about only in a peaceful world, in other words, only 
when all controversial and outstanding issues have been settled. We 
believe that such a limitation would impede the solution of the specific 
task before us, that of achieving general and complete disarmament. 
That is why we put this phrase in brackets.

There was also a difference of opinion between us on paragraph 5 
of the draft preamble. The United States objected to including in 
the draft preamble a statement that war cannot serve as a method of 
settling international disputes. I t  was in favour merely of st^atiiig 
that it “must not serve as a method” ; in other words, the United States 
apparently considered and considers that war can serve as a method 
of settling international disputes. We consider that such a view is 
incorrect. At the present time, in view of modern means of waging 
war such as nuclear weapons and missiles, war not only must not, but 
cannot serve as a method of settling international disputes. That is 
why we have insisted on retaining in paragraph 5 the words “cannot 
and”, which express our profound conviction that in modern condi
tions war cannot in any way settle international disputes. Our opin
ion on this point differs from that of the United States and this is 
perhaps a more profound difference than might appear at first sight.

We believe, however, that, although our opinions differ on these 
quite important provisions of the preamble, these differences can and 
must be eliminated in the course of our further work. We do not
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consider that we should break off the work we have begun on the 
discussion and preparation of subsequent parts of the treaty and 
should attempt at this stage to secure the immediate elimination of 
the disagreements which have arisen on the wording of the preamble. 
If, after today’s discussion in the Committee of the draft preamble 
before us, it becomes obvious that we cannot succeed at present in 
smoothing out the existing differences, we should adopt a draft pre
amble containing two variants of certain paragraphs and provisions. 
I  hope that the Conmuttee will succeed in overcoming these differences 
of opinion in the course of its further work on the draft treaty; then 
we will be able to move on through the whole draft treaty, taking 
into account the proposals that have been submitted. I  think that this 
would be an entirely correct procedure and it is, moreover, the one we 
have in fact followed throughout the work of the Conference.

These are the views which we felt obliged to put forward in order 
to make pur position clear on certain important provisions of this 
draft preamble. On the whole, we are satisfied with the work that 
has been done on the preamble to the draft treaty and consider that 
it constitutes a definite step towards our primary objective, that of 
preparing a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

Address by ACDA Director Foster at Cornell University: 
Disarmament—the Continuing Search, April 11,1962 ^

Perhaps as you reflect on the news these days you feel that it is not 
comfortable to be an inhabitant of this planet. But, of course, except 
for brief periods in history it never has been comfortable for great 
numbers of people. Annihilation by club, arrow, spear, sword, bullet, 
or what-have-you has been a constant threat at one place or another 
on this relatively small globe.

And throughout human history it has been true, as someone has 
noted with a certain factual vividness, that nothing short of mass 
brain surgery would guarantee total and complete disarmament be
cause, so long as weapons seem to offer an only answer, the potentiality 
of arms exists. All this is true.

But a new element has been added. A moment ago I  spoke of this 
“relatively small globe.” I t has become markedly smaller in very 
recent times. An astronaut can whirl around it in an hour and a half. 
The astronaut travels in a vehicle that is placed in its orbit by the de

 ̂Disarmament: The Continuing Search (ACDA publication 7, 1962).



F O S T E R  A D D R E S S , A P R IL  11 313

livery systems of modern war. Such a system can launch astronauts 
on peaceful, scientific investigations; or it can carry nuclear devices 
and other devices that could mean complete and total annihilation for 
an uncountable mass of humanity.

I t is true that considerable segments of mankind have faced annihi
lation before. To the Greek states, failure to repel an attack meant 
death for all the citizens just as surely, if not as swiftly, as any attack 
today. But the new element that has been added is the wider and 
more encompassing potential for global extermination.

I  realize that statements like that tend to seem theatrical and hence 
unreal; but I  speak with conviction and a strong: sense of reality, 
since I  have been an unusually close observer of new weapons develop
ment. A few years ago I  served on a special Presidential commis
sion, the Gaither Committee, and we carefully studied the potentials 
of bomb, blast, and fallout. Some felt the resultant arithmetic was 
too strong for public release. And since that time—the time of the 
Gaither report—even more advances have been made—and not only 
in the United States. I  can only ask you to accept the statement 
that a new element has been introduced into world armaments which 
gives a fresh and driving urgency to the quest for arms control and 
disarmament.

Choices T hat Coistfront U s

The choices that now confront the free world and the non-froe 
world are clear.

The present arms race can continue unabated as each side strives 
and strains to achieve and maintain what is usually called a ‘‘balance 
of terror.” The dangers of this are apparent'. I f  the enemy makes 
a certain breakthrough and thereby gains a good lead, he may unleash 
it in sudden surprise attack. The restraint on that, of course, is the 
well advertised fact of reprisal or, in the jargon of the trade, “second 
strike.” In  other words, they push the button marked “annihilation,” 
and we pu^h the button marked “wipe out.” And if both work, the 
world has had it.

All of this may be quite obvious, but I  feel it needs to be underlined 
that rational men have a reason, more compelling than ever existed 
before, to seek arms control, arms reduction, and arms elimination. 
This fact tends to be obscured by a certain disenchantment with inter
national conferences, a certain cynicism concerning the intelligence 
and even the good intentions of mankind in general and the Russians 
in particular. There arises a type of fatalism, an atmosphere of 
“kismet,” about disarmament which can result in a passive acceptance 
of the menacing present and its implications for the future of all of 
us.

688-714— 63— vol. I-------22
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Now the Eussian leaders recognize, or say they recognize, the risks 
that confront all sides in the present situation. Whether one trusts 
them or not, one has to assume that they share with equal enthusiasm 
our desire to live. I t  just comes naturally.

The Russians have been saying at least as often as we have that 
nuclear war cannot be won; that the cost in lives and property is such 
that even if you win you lose. In  this they, and we, echo what some 
of our leaders have been saying—President Kennedy and former Pres
ident Eisenhower have said it— t̂hat war is outmoded as an instrument 
of policy.

Now we know that armaments are hurting Russia. So large a 
part of her national product is directed toward arms that her agricul
ture and her output of consumer goods noticeably suffer. This has 
been, historically, an unsafe position for a Russian regime to be in.

By contrast, the 10 percent of our national product that we now 
devote to arms is—judged by our supplies of foods and consumer 
goods—relatively easier to bear. I t  is much harder for the Russians 
to hold the pace, and increase it, than it is for us. How important 
this fact will prove to be obviously remains to be seen, but I, for one, 
attach importance to it.

At Geneva, at other meetings with the Soviets that I  have attended, 
it has been my clear impression that the Russians do not wish to pro
voke a total war. As usual in human history, they want the fruits of 
war without war.

Does this mean that they genuinely want honest disarmament ? The 
answer to this question is not a simple one.

T h e  P roblem of VERiricATroN

The fundamental problem of disarmament and a test ban treaty 
lies, as you know, in the matter of verification. Their views about 
this have a narrow latitude. They rule out the type of verification 
we believe essential because, they say, it amounts to espionage. I  
think they realize this is a deceptive answer because they know that 
our intelligence is not as ineffectual as it might sometimes appear 
from reading some of our columnists. I t  is a fact that readers of the 
U.S. press learned a great deal more about the recent Russian nuclear 
tests than Russian newspaper readers learned. However, this view 
of our intelligence rules out another rather smug view held by some 
that the Russians object to verification because it would reveal how 
truly little they have.

The real reason they object to verifxiation^ in my opmion^ is that 
they know the balance of 'power is still against them and they want 
to catch up.
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Only as the pressure builds up— t̂he realization that a continuation 
of the arms race can only be to everyone’s disadvantage, civilian un
rest over shortages of food and other items of living, the array of 
world opinion against them, the mounting risks of accidental war— 
will they face up, I  believe, to the hard fact that only with verification 
can the world have a start toward reduced tensions, arms control, and 
disarmament. Certainly we must extend that opportunity. We have 
everything to win, nothing to lose in that process.

Now some will ask: “Why do the Eussians bother to go to Geneva ?” 
I t  is a key question. Partly, of course, they go because world opinion 
forces them to go; they still cannot flout the United Nations. Partly 
they go in the hope that by hard negotiating they can force us into a 
deal, into some arrangement under which, in our great yearning for 
peace, we will buy their version of disarmament. They go to see 
what the climate is, what the traffic will bear. This lends, so far as the 
Eussians are concerned, a poker-game atmosphere to these meetings.

On our side we have played a straight game. We have laid our 
cards on the table. The offers we have made at Geneva for disar
mament are, I  sincerely feel, logical, and in fact the best way to ap
proach a complicated and clearly dangerous situation. We offered 
stage-by-stage disarmament; we offered full rights of verification 
equally for them as for us in each stage. We agreed to accept inter
national policing authority. We meant everything we said. Let me 
quickly review, but not in great detail, what we have offered.

U .S . D isarmament P roposals

Firsts we proposed that in the first stage of an overall disarmament 
program a 30 percent reduction across the board in delivery vehicles 
and ma j or conventional arms should be made as a beginning step. We 
estimate that, given good faith, this could be accomplished within 
3 years at the rate of 10 percent per year.

Second^ we proposed that early in the first Btage further production 
of any fissionable material for nuclear weapons use would be stopped. 
Furthermore, we proposed massive transfers of weapons-grade U-235 
to nonweapons use. Actually we offered to put up 50 metric tons, 
enough to be an essential element of tens of thousands of megatons 
of explosive power.

Thirds we proposed that this disarmament process be accompanied by 
measures aimed at reducing misunderstanding and fear by such steps 
as the exchange of information in advance about major movements 
of troops, flights of planes, and firing of missiles. We also proposed 
creation of an international commission to examine the technical 
problems involved in preventing surprise attack and in avoiding war 
by miscalculation.
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Fourth^ we proposed a mutual search for acceptable means of verifi- 
cation of disarmament steps. We made it clear that we did not seek 
inspection for inspection’s sake. We simply must have assurance 
that conamitments are fulfilled and we will not settle for less.^

If  any of you feel that we are too adamant on this inspection issue, 
that we should be more trusting and less cynical, let me give you an 
idea of what we are up against. You may remember that while we 
were assembling for our meeting in Geneva the Russians started drop
ping aluminum strips, or chaff, over the air corridors into Berlin. 
The object was to confuse our electronics systems governing flights.

The British spoke to Mr. Gromyko, the Soviet Foreign Minister, 
about it. Later, Lord Home, the British Foreign Minister, had occa
sion to speak in support of the U.S. position on the need for onsite 
inspection of unidentified seismic events, in connection with a nuclear 
test ban treaty.

Mr. Gromyko had scoffed at the need for verification, stating that 
if there were an explosion, it would be a fact and there would be no 
dispute about facts.

Said Lord Home: “There are constant disputes about facts. Only 
10 days ago I  had to tell Mr. Gromyko that the Berlin air corridors 
were full of metal chaff dropped from airplanes; he denied it ab
solutely. Now this is a fact that somebody ought to go and decide 
upon, to say whether I  am a liar or he is mistaken.”^

The simple truth of the matter is that the United States must know 
full well what it is doing before it disarms a single bomb or missile. 
I f  this sounds tough, let it.

While discussions on measures which could lay a basis for the de
velopment of mutual trust and confidence among the nations and thus 
facilitate the disarmament process are proceeding in the Committee 
of the Whole at Geneva, we have attempted in the plenary meetings 
of the conference to focus attention on the necessity to reach agree
ment on essential disarmament principles and proceed with the work
ing out of agreements on the overall shape and content of a complete 
disarmament program.

B asic P rinciples

At the same time, we have signified our willingness to come to 
grips with actual substantive disarmament measures before agreement 
is reached on a comprehensive outline treaty for general and complete 
disarmament. We have also suggested that the nations at the confer
ence accept these five principles as the foundation for work on a com
prehensive treaty outline:

 ̂See cmte, pp. 146-148. 
®BND0/PV.8, p. 30.
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1. General and complete disarmament is to proceed in a series of 
stages with each stage and the measures included therein to be carried 
out within a specific time limit.

2. Disarmament progress is to be balanced so that no state secures 
a military advantage over another state at any point in the disarma
ment process.

3. Compliance with all disarmament measures is to be effectively 
verified from their entry into force.

4. As national armaments are reduced, the United Nations is to be 
progressively strengthened to improve its capacity for international 
peacekeeping and the settlement of disputes.

5. The transition from one stage of the disarmament process to the 
next is to take place when it is decided that all measures in the pre
vious stage have been implemented and verified and that verification 
arrangements needed for the next stage are ready to operate.^

I  would stress that the United States regards these principles as es
sential guides to disarmament action. Any and all proposed disarma
ment measures must be weighed with reference to these fundamental 
principles.

Philosophers say that one of the mainsprings of Western civiliza
tion is its essential optimism. Our mood is not fatalistic. We who 
are the products of Western Christian civilization believe that men 
do improve, do progress.

We hope, and we expect, that Russia ultimately will pursue paths 
of wisdom. Her people have suffered enough. The history of Russia 
is the story of a series of leaders appearing at intervals and attempting 
by fair means or foul to bring Russia abreast of the Western World. 
At times—at most times—it has seemed that there was more floggiag 
and screaming than progress.

Her periodic accelerations have been generally applauded and 
helped by the West. We have supplied many of her teachers and 
technology, even her ideas. We might forget—or like to forget at 
least—that even her current ideology came from a Prussian Jew, 
turned Protestant, who earned his liviilg writing in London for a 
New York newspaper!

The world has always recognized the inherent though latent great
ness of the Russian people and has been saddened by their terrible 
ordeals. Certainly no ill will is borne to them. We would like to be 
friendly and helpful. And I  believe this is also true of the mass of 
the Russian people. They would like to be friendly and responsive. 
I  don’t sense in the world today—and that has not always been true—

 ̂See ante, p. 280.
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any will to war. There is a yearning for peace and for a laying down 
of arms.

I f  this is a true assessment of the mental atmosphere of the world, 
we have every reason to welcome it and to cherish it as a delicate 
flower.

P urpose of D isarmament A gency

I  would like to close on an idealistic note. The Agency which I  
have the honor to head, the United States Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, was brought into being last year at the request of 
President Kennedy and by the Congress of the United States. Its 
purpose is noble. Public Law 87-297, which was the act establishing 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, described the Agency’s 
purpose in these words:

. . . 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 inter
national adjustments to a changing world are achieved peacefully. It 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 arma
ments looking toward ultimate world disarmament.^

I  believe it is the first time in human annals that a great Govern
ment has set up an agency with the full-time job of seeking ways and 
means, within the carefully guarded margins of national security, 
of reducing arms; of working in concert with the other agencies of 
the Government to free the world from the scourge of war.

We are an agency of peace. We approach our task with firm hopes 
and expectations. No one will question that in addition to being a 
novel task it is a monumental one in today’s world. I t  is so big, but 
so fraught with promise, that I  suggest it is worthy of a new clock for 
timing its progress, a clock that runs more slowly than the clock 
we use for technological achievement.

Message From Premier Khrushchev to 
Prime Minister Macmillan, April 12, 1962 ^

Mr. P rime M inister ,
I  received your message,^ read it through and asked myself what 

is the underlying meaning of this message and what aim does it

 ̂Documents on Disarmamentj W61, p. 482.
"ENDC/27, Apr. 16, 1962.
 ̂Ante, p. 294.
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pursue? On reflection, I  came to the conclusion that the question 
raised in your message—that of carrying out the series of nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere planned by the United States and 
the Tinited Kingdom— ĥas already been decided by you and by the 
President of the United States. You wish to carry out this series of 
nuclear explosions. But underground nuclear explosions are already 
being carried out by the United States and by your country, too.

For this reason it inevitably became my conviction that this Mes
sage and the joint statement of the United States and the United 
Kingdom which was issued to the press by the United States and 
United Kingdom Governments on 10 April 1962^ were needed by 
you and the United States President not really in order to reach agree
ment on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests but in order, so to 
speak, to divert the wrath of the peoples. Throughout the world 
the peoples are rightly expressing their indignation not only because 
nuclear weapon tests lead to contamination of the atmosphere and 
may to a certain extent have a hannful effect on people’s health and 
their moral and physical condition, but also—and this is the main 
reason—^because the competition iii accumulating thermo-nuclear 
weapons will be still further intensified by a new series of experimental 
nuclear explosions. But we know from history that every arms race 
ends in war, and war with modern means of destruction would be a 
catastrophe for millions and millions of people.

The peoples realize this perfectly well, and that is why they are 
indignant. But they have still not become fully aware of their oppor
tunities and still do not realize that it is in their power to compel 
Governments to agree to the prohibition of nuclear tests. However, 
they are bound to become aware of their power, and this is, frankly 
speaking, just what the Governments of the Western Powers are 
afraid of.

That is why the Western Powers are trying to confuse people and 
divert their wrath from the main culprits, from those who are con
tinuing to increase tension and intensify the arms race. That is 
why they are trying to direct the peoples’ indignation along a false 
channel.

You say in your Message that acceptance by the Soviet Union of 
the United States and United Kingdom proposal for the establish
ment of international control over the discontinuance of nuclear tests 
would make for confidence between peoples and between States. You 
ask me in this connection to give the most earnest consideration to the 
proposal of the Western Powers. You write: After all, the object

 ̂Ante, pp. 292-293.
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of verification is not to increase suspicion, but to dispel it, to identify 
an event as a natural one so that confidence may not be threatened”.

I  have reflected, Sir, on this argument of yours which, I  under
stand, you put forward not only in your own name but also on behalf 
of the President of the United States, since you have assumed the 
function of speaking to some extent also on behalf of the allies of 
the United Kingdom.

Yes, as you requested— have reflected on this matter.
The question of confidence is in fact very important for agreement 

on many problems which have long—indeed, too long— b̂een ripe for 
settlement.

Why have we so far been unable to reach agreement and find a 
solution to these questions, which are raised by life and which liter
ally cry out and demand to be settled in the interests of all peoples? 
Why? After all, finding a solution to these questions is not like 
looking for a needle in a haystack. We have not achieved success in 
this matter because there is no confidence.

Therefore, Sir, allow me to address to you the same request which 
you made to me— t̂hink it over and find the courage to appraise the 
situation properly and to choose the right path to the settlement of 
the questions confronting us. This will help to bring about what 
you are appealing for, namely, the establishment of the necessary 
confidence.

What are the questions which must be solved, and which are not 
being solved? I  will name in first place the conclusion of a German 
peace treaty and the abolition of the occupation regime in West Berlin.

You will say that this is not a new question. I  am not saying that 
it is. Of course, it is an old question. Nevertheless, it will always 
remain urgent and fresh until the Governments find a solution to it. 
The vestiges of the Second World W ar which persist in Europe are 
delayed action mines, and no one knows when matters will come to 
the point where they will explode. I f  both we and you see these 
mines, it is our duty to render them harmless and to prevent them 
from shattering the peace in Europe and with it the future of many 
peoples. I t  is essential to clear the mines from the relations between 
States and to consolidate peace in Europe, but in taking this path 
it is impossible to evade the conclusion of a German peace treaty 
and the settlement on this basis of the question of West Berlin as 
a free city.

You, Sir, and your allies maintain that this is impossible, that this 
would be detrimental to your prestige and your security and that 
your troops must necessarily be in West Berlin by right of occupation. 
But from the point of view of the security of your peoples and of
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your States the presence of troops of the three Powers in West 
Berlin is superfluous, plays no role and is altogether uncalled for. I t  
adds nothing towards ensuring your security but rather detracts from 
it. But if it adds anything, it is only tension and, consequently, the 
danger of a military conflict is increased.

Thus, the conclusion of a peace treaty and the abolition of the oc
cupation regime in West Berlin are definitely in the interests of 
the peoples of the United Kingdom, the United States, France, Ger
many, the Soviet Union and of all peoples of the world. You ap
parently realise this. Sir, but lack of confidence prevents you from 
appraising the situation objectively.

The grounds on which the presence of troops of the three Powers in 
West Berlin were based have long since been lost. When the troops 
of the United States, the United Kingdom and France arrived in 
West Berlin, our coimtries were allies. Our interests coincided with 
yours, and the presence of your troops in West Berlin and of ours 
in the other part of the city pursued the same aims. Now everything 
has changed. The Western Powers are no longer our allies; they 
have created the aggressive NATO bloc directed against the socialist 
countries and, above all, the Soviet Union. Now your troops in 
West Berlin are not our allies, but troops of the aggressive NATO 
bloc which is hostile to the Soviet Union. They have been sent 
there against our interests in order to wage a struggle with us. This 
is obvious to everyone.

Well then, let confidence be shown towards one another and the 
mine which is lying, above all, in West Berlin be rendered harmless. 
To prevent an increase in mistrust, the Soviet Union proposed that 
non-interference in West Berlin affairs be guaranteed, that the in
dependence of that city be protected by reliable international guaran
tees, as well as the freedom of its inhabitants to choose their social 
system, and that the city be granted unimpeded connexions with the 
outside world. What could be better ? I f  you say that you want to 
ensure the freedom of West Berlin; so do we and we say the same 
thing. And this could be done, if you were guided by the same desire 
as ourselves, namely, to conclude a peace treaty and to grant the in
habitants of West Berlin freedom and independence in the choice of 
their social and political system.

However, you and your allies are pursuing other aims. You are not 
concerned about the preservation of freedom. The NATO countries 
are thinking about creating and keeping in their possession a bridge
head for the struggle against communism, against socialism. This 
is not simply lack of confidence. When attempts are made to give 
the development of events a twist which may bring on a catastrophe,



322 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

this is surely losing a sober understanding of the question, losing 
commonsense.

Yet you speak of confidence. Thus it turns out that an appeal 
for a sense of responsibility and awareness of the need for confidence 
should be addressed not to us but, in the first place, to the leaders 
of the Western countries. But confidence is something more than 
an appeal. Confidence cannot be achieved by appeals alone; actions 
are necessary.

I f  our coimtries jointly signed a German peace treaty and thereby 
ensured the elimination of the vestiges of the Second World War in 
Europe, a huge burden would immediately fall from our shoulders 
and confidence would really be established which would make it pos
sible to settle many other questions. And the relations between our 
countries would be built in quite a different way.

That is the situation in regard to confidence. Now I  wish to ex
press a few considerations concerning the United States and United 
Kingdom proposal that the Soviet Union should sign an agreement 
on the discontinuance of nuclear tests which would give the intelligence 
organs of NATO an opportunity to have its agents in our territory 
under the pretext of international control.

We have told you clearly that we cannot agree to this, and I  think 
you understand us correctly. How can we accept your proposal if we 
have no reason to trust you ? You have surrounded the Soviet Union 
and other socialist countries with your military bases, you threaten us 
with all kinds of disasters, practically total annihilation, and boast that 
you have superiority over the USSR in means of annihilation.

You would like, in addition to what you already have—^military 
bases, troops stationed near the frontiers of the Soviet Union— t̂o se
cure our permission to carry on intelligence work in the territory 
of our country without hindrances. I  realized that the United States 
was striving for international control for the sake of intelligence 
work from the conversation with President Eisenhower in Geneva as 
far back as 1955, when he raised, for the first time, the question of 
“open skies”—the taking of aerial photographs of the whole of Soviet 
territory by United States aircraft.^ I  recall that I  asked him why 
he wanted “open skies”, because that was espionage, and how he could 
put the question in that way. He replied: “Mr. Khrushchev, you ob
viously do not understand how necessary it is. You had better ask 
Marshal Zhukov”— ĥe was also in Geneva at the time—“he will surely 
understand it.”

As you see, it was stated frankly that “open skies” were really 
necessary for reconnaissance. Now the Western Powers are not striv
ing for air reconnaissance, not for “open skies”—we have already

’ See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 486-488.
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sufficiently exposed these plans in the eyes of the whole world— t̂hey 
now want to establish intelligence centres in our country so as to find 
out the vulnerable places, the location of our rocket troops and of 
vitally important targets. In  other words, just as Mr. Eisenhower 
wanted to legalize reconnaissance flights by United States aircraft 
over our territory, they now want to plant nests of spies in our country 
under the guise of international inspectors. And what, it may be 
asked, is all this for? For choosing the moment to attack the Soviet 
Union; there can be no other explanation.

You, Sir, will say that I  do not understand you correctly. Well, 
you can easily refute that—it is sufficient to agree to conclude a treaty 
on the prohibition of nuclear tests with the use of the national systems 
of verification available to States for control, as proposed by the 
Soviet Union. Such a treaty could be signed today, and it would put 
an end for ever to all nuclear weapon tests.

But the best thing would be to solve the fundamental problem by 
signing a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict 
international control. The Soviet Government has submitted a draft 
of such a treaty to the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament.^ 
Let us agree on it and sign it. Then we shall not only agree to place 
our territory at the full disposal of those who are to verify the faith
ful implementation of the treaty we shall have signed, but we will 
welcome and even demand the establishment of a system of inter
national control in all countries. I f  you agree to destroy your weap
ons, we will destroy ours, and then real confidence will be established 
in the world.

Why should the Western Powers not put us to the test and show 
their understanding and wisdom by signing a treaty on disarma
ment? But they do not wish to do so. Their sole intention is to use 
the question of the discontinuance of nuclear tests in order to estab
lish centres for legalized reconnaissance acting against the Soviet 
Union and, what is more, to secure the signature of the Government 
of the USSR in this matter.

This, Sir, in no way testifies to sober understanding, but is evi
dence of an absolutely distorted understanding of the real state of 
affairs. Everything goes to show that the Western Powers are mo
tivated, not by a wish to promote the establishment of international 
confidence, but solely by the desire to achieve military superiority over 
the Soviet Union.

A number of questions have ripened, in regard to which it would 
be possible to test the sincerity and good intentions of States, and the 
solution of which would strengthen confidence.

 ̂Ante, pp. 103-127.



324 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

For instance, we have been urging the dissolution of military blocs 
for a long time. I f  this were done, the ratio of forces would not 
change, since every country would retain its armed forces. The dis
solution of military blocs would mean the removal of tension, while 
the armaments which each country possesses would be maintained.

But the Western Powers are unwilling to agree to this at the present 
time. How can there be any talk of confidence ?

We have proposed the withdrawal of foreign troops from all ter
ritories back within the limits of national frontiers. I t  would appear 
that, given modem means of waging war, given the existence of 
thermo-nuclear weapons and rocket techniques, the Soviet Union 
could be attacked not only from West Germany or France, but from 
the United States, just as we are now perfectly capable of hitting any 
target at any point on the face of the earth. I f  one really wishes to 
eliminate tension and to create conditions of confidence with a view 
to ensuring peace throughout the world, it must be admitted that the 
withdrawal of troops from the territories of other countries would 
greatly further this aim and would have a very positive significance. 
But you not only do not agree to this, you do not even wish to hear 
about it. You assert that such a measure would be detrimental to 
the prestige of the Western Powers. But what prestige are you talk
ing about? We are concerned with reaching mutual agreement: you 
are negotiating with us and we are negotiating with you. Nobody 
stands to be the loser in this.

The NATO Powers do not trust us, and yet they demand that we 
should open the doors of the Soviet Union wide for their reconnais
sance. Moreover, they say that confidence cannot be created other
wise. No, confidence must be mutual, and it must be created by both 
sides. All our proposals are directed towards this goal of mutual 
trust. For example, we propose that the Western Powers should 
withdraw their troops from the territories of other countries, but 
we ourselves are also prepared to withdraw our troops from the ter
ritories of other countries. The Soviet Union proposes that the 
Western Powers should undertake not to transfer nuclear weapons 
to anyone, and it is prepared to undertake the same obligation itself. 
Our country is prepared to abandon nuclear tests forever, if the 
Western Powers will do so. Whichever of these measures we con
sider, it offers advantages to both sides, since tension will be removed, 
the threat of conflict will be eliminated and consequently the danger 
of a catastrophe will be averted.

But the approach of the Western Powers to this matter is different, 
not from positions of reciprocity. Let us take as an example a special 
law passed in the United States restricting trade with the Soviet
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Union. Such laws are usually adopted in respect of countries with 
which it is intended to go to war. The United States has enacted 
such a law in respect of the Soviet Union, yet it demands that we 
should create—I repeat this—the most favourable conditions possible 
for its reconnaissance activities in our territory. Moreover, in doing 
so, the United States has practically put forward an ultimatum: 
“Either you let our intelligence service into your country or the 
United States will conduct a series of nuclear tests in the atmosphere.”

But this, Sir, is language which is used only towards a vanquished 
country, a country which is losing a war. However, I  think you 
yourself realise that there is no war between the Soviet Union and 
the Western Powers at the present time. You also know that our 
forces are at least equal, and we consider that the forces of peace are 
stronger than those of aggression and war. The Western Powers 
should bear this in mind and draw the conclusion not to put forward 
demands which are detrimental to the other side.

Strictly speaking, I  am convinced that the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom do not expect their demands 
to be accepted. They merely need to make a show in the eyes of 
public opinion and to create the impression that they are anxious 
to do away with tension and strengthen confidence. But these are 
merely words intended to lull the vigilance of the peoples, whereas 
the actions of the Western Powers are completely at variance with 
these words.

You say that if we do not accept the demands of the United States 
and the United Kingdom on control and inspection, which are dis
guises for reconnaissance, you will begin nuclear tests in the at
mosphere. These declarations will surprise no one. As I  noted at 
the very beginning of this message, we know that you have already 
decided to conduct these tests and that you will conduct them. More
over, you are continuing to conduct underground tests even now. 
You are merely preparing to add atmospheric tests of nuclear weapons 
to these underground tests. I t is self-evident,—and we have told you 
this more than once—that your continuance of tests and the execution 
of your annoimced decision to test will compel us also to prepare and 
conduct tests of our nuclear weapons. And in future, any testing by 
you of nuclear weapons under ground, in the atmosphere, in outer 
space, or under water will compel the Soviet Union to conduct tests 
of its own nuclear weapons, in order that the defence of the socialist 
countries against the aggressive forces ignoring reason and pursuing 
a provocative policy should be maintained at an appropriate level. 
And the responsibility for all this will rest with the Governments 
of the United States and the United Kingdom.
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I  wish to retain your attention, Sir, for a little while longer. I  
have been reflecting and have remembered that we have met many 
times and have talked together rather frankly, and at times a be
guiling impression was created that there was some hope of correct 
understanding on your part of many problems which require solu
tion. But when we separated, it turned out that this was merely 
talk. Not once did it become evident that the good sense which you 
showed during our meetings had in any way influenced the aggressive 
course followed by NATO.

I  have often wondered why this was so and why matters turned out 
in this way and I  have become deeply convinced that the question is 
one of confidence. You were quite right to raise it.

You, Sir, are one of the great capitalists, you represent the capitalist 
world in England. Bourgeois statesmen, particularly those who pos
sess capital themselves, are frightened by the new developments which 
are taking place in society and by the changes in the social and politi
cal structure which are taking place in many countries.

The Soviet Union is a socialist State, which was not only the first to 
win its freedom from capitalist exploitation and to establish a new 
social and political system in its territory, but which has demonstrated 
the success of this system in developing its economy, culture, science 
and technology and securing for its people freedom, education and 
other rights; it has become a real force of attraction for all peoples 
suffering under the yoke of imperialism and exploitation. That is the 
most important point of all. The statesmen of the capitalist countries 
are frightened and wish to retain the old system. Well, that is their 
affair. They want to retain the old system by aggravating tension, by 
the armaments race and by the “brink of war policy” as it was called 
by their late representative, Mr. Dulles. Well, what can I  say about 
that? I  can only say that, although the author of the “brink of war” 
policy is no longer alive, socialism has not only not suffered any detri
ment since his death, but is successfully continuing its development. 
There can be no doubt that the successful development of the new social 
and political system cannot be stopped by Mr. Dulles’ successors. I t 
is bound to continue, it is the law of life.

The choice of a social and political system rests with every nation, 
every State. That must be taken into consideration. As the saying 
goes among our people, “Love me as I  am”, that is to say, accept what 
has been chosen by the people themselves. I f  any country tries to 
make the system adopted in another country conform to its wishes, 
there can be no question of confidence, because then the matter will be 
settled by war and you yourself. Sir, are aware of this. When the 
October Kevolution took place in our country, the imperialist powers 
tried to “test our stability” and Sir Winston Churchill, the organizer
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of this “test” by means of military intervention, is still alive. I t was 
not only the United Kingdom that participated in this intervention; 
the United States, France and Japan, which are your allies today, also 
took part in it. The outcome and consequences of this intervention 
are well known. Does this not suffice in order to appraise the situation 
soberly, to determine the trend of policy correctly and to build rela
tions on a sound basis, so that they would not only not lead to war, 
but would not even give rise to disputes ?

We are prepared to build our relations on such a basis, and we are 
doing everything for this purpose. I t  is for the Western Powers to 
decide. I f  they were to take this path, confidence would be brought 
about.

In  its time, the United Kingdom was one of the first western coun
tries to chart the way towards a change in its social structure by sub
stituting a capitalist system for feudalism, and it thus secured consid
erable advantages over countries which remained fixed in ancient so
cial structures. Czarist Russia lost a great deal through delay in its 
development in comparison with the United Kingdom or France, and 
we have now been obliged to make up for the lag. But only a new 
progressive system, our socialist structure, has enabled us in a short 
time to surpass many countries which we regarded as beacons, so 
to speak, and beacons which shone quite brightly. And now, as you 
yourself have more than once stated during our talks, we have become 
the second economic jK >w er in the world after the United States of 
America. I t  is true that for the time being we have second place, but 
we shall soon be first.

A dangerous point has now been reached in world developments, 
because fear of communism may deprive some people of their reason; 
indeed, this fear has already deprived of their reason certain people 
who say that death is preferable to communism. I f  that view is held, 
then of course death may indeed follow, not for all mankind, it is true, 
but for many people. In  order to avoid such a catastrophic trend, it 
is essential to realize that some restrictive measures must be taken to 
stop the armamients race. For this it is necessary to have courage, 
wisdom and understanding and recognize that the world is a society, 
that it is not an ossified structure, not solidified volcanic lava,—and 
even lava changes its structure and is transformed by the influence 
of atmospheric phenomena,— b̂ut that human society, as a living orga
nism, is constantly growing and developing; some of its cells die, while 
others are born and gain strength.

These are the considerations which I  felt it essential to put to you. 
Sir. I  should like once again to address to you the same appeal 
which you made to me,—let us bend all our efforts, let us make a cor
rect appraisal of the conditions that have come aJbout in the world and
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of the correlation of forces and let us, if  I  may say so, show real states- 
; manship with a view to finding a correct solution to the problems 
before us. I  have set forth in this message our views on what this 
solution should be.

In conclusion, I  should like to say that, if you were agreeable, I 
should be prepared to go to any place, at any date and time to con
clude a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict 
international control. Then the problem of nuclear tests would be 
resolved automatically since there would no longer be any sense in 
testing nuclear weapons which would be subject to complete destruc
tion under the treaty.

In sending you this message, I  am wondering what your reaction 
will be. Will you accept our proposals? I  will say quite frankly 
that I  have no such hope, because I  do not believe in the wisdom of 
the circles which now determine the policy of the Western Powers. 
Apparently the time is not yet ripe, and therefore the effort we are 
making today will not meet with comprehension.

But this does not mean that we will relax our efforts in the strug
gle for general and complete disarmament. No, we shall continue 
this struggle yet further. In  the end the peoples will understand 
and will call to power parties which really reflect the interests of the 
people, who are concerned with ensuring a lasting peace and retain
ing the fruits of their labour which are now being swallowed up by 
the armaments race. But time and patience are needed for this. 
Patience we have, and so far as time is concerned, we shall try to 
accelerate its passing. We shall not fold our arms and wait passively ; 
we shall bend all our efforts towards unmasking the aggressors, 
unmasking the people who are playing at war and juggling with the 
fate of the peoples.

I  have the honour to be etc.

N. K hrushchev

12 ApRHi 1962

Statement by the Indian Representative (Lall) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Morato- 
rimn on Nuclear Tests, April 12, 1962 ^

We in the delegation of India agree with what the representative 
of Ethiopia has said.* I t is a matter of grave concern to the Govem-

‘ ENDC/PV.19, pp. 6-7.
=■ ma., pp. 5-6.
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ment of India that there has been no solution yet—we stress ^̂ yet’̂— 
to this grave problem.

I t is not that ideas and suggestions are not available to the two 
sides for consideration, as the representative of Ethiopia has just 
pointed out. Indeed what is extraordinarily disconcerting and diffi
cult to understand is the apparent unwillingness on the part of those 
primarily concerned to give consideration to other ideas. We of 
course realize that those who are most directly concerned must give 
the major emphasis to their own thinking on this matter. However, 
as we said before, there are not just two sides to this question; there 
is a third and much larger side, and that is the rest of the world itself. 
This apparent refusal to consider the point of view of the rest of the 
world in this matter is to us incomprehensible, and we have had no 
explanation of this attitude from the two sides.

This is something which goes beyond normal feelings of regret. I  
do not speak now of any such aspect of the matter as anfiour-propre or 
indignity— n̂ot at all. We are thinking of a lack of capacity to take 
into account the effects of actions which are being considered and 
which are looming over this Conference and over the world itself. I t  
is this that makes us feel strongly about this matter and makes us 
regret very deeply the entrenched positions which have been taken up.

I  am directed by the Government of India today to appeal, in the 
name of the Government, against the resumption of nuclear tests by 
any country during the pendency of the Conference. The Govern
ment of India would take this opportunity to urge the three nuclear 
Powers to try again to reach an agreement. With all our capacity 
for indicating the urgency and the grave importance of the situation, 
we would request the nuclear Powers to take this appeal into 
consideration.

Surely the purpose for which we have met here in this Conference, 
namely, disarmament, is not easily reconcilable with the further per
fection and development of means of mass destruction in a world 
situation in which it is well known that either side is able to destroy 
the world several times over. I t  is utterly inconceivable an(J incom
prehensible to the vast masses of the world that countries which are 
already possessed of this appalling capacity for total annihilation 
should seek further to perfect their means of destruction of this small 
planet of ours.

So the Government of India appeals to the countries directly con
cerned not to resume nuclear tests during the pendency of this Confer
ence, so that the work of the Conference may go on. I t  will indeed 
be a heavy responsibility if the resumption of tests by any country 
should result in difficulties in the pursuit of our endeavour here, and

688-714—63—vol. I------23
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I  very much fear that difficulties of a grave character will be created 
if there is a resumption of testing by any country. In the light of the 
sentiments which I  have tried to express this morning, we hope that 
this whole issue will be given serious and practical consideration 
again by the countries directly concerned.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Morato
rium on Nuclear Tests, April 12, 1962^

We have listened with great attention to the statements made by 
the representatives of many countries, who undoubtedly expressed 
not only the opinion of their Governments and their peoples, but also 
that of a great number of people throughout the world who are con
cerned about the situation which has arisen in connexion with the 
question of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests, and who 
demand with ever-growing insistence the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests.

The situation which has now developed in regard to this question 
is especially alarming and threatening. I t  has become particularly 
alarming after the statement made by the United States and United 
Kingdom Governments, of which we were informed yesterday by the 
representatives of these countries.^ This statement, as commented on 
by Mr. Dean and Mr. Godber, shows that the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom have thrown down a challenge 
to the entire world by confirming once again that course of their 
foreign policy which cannot but lead to a new spurt in the nuclear 
armaments race and to aggravation of the whole international 
situation.

In addition to underground tests of nuclear weapons, which those 
Governments have been carrying out for months—for over six months, 
to be m(M*e precise—the United States and the United Kingdom 
intend to resume within the next few days the testing of nuclear 
weapons in the atmosphere. They have already warned all countries 
that as from 15 April— t̂hat is to say, in three days’ time—all sea
going vessels and aircraft should keep away from the neighbourhood 
of Christmas Island, where the United States and the United King
dom are going to conduct their atmospheric tests of nuclear weapons.

 ̂BNDC/PV.19, pp. 18-21.
 ̂Ante, pp. 292-293.
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I t is precisely this fact which makes clear the position of these 
Governments on the question of reaching an agreement on the ces
sation of nuclear weapon tests, and the joint statement of 9 April by 
the President of the United States and the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom is a perfectly obvious manoeuvre aimed at shifting 
the responsibility for what they are doing on to the Soviet Union.

In speaking of this, we are not revealing any secret. This is evident 
from the very text of the statement by Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Mac
millan. I t  follows from this statement that the United States and 
United Kingdom have, apparently, decided to prevent any agreement 
and to carry out, in implementation of the plans of the United States 
military circles, a new series of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere? 
and to start thereby a new spurt in the nuclear armaments race.

At the present time these Powers are merely seeking pretexts that 
would help them to justify themselves, at least to some extent, in the 
eyes of world public opinion. They are trying, as in the past, to 
shelter behind technical arguments that are untenable in these days 
regarding the necessity of international control over compliance with 
an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. In  order to 
dash completely the hopes of those who, in pursuance of General As
sembly resolution 1648 (XVI) of 6 November 1961,̂  to which one 
of the speakers referred just now, demand the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon testing while negotiations on this question are going on, the 
United States and the United Kingdom have put forward their ulti
matum. They declare that either the USSR must agree to their de
mand for international control and inspection or they will resume the 
testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere in the second half of 
April.

In  putting forward this demand, the United States and the United 
Kingdom know in advance that international control and inspection 
over the cessation of tests are unacceptable to the Soviet Union in 
the absence of an agreement on general and complete disarmament 
and while there is an increased threat of war. In  these circumstances 
international control and inspection would only serve as a cloak for 
international espionage.

I t  is obvious that in insisting on these demands, which are unac
ceptable to the Soviet Union, the United States and the United 
Kingdom are concerned not about reaching an agreement but only 
about finding a pretext for frustrating it and for justifying their tests,> 
including tests in the atmosphere.

We consider that another reasonable, realistic and mutually-accept- 
able solution to the question of tests should be found which would

 ̂Documents on Disarmamenty 1961, p. 568.
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nevertheless put an end to all nuclear explosions. The aggravation 
of the international situation, which has been mentioned by all of the 
previous speakers, is bound to take place and will be obvious to all, 
if the tests scheduled by the United States are resumed. In this con
nexion I  should also like to clarify a point raised by some of the 
speakers, namely, that all nuclear Powers are preparing to resume 
testing. That is not consistent with the facts. The Soviet Union is 
not preparing to resume tests and has declared quite openly that it 
is in favour of putting an end to all nuclear weapon tests and is 
against their resumption.

When it is alleged in the United States press and in United States 
official statements that the Soviet Union itself is preparing to test, 
and for that reason is unwilling to accept an agreement on the condi
tions proposed by the United States, this is an obvious manoeuvre 
for the purpose of justifying the United States’ own intentions, which 
it mentioned in the official statement of 9 April.

Some representatives who made statements here spoke as though 
it were a foregone conclusion that nuclear weapon tests would be re
sumed by the United States, that they would be resumed in the Soviet 
Union, and that perhaps after that there would be some sort of agree
ment. That is how some speakers spoke on this subject in the course 
of our debate. Today, however, the representative of Burma made 
a statement to which I  should like to draw your attention. He said 
that if this were to happen, the situation would not be improved but 
would be worse than at present. I  think he was right. I f  nuclear 
weapon tests are resumed by the United States at the present time, 
this will lead to very serious consequences for the cause of peace and 
for the work of this Conference. And, of course, it is not a question 
of what will happen after the resumption of testing by the United 
States and the Soviet Union; it is a question first and foremost of 
what will happen if the United States resumes testing. That is the 
crux of the matter at the present time. That was why we listened 
with great attention and, I  would say, with concern, to the statements 
which were made by all who have spoken today and in which anxiety 
was expressed regarding the resumption of nuclear weapon tests.

The question now facing us is a specific one: we must find a radical 
solution to this problem in order to put an end to all nuclear weapon 
tests. In  the search for such a solution we should consider all the 
proposals and views which have been put forward at this Conference 
and outside it. We have stated our position. We maintain this posi
tion, but we are prepared to give careful consideration to all the 
views that have been put forward at the present meeting and in the 
course of our discussions. We are prepared to ponder all the possi
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bilities that exist in order to ensure the signing of an agreement on 
the discontinuance of all nuclear weapon tests. However, it will be 
absolutely impossible to do anything in this regard if tests are re
sumed. That is why the thought expressed by the representative of 
India —̂and in essence supported by all the speakers— t̂o the ejffect 
that we should strive to ensure that no tests are resumed while negotia
tions are going on in our Conmiittee, is a proposal which deserves 
the most serious consideration at this juncture. This would be a 
minimal step which could avert a further dangerous development of 
world events.

In  this connexion I  should like to remind you of a statement made 
by the Soviet Government on 28 November 1961, in which concrete 
proposals were put forward for the cessation of all nuclear weapon 
tests and for the establishment of control on a national basis, but 
which also contained the following important provision:

It goes without saying that an agreement by aU nuclear States not to con
duct any kind of nuclear tests while the negotiations are going on would 
contribute to the success of the negotiations. The Soviet Government, al
though it has carried out considerably fewer nuclear weaiK)n tests than the 
United States, the United Kingdom and France, is nevertheless prepared 
to give such an undertaking, if the other States do likewise.®

I  confirm this statement of the Soviet Government, and I  consider 
it necessary that we should hear in the Committee the reply of the 
United States and the United Kingdom to this vitally important ques
tion: are they prepared not to resume nuclear weapon tests while 
negotiations in our Committee are going on? The Soviet Govern
ment agrees not to do so.

Statement by the Department of State: 
Moratorium on Nuclear Tests, April 12, 1962 ’

The statement today by the Soviet Union that a new uninspected 
moratorium on nuclear tests should be undertaken for as long as 
the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference remains in session is an
other unfortunate effort to substitute paper pledges for guaranteed 
agreements.^ The United States hopes that this statement is not the

 ̂Supra.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 663.
® Department of State press release 245, Apr. 12,1962.
* Supra,
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-Ifinal answer of the Soviet Government to the joint US-UK message of 
April 10 [5] on nuclear testing which clearly states the position of the 
t̂wo Governments toward tliis vital issue.^

The United States is deeply sensitive to the apprehensions which 
have been expressed by the 8 new nations at the Geneva Conference 
regarding nuclear testing. But it does not believe that a solution to 
this vital issue can result from paper pledges. Eather, it is essential 
that the Conference direct its energies to reaching an agreement on 
adequate verification arrangements which will result in a safeguarded 
agreement. This is where an answer to the world’s desire for an end to 
all nuclear testing will be found.

This latest Soviet proposal must be judged in the light of the actions 
of the Soviet Government last fall during the course of the test ban 
conference. Even as these discussions were continuing, the Soviet 
Union resumed tests thus ending the impoliced moratorium which it 
now proposes to reinstate.

The United States does not intend to place its security and the secu
rity of its allies at the mercy of Soviet on-again-off-again tactics. We 
are ready to conclude an effective test ban agreement now. But we 
cannot be led into another paper pledge which, far from guaranteeing 
a halt to nuclear testing, would only give rise to a false sense of 
security and provide yet another opportimity for the Soviet Union to 
prepare in secret for its own nuclear testing.

Eight Nation Joint Memorandum Submitted to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, April 16, 1962 ^

1. The delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, 
Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Eepublic at the 18-Nation Dis
armament Conference, deeply distressed that no agreement has as yet 
been reached concerning a ban on nuclear weapons tests, address an 
earnest appeal to the nuclear powers to persist in their efforts to come 
as soon as possible to an agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests 
for all time.

The eight delegations are convinced that in making this appeal 
they are speaking not merely on behalf of their own countries but for

' Ante, pp. 293-293.
* BNDC/28, Apr. 16,1962.
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an overwhelming world opinion, since nuclear tests are now the con
cern of all peoples and all nations.

2. They note that, in spite of the existing differences within the 
sub-committee on a nuclear test ban treaty, there are also certain 
areas of agreement. They think they have the right to expect that 
these areas will be further explored and extended and in this con
nexion commend to the consideration of the nuclear powers the fol
lowing suggestions and ideas.

3. They believe that possibilities exist of establishing by agree
ment a system for continuous observation and effective control on a 
purely scientific and non-political basis. Such a system might be 
based and built upon already existing national networks of observa
tion posts and institutions, or if more appropriate, on certain of the 
existing posts designated by agreement for the purpose together, if 
necessary, with new posts established by agreement. The existing 
networks already include in their scientific endeavours the detection 
and identification of manmade explosions. Improvements could 
no doubt be achieved by furnishing posts with more advanced 
instrumentation.

4. Furthermore, the feasibility of constituting by agreement an In 
ternational Commission, consisting of a limited number of highly 
qualified scientists, possibly from non-aligned countries together with 
the appropriate staff might be considered. This Commission should be 
entrusted with the tasks of processing all data received from the agreed 
system of observation posts and of reporting on any nuclear explosion 
or suspicious event on the basis of thorough and objective examination 
of all the available data. All parties to the treaty should accept the 
obligation to furnish the Commission with the facts necessary to 
establish the nature of any suspicious and significant event. Pur
suant to this obligation the parties to the treaty could invite the 
Commission to visit their territories and/or the site of the event the 
nature of which was in doubt.

5. Should the Commission find that it was unable to reach a conclu
sion on the nature of a significant event it would so inform the party 
on whose territory that event had occurred, and simultaneously in
form it of the points on which urgent clarification seemed necessary. 
The party and the Commission should consult as to what further 
measures of clarification, including verification in loco, would facili
tate the assessment. The party concerned would, in accordance with 
its obligation referred to in paragraph 4 above, give speedy and full 
co-operation to facilitate the assessment.

After full examination of the facts, taking into account any addi
tional data furnished to it as suggested above, the International Com
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mission would inform the parties to the treaty of all the circum
stances of the case and of its assessment of the concerned event.

The parties to the treaty would be free to determine their action 
with regard to the treaty on the basis of reports furnished by the 
International Commission.

6. The delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Ni
geria, Sweden and the United Arab Eepublic urge the nuclear powers 
earnestly to consider the suggestions put forward above, as well as 
other possible suggestions, so as to save himianity from the evil of 
further nuclear tests.

United States Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Questions With Respect to 
the Eight Nation Test-Ban Memorandum, April 17,
1962 "

1. With reference to the control posts the co-sponsors propose that 
a system “be based and built upon already existing national networks 
of observation posts and institutions.” Have the sponsors of this 
proposal made an assessment of the detection capabilities of presently 
existing posts and institutions with respect to atmospheric tests, 
underwater tests, outer space tests and underground tests?

2. In  the light of this assessment what is the view of the sponsors 
regarding the necessity of the establishment of new posts by agree
ment? Do the sponsors presently have a view on the standard to 
be used for spacing such additional posts, on the need for a global net
work, and on whether certain gaps in coverage would be acceptable?

3. In regard to new stations which might be built by agreement 
would these be incorporated into national systems or operated 
internationally ?

4. The sponsors state that “improvements could no doubt be 
achieved by furnishing posts with more advanced instrumentation.” 
Have the sponsors developed any views with regard to the nature of 
tliis new instrumentation and how this might improve the capabilities 
of the system contemplated ?

5. The co-sponsors speak of an international commission “entrusted 
with the task of processing all data received from the agreed system 
of observation posts”. Have the co-sponsors given any consideration

 ̂ENDC/29, Apr. 17, 1962. The questions were asked by Ambassador Dean 
at the 226. plenary meeting. The eight-nation memorandum is printed supra.
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as to the requirements, in terms of personnel, equipment and finances 
for the system which would be required to process data received?

6. Would binding commitments be undertaken by the parties to 
the treaty to furnish data regularly to the international commission? 
Have the co-sponsors considered how rapidly this data would 
be acquired and by what means of communication it would be 
transmitted?

7. What rights would the commission have to coordinate the opera
tions of the different observation stations, whether national or inter
national, and to set and enforce operating standards? What meas
ures would the commission adopt to prevent possible falsification, 
manipulation or omission of data from national stations ?

8. The 8-power memorandum also proposes that all parties “accept 
the obligation to furnish the comimission with the facts necessary to 
establish the nature of any suspicious and significant event.” Do 
the co-sponsors have a definition of what would constitute a “suspi
cious and significant event” ? Do the co-sponsors feel that there is 
anything about an unidentified underground event which makes it 
“suspicious” apart from the mere fact that it is unidentified ? Does 
the word “significant” indicate some particular standard for the 
decision regarding significance?

9. What are the “facts” which will establish the nature of a suspi
cious event ? Eegarding an unidentified seismic event are there any 
facts for establishing its nature which would provide convincing 
evidence but which could be acquired without conducting an on-site 
inspection?

10. I f  the commission found that the nature of a “suspicious and 
significant event” in the underground environment could only be 
estaiblished by the facts obtainable as a result of an on-site inspection, 
would each party’s obligation to furnish such facts to the commission 
mean that the party had an obligation, in such cases, to arrange for 
the necessary on-site inspection? In other words would there be 
some circumstances in which a party would have an obligation under 
the treaty to permit an on-site inspection or would the offer of an 
inspection under paragraph 4 always be a voluntary act? Would 
the on-site inspection be conducted by the international commission 
itself?

11. What is the relationship between the procedures outlined in 
paragraph 4 and in paragraph 5? These give some impression of 
overlapping. Could a party to the treaty refuse on-site inspection 
for a sufficiently long period of time to cover up the traces of a secret 
nuclear test?
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12. Paragraph 5 speaks of consultation between the party and the 
commission. Does this paragraph establish an obligation to accept 
on-site inspection if the commission^ after consultation with the party 
concerned, finds such an inspection to be essential to enable the acqui
sition of the facts about an event, as provided in paragraph 4 ?

13. Is paragraph 5 intended to imply that any party could de
nounce the agreement if another party refused to cooperate in the 
furnishing of data or if, having cooperated in the furnishing of data, 
the results of the inquiry are nevertheless inconclusive ?

Statement by the British Representative (Godber) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Eight Na
tion Test-Ban Memorandum, April 17, 1962^

I  also have been studying this most important proposal with very 
great care, and I  have submitted it to my Government for considera
tion. As I  indicated yesterday, it would not be possible really at 
this stage to make considered comments in relation to the proposal, 
and I  shall hope to have the opportunity of doing so shortly. How
ever, I  also indicated yesterday that I  thought it likely that I  should 
have certain questions when I  had had time to study this document in 
detail. Indeed I  had formulated a number of questions, but by the 
time my United States colleague had finished his list of questions 
I  found I  had to cross out nearly all of mine. Therefore I  have not 
now got a very impressive list of questions to put. These are only 
initial questions; no doubt we shall have other points. But perhaps 
I  could just briefly refer to one or two points which I  do not think 
were fully covered by my United States colleague.

In  regard to the question of inspections which would take place 
within the framework of the proposals enumerated here, I  am not 
quite clear as to whether the sponsors of this proposal envisage any 
limitation on these inspections. In  other words, are they considering 
an annual quota of inspections? I  am sure our colleagues are well 
aware that this point was the object of a good deal of discussion 
in our earlier consideration of this matter. I  am not clear as to what 
is the intention of the sponsors in regard to this particular point.

My United States colleague did just touch on the question of the 
outer space and underwater environments. I  would ask the sponsors

^ENDC/PV.22, pp. 24-26. The eigM-nation memorandum is printed ante, 
pp. 334-336.

* Supra,
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of this proposal whether they foresee the need for detection systems 
to cover those two environments. Their proposals in paragraph 3 
make most interesting reading. They make \'arious suggestions as 
to how the existing arrangements—“existing national networks”, as 
they refer to them—could be expanded and extended. I  was rather 
interested to see that they say that “Such a system might be based 
and built upon already existing national networks”. This implies 
a very considerable extension of existing networks, and I  think that 
it is clear in all the proposals that have been made that something of 
this kind is necessary. But, as I  say, the memorandum does not refer 
to detection under water or in outer space. I  take it that the sponsors 
of the proposal would wish to cover these environments as well. This 
is another point on which I  should be glad to have some information.

Still on paragraph 3 ,1 see it is stated that “The existing networks 
already include in their scientific endeavours the detection and identi
fication of man-made explosions”. The word “endeavours” is an 
interesting one, and I am sure it was very carefully chosen. I  think 
it does indicate some of the difficulties and the imponderables in this 
matter. In this connexion I might recall to my colleagues that yester
day, when I  first heard the proposal, I  did comment on this aspect. 
I  said:

Perhaps it might be helpful, and I just suggest it as an idea, if scientific 
experts of those of the si>onsoring States which have such experts—and some 
of them, I know, have very distinguished experts in the nuclear and seismic 
fields—could talk with scientists of the nuclear Powers on possible improve
ments in an international system.^

I  was thinking then of paragraph 3 of this joint memorandum. I  
would reiterate the thought that if in fact there are ideas which could 
help to clarify the position in this field it would be helpful to us in our 
discussions to have them. For my own part I  would welcome such 
expert advice being given to the experts of the existing nuclear Powers.

Another point which did not seem to be quite clear in regard to the 
proposed inspection teams which are provided for in paragraphs 4 
and 5 concerns the composition of those inspection teams. What do 
the sponsors envisage as being the composition, by nationality, of these 
teams ? Perhaps we could have a little clarification on that.

Then in paragraph 5 of the joint memorandum we read:
Should the commission find that it was unable to reach a conclusion on 

the nature of a significant event it would so inform the party on whose terri
tory that event had occurred . . . .

I f  this happens, it sets in train a course of events; but I  am not quite 
clear from paragraph 5 whether this would happen al^vays and only

^ENDC/PV.21, p. 23.



340 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

on the initiative of the commission itself. In  other words, if one of the 
parties to the treaty felt that there was need for action in this field, 
would it be in a position, by questioning or by drawing attention 
to certain facts which were available to it, to ask the commission to 
initiate any particular action in this field ? I  think this would require 
spelling out a good deal more.

These are just certain points on which it is desired to have clarifica
tion ; we are merely seeking to find out exactly what is in the minds of 
those who have put together this most interesting proposal. As I  have 
indicated, I  shall hope to have the opportunity of making substantive 
comments; I  have referred the matter to my Government and it would 
be premature for me to make such comments now. All I  would say, 
again, is that it is clear that our colleagues from the countries con
cerned have spent a great deal of time and thought in the preparation 
of this document. Obviously certain difficulties do emerge, but if we 
can be absolutely clear on some of the points which have been referred 
to, it will help us in considering this matter further and in trying to 
find a solution, which I  am sure we are all seeking to achieve.

United States-Soviet Working Draft Approved by the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Draft Pre
amble of the Treaty on General and Complete Disar
mament (in a Peaceful World), April 17, 1962 ^

[ E d it o e ia l  N o t e : Single parentheses indicate American proposals not agreed 
to by the Soviet Union.]

The States of the World :

1. Acting in accordance with the aspirations and will of all the 
peoples;

2. ReaffirmAng their dedication to the aims and principles of the UlSr 
Charter;

3. Desirmg to create conditions in which all people can strive freely 
and peacefully to fufill their just aspirations;

 ̂ENDC/L.ll/Rev. 1, Apr. 17, 1962. This working draft replaced an earlier 
version submitted on Apr. 6 {ante, pp. 289-290). Adopted by the Committee 
referendum, it is identical with the working draft submitted by the Oochairmen 
on Apr. 16 (ENDO/L.ll), except for par. 5, where the Conference approved an 
Indian suggestion to change the conjunction from “but” to “and” (BNDC/PV.22, 
pp. 19-20). See also comments by Ambassadors Dean and Zorin (infra) .



JOINT DRAFT PREAMBLE, APRIL 17 341

4. Conscious of the threat to mankind posed by the arms race, espe
cially in view of the development of nuclear, rocket and other modem 
weapons of mass destruction;

5. Gom)mcedr that war can no longer serve as a method of settling 
international disputes and must forever be banished from the life of 
human society;

6. Determmed that this and succeeding generations should be free 
from the scourge of war and the dangers of the arms race;

7. Gom)mced that disarmament must be general and complete under 
strict and effective international control and that such disarmament 
must be 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 
UN Charter;

8. Convinced that general and complete disarmament under strict 
international control is a sure and practical way to fulfill mankind’s 
age-old dream of ensuring perpetual and inviolable peace on earth;

9. Desiring to end forever the heavy burden placed on mankind by 
the diversion of human and material resources to the creation of the 
means of annihilating human beings and of destroying material and 
cultural values;

10. Seehing to direct all resources towards ensuring further economic 
and social progress in all countries in the world and ensuring that the 
resources of nations shall be devoted to man’s material, cultural and 
spiritual advancement;

11. Convinced that the resources released by general and complete 
disarmament will enhance the capacity of states so disarmed to con
tribute to the economic and cultural development of all countries and 
peoples of the world and contribute to greater co-operation among 
them;

12. Conscious of the need to build relations among states on the 
basis of the principles of peace, good neighbourliness, equality, non
interference, and respect for the independence and sovereignty of all 
states;

13. Desiring to establish conditions under which justice and respect 
for the obligations arising from treaties and international law can be 
maintained;

14. Afirm ing  that to facilitate the attainment of general and com
plete 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 seek settlement of 
all disputes by peaceful means;

15. {Declarim.g their goal to be a free, secure, and peaceful world of 
independent states adhering to common standards of international
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conduct, a world where change takes place in accordance with the 
principles of the United Nations Charter;)

16. Ilave resolved to conclude the following treaty on general and 
complete disarmament under strict and effective international control 
(in a peaceful world).

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Joint 
Working Draft of the Preamble to the Treaty, April 
17, 1962"

I  am very happy to be able to inform the Conference that since 
our last meeting on 10 April * Mr. Zorin and I, as your co-Chairmen, 
have reached a very substantial measure of agreement on the working 
draft of the preamble to the treaty. There are only two exceptions, 
which I  will mention later. This working draft has been circulated 
as document ENDC/L.11, and I  am sure all representatives have it 
before them.® The Conference will be relieved to know that I do not 
intend to make a long statement on this matter today, but there do 
remain two major points of difference, despite the very wide area of 
agreement, which require some discussion. Before dealing with these 
major points, however, I  should like to call attention specifically to 
two or three other changes which I  think merit some explanation.

The first point I  would like to mention is my agreement—ad ref- 
ereTidum to my Government, of course—to delete the word “basic” 
from the title we have given to the preamble and from the last para
graph of the preamble—that is, the present last paragraph, paragraph
16. On 10 April I  pointed out that Mr. Zorin and I  were in agreement 
that what ŵe have before us—that is, the Soviet draft treaty  ̂ and 
the United States plan of 25 September on general and complete dis
armament in a peaceful world®—are both blueprints. From these 
we are seeking to develop a basic treaty, that is, the main core of a 
treaty which can then be expanded by means of annexes. Wliile 
in the interest of reaching agreement with our Soviet colleagues 
we have agreed to drop the word “basic”, I  want it to be clear that

" ENDC/PV.22, pp. 5-9.
* See antCy pp. 294-312.
® See supra.
* Ante, pp. 103-127.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 475-482.
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this in no sense alters our concept of the task ahead of us, which is 
to work out a basic treaty on general and complete disarmament. I  
feel it important, therefore, that the record indicate that in dropping 
the word “basic” we have in no way changed our view as to the char
acter of our task or of the document on which we are working.

The second point I  would like to make is in connexion with para
graph 11, a paragraph suggested by the representative of India.^ 
The co-Chairmen have agreed on one small but important change 
in that paragraph, a change which reflects a very good suggestion 
made by the representative of Brazil. He pointed out in document 
ENDC/L.8 that the words “economic well-being” imply “material 
well-being”, and he suggested the substitution of “cultural progress” 
for the latter phrase. We believe that the suggestion of the repre
sentative of Brazil to include a reference to “cultural” was excellent, 
and I  have no doubt that it will be acceptable to the representative 
of India, our Chairman today, who is in his own right a distinguished 
author.

The third point to which I  would like to call attention is the agree
ment we have reached which is embodied in paragraphs 7 and 8 
of our new draft preamble. These paragraphs constitute the com
promise we have reached in our discussion of paragraph 7 and para
graph 8 and combined paragraphs 7 and 8 in document ENDC/L.7.* 
Paragraph 7 in our new agreement reflects, I  believe, the kind of dis
armament we all are seeking: general and complete disarmament un
der strict and effective international control and accompanied by 
the establishment of reliable procedures for the settlement of dis
putes and effective arrangements for the maintenance of peace in 
accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter. I t  is 
this kind of disarmament to which we refer in paragraph 8 of the 
draft of our preamble before the Conference today, when it suggests 
that “general and complete disarmament under strict international 
control is a sure and practical way to fulfil mankind’s age-old dream 
of ensuring perpetual and inviolable peace on earth.” I t  seems to 
me that this is another way of saying “in a peaceful world”, a point 
to which I  shall revert later.

The central thought which I  am attempting to convey in explaining 
these two paragraphs is that general and complete* disarmament is 
not our only goal, nor will it, I  submit, alone, by itself, assure us the 
free, secure and peaceful world we seek. We all want this kind of 
world and I  hope we are going to get it. But the United States be
lieves that general and complete disannament must be accomplished

" ENDC/L.5, Apr. 2, 1962.
 ̂Ante, pp. 289-290.
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by a progressive strengthening of the capacity of the United Nations 
for peacekeeping.

This point brings me to a discussion of the two major areas of dif
ference which remain between the co-Chairmen. These areas of dif
ference are indicated by their inclusion in parenthesis in the new 
working draft of the preamble. As may be seen from a study of that 
draft, the Soviet Union objects to the inclusion of the phrase “in a 
peaceful world” in the title of the preamble. I t also objects to the 
inclusion of that phrase in paragraph 14 and in paragraph 16. In 
all candour I  must emphasize the seriousness with which the United 
States views these objections, despite our very large area of agreement.

Indeed, I  JBbad it difficult to understand just why the representative 
of the Soviet Union should object to “general and complete disarma
ment in a peaceful world” in the title and in paragraph 16 of the 
preamble. I  find it even more surprising that the representative of 
the Soviet Union wishes to remove this phrase from paragraph 14 
of the preamble. This paragraph, as I  am sure representatives will 
recognize, is a direct quotation of the fourth paragraph of the pre
amble to the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 20 September 
1961, which reads as follows:

Aflarming that to facilitate the attainment of general and complete dis
armament 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 peace
ful means.^

Surely this is no time for retrogression. Surely this is no time to 
raise questions about the very basis of our discussions. The State
ment of Agreed Principles of 20 September 1961 was negotiated most 
carefidly, line by line, and indeed word by word, by Mr. McCloy 
and myself with Mr. Zorin. I t  has been endorsed unanimously by 
the General Assembly as the basis for our discussion here.^ I  trust 
and hope it is not now being challenged; if.it is, we will no longer 
have, I  submit, a basis on which to continue our very important dis
armament discussions— t̂he discussions upon which our own hopes 
and the hopes of mankind now rest.

I  very much hope, therefore, that the representative of the Soviet 
Union will reconsider his position on this important matter. In  sug
gesting that the words “in a peaceful world” be left out of the title 
of the preamble and paragraphs 14 and 16, Mr. Zorin, it seems to me, 
is questioning a vital element in the basis of our discussions, on which 
there must continue to be agreement if we are to make the kind of 
disarmament progress for which we are all striving here.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 440.
’‘JMd., ro. 741-742.
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The second major point of disagreement relates to paragraph 15. 
That paragraph reads:

{Declaring their goal to be a free, secure, and peaceful world of independent 
States adhering to common standards of international conduct, a world where 
change takes place in accordance with the principles of the United Nations 
Charter;)

The Soviet Union has objected to including this paragraph on two 
grounds: first, that it is unnecessary and duplicates points made in 
other parts of the preamble; and secondly, that it contains the phrase 
“a world where change takes place in accordance with the principles 
of the United Nations Charter”.

We believe that it is important that the preamble contain a goal. 
We believe that the very small amount of repetition which now 
remains in our suggested statement of the goal is desirable. We 
furthermore believe that it is important to make reference to the 
problem of change. Certainly, we neither expect, nor want, the 
world to remain static. We would hope that man would continue 
to strive to improve his material, cultural, and spiritual well-being. 
In these efforts we would expect to see change take place. 'No one, 
of course, can foresee the direction of such change, but no one can 
deny that in the very nature of things, change is inevitable, and it 
must be foreseen, for even with general and complete disarmament 
no one expects the world to remain as it is today.

As the representative of India indicated, there is no intent in our 
inclusion of this reference to “change” to suggest interference in the 
domestic affairs of nations.^ Indeed, it is for that reason that we 
have suggested as the criterion that change be “in accordance with 
the principles of the United Nations Charter”. That Charter gives 
full and adequate protection against any fear of internal interfer
ence which my colleague from the Soviet Union may harbour. As 
representatives know. Article 2, paragraph 7 of the United Nations 
Charter states:

Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations 
to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction 
of any State . . . .

In  accordance with another suggestion by the representative of 
India, I  also proposed that we might put paragraph 15, with some 
appropriate changes in the wording, at the end of paragraph 3 so

 ̂The Indian representative said on Apr. 10,1962:
. . I think that this has reference to change not within a country but 

between States; the former is not within the purview of the Charter of the 
United Nations. Therefore, I do not think it is necessary to have any great 
apprehension regarding that clause” (ENDC/PV.17, p. 38).

688-714—63—vol. I 24
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as to bring the statement of the goal up to an earlier part of the 
preamble. This might possibly read:

Desiring to create conditions in whicli all people can strive to fulfil their 
just aspirations in a free, secure and peaceful world of independent States 
adhering to common standards of international conduct and in a world where 
change takes place in accordance with the principles of the United Nations 
Charter.

This is the substance of paragraph 15, transferred to the end of 
paragraph 3.

Let me be very clear: I  do want to thank Mr. Zorin and his col
leagues for their helpful and co-operative attitude throughout these 
discussions. I  believe we have achieved a very wide area of agree
ment despite the two remaining areas of disagreement which I  have 
outlined. I  really think we can congratulate ourselves on the degree 
of progress we have made in arriving at this working draft of a 
preamble. Of course, we do not consider our work to be ended; as 
your co-Chairmen, we are submitting the draft for the Conference’s 
consideration. But I  think we have reached a point where we might 
profitably pause in our work on that problem and turn our attention 
to other elements in the preparation of a basic treaty for general and 
complete disarmament. At some point we will want to review the 
work we have done on the preamble in the light of the agreement we 
reached on other parts of the treaty.

In the meantime, I  presume my colleagues will want to keep in 
mind the possibility of further reiSnements in this working draft of 
the preamble at a later date. I  am sure that they as well as we will 
want to make further constructive contributions towards making 
our preamble a fitting statement for the far-reaching agreement the 
world expects to emerge from our discussions. I t is a working draft 
submitted ad referendum and it is open to change, but I  did want to 
report this very wide area of agreement between the two co-Chairmen.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Joint 
Working Draft of the Preamble to the Treaty, April 
17, 1962^

The co-Chairmen have submitted an agreed text of a draft preamble 
of the treaty on general and complete disarmament, indicating two

‘ ENDC/PV.22, pp. 9-13.
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points on which agreement has not been reached.^ Agreement was 
not reached on the words ‘‘in a peaceful world” which appear both 
in the heading itself and in several paragraphs of the text of the draft. 
As I  have already said, they appear not only in the heading but in 
paragraphs 14 and 16 of the preamble. Agreement was also not 
reached on paragraph 15 of the preamble, which our delegation is not 
alone in opposing. Before discussing these two points, on which I  
believe it is essential to restate our position, I  should like to draw 
attention to several remarks made just now by the representative of 
the United States, Mr. Dean, in explaining the position of his country 
and in interpreting individual provisions of this agreed preamble.*

I  note that the United States delegation still adheres to its view 
that there should be not a single draft treaty, but, to use that delega
tion’s words, a basic draft treaty or basic treaty, and that there should 
be additional documents. I  draw attention to this, because in our 
further work on the treaty, we shall clearly come up against this atti
tude of the United States which, in our view, is a definite obstacle to 
further agreement on the draft treaty. But as the United States has 
now dropped its formula, we shall continue to base our work on the 
text now before us in the agreed draft preamble.

The second remark I  would like to make refers to the construction 
placed on the agreed paragraphs 7 and 8, dealing with general and 
complete disarmament.

In explaining these two paragraplis, the representative of the United 
States, as I  understood him from the simultaneous interpretation, 
first said that paragraph 7 provides that ‘‘disarmament must be gen
eral and complete under strict and effective international control” and 
that “such disarmament must be 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 UN Charter”.

Mr. Dean then went on to say, in connexion with paragraph 8, that 
liis delegation regarded “this kind of” general and complete disarma
ment under strict international control “as a sure and practical way 
to fulfil mankind’s age-old dream of ensuring perpetual and inviolable 
peace on earth”. This particular interpretation—^namely, that the 
reference is to “such” disarmament and that paragraphs 7 and 8 are 
inter-connected and interdependent—is not the one we agreed upon.

Furthermore, when we were discussing this question, the United 
States delegation proposed that this word “such” should be included 
in paragraph 8; it proposed the use of the phrase “such general and

 ̂Ante, pp. 340-S42.
• Supra,
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complete disarmament”, but we did not agree to this. We raised ob
jections, and the United States delegation did not insist on the word 
‘̂ such”. Yet, in commenting on this paragraph 8 today, the United 
States delegation still interprets it as referring to ‘̂ such” disarma
ment. We consider that this conflicts with the interpretation we 
agreed upon. We regard this as an important point, although it re
lates only to the single word “such”.̂

Why is this? We consider that general and complete disarma
ment is in itself a sure and practical way to ensure perpetual and 
inviolable peace on earth. By this we mean general and complete 
disarmament, not qualified by any prior conditions. Any attempt to 
lay down prior conditions of this kind would, in our opinion, jeopard
ize the actual implementation of general and complete disarmament, 
since it would imply the existence of predetermined measures and con
ditions which must be fulfilled before general and complete disarma
ment could begin. We consider this approach to be incorrect, since 
it would be tantamount to hampering the process of general and 
complete disarmament by laying down specific conditions which might 
be an obstacle to its actual implementation. That is why we con
sider it impossible to specify iu paragraph 8 that the reference is to 
such general and complete disarmament as that dealt with in para
graph 7.

What we consider absolutely essential is that general and complete 
disarmament should be carried out under strict international control. 
This we do believe. I t  is disarmament of this kind which is a sure 
and practical way to ensure perpetual and inviolable peace. With 
regard to 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, general and complete disarmament must indeed be accom-

' Ambassador Dean immediately made the following reply:
“I should like to confirm what the representative of the Soviet Union has 

said. It is quite correct that my delegation did suggest the addition of the 
word ‘such’ before the words ‘general and complete disarmament* in paragraph 
8 and that after discussion we agreed to the inclusion of paragraph 8 without 
the word ‘such’.

“My delegation believes that general and complete disarmament is sufficiently 
described, or characterized, in the preceding paragraph 7 to establish the 
link which we believe in fact exists. The Soviet delegation is of course per
fectly free, as is any other delegation, to place its own interpretation upon 
these two paragraphs. This is what takes place in the course of trying to 
agree on a composite text. While I confirm what the representative of the 
Soviet Union has said, I also want to confirm the United States interpreta
tion that there is a link and a connexion between the two paragraphs” 
(ENDO/PV.22, p. 14).
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panied by these peaceful reliable procedures and effective arrange
ments. This is true. We are in favour of this. But this is not a 
prior condition for the implementation of general and complete dis
armament. This difference of interpretation has a certain signifi
cance and I  think that in our further discussion of a number of ques
tions, we may be confronted with this somewhat different approach 
to the actual interpretation of general and complete disarmament.

Our differences of opinion on the words “in a peaceful world” turn 
on almost the same issue, approached, so to speak, from the opposite 
angle. The United States delegation insists that the words ‘‘in a 
peaceful world” should be added in all cases where reference is made 
to general and complete disarmament.

The USSR delegation considers it undesirable to include these 
words in the preamble to the treaty, since that would create the im
pression that general and complete disarmament can be carried into 
effect only when all outstanding controversial issues have been settled. 
To qualify disarmament by imposing such conditions would quite 
obviously place obstacles in the path of the actual practical settlement 
of the disarmament problem, since there are always some outstanding 
controversial issues in the world. The whole problem is to create 
conditions for the peaceful settlement of these issues. I f  we await 
the settlement of all controversial issues before solving the problem 
of general and complete disarmament, we may create a situation 
in which a solution of the disarmament problem will meet with 
unnecessary and artificial obstacles.

For these reasons, we consider it undesirable to make the estab
lishment of a “peaceful world” a prerequisite for the solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament. Those are our reasons 
for objecting to the insertion of the words “in a peaceful world” in 
the preamble. These words were admittedly used in the Joint State
ment of Agreed Principles,^ but that does not purport to be a final 
draft of the treaty.

The Soviet delegation also objects to the inclusion in the draft pre
amble of the paragraph 15 proposed by the United States. This 
paragraph is a slightly modified version of paragraph 14 of the 
earlier draft preamble which was submitted to the Committee on
10 April.2 We have already had an opportunity of explaining our 
objections to this paragraph. We pointed out that the first clause of 
this paragraph is a repetition of provisions already contained in para
graphs 3, 6, 13 and 14 of the agreed draft preamble. We also in
dicated that the second clause of this paragraph 15, which states

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
® Ante, pp. 28^290.
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that our goal is “a world where change takes place in accordance- 
with the principles of the United Nations Charter,” is, in our opinion,, 
incorrect in substance.

We have already pointed out that fundamental changes are taking^ 
place in the world. The United States representative has also re
ferred to this point today. These changes are connected, on the one 
hand, with the liberation of former colonial peoples from colonial 
dependency and the creation of new independent States and, on the 
other, with far-reaching social and economic changes resulting from 
the natural historical process of the revolutionary transformation of 
society in accordance with the interests and wishes of the popular 
masses fighting for their national and social emancipation. I t would, 
therefore, be quite unrealistic to suppose that all these processes can 
be contained within any predetermined legal framework. I f  this 
course were to be adopted, it would mean that we were trying to in
terfere in the domestic affairs of peoples and to impede natural his
torical processes taking place in society. We cannot agree to this.

I t  should be noted that, during the Committee’s discussion of the 
draft preamble on 10 April, many delegations expressed certain 
doubts about the desirability of including the present paragraph 15— 
it was then paragraph 14—in the draft preamble. I  recall that the 
representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, stated that his delegation had 
some doubt whether this paragraph is really necessary.^ Doubts were 
also expressed by the representative of Ethiopia, who pointed out 
that States and peoples all over the world have different concepts and 
standards of justice and that it might therefore be inadvisable to 
include the ideas contained in paragraph 15 (then paragraph 14) 
in the form in which they are expressed in that paragraph.^

The representative of India, Mr. Lall, also expressed doubts, and 
so did Mr. Godber, who associated himself with the representative 
of Ethiopia. The Soviet delegation, for reasons which we have al
ready given at a previous meeting and which I  have just briefly re
stated, considers it undesirable to retain the present paragraph 15,. 
which, as I  have already pointed out, both duplicates provisions al
ready contained in the preamble— t̂his has incidentally been admitted 
by Mr. Dean today—and contains a provision, the substance of which 
is such that no one who believes in the progressive development of 
society can agree to include it in the draft preamble.

This is why we could not agree to the inclusion of this paragraph 
in the draft preamble.

^ENDC/PV.17, p. 24.
p. 34.
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Despite these differences, we consider that the agreement we have 
reached on the remaining paragraphs—in fact, on all the remaining 
paragraphs—of the preamble to the treaty marks a definite advance^ 
and we believe that we can go forward and begin to work out the 
obligations of States under the articles and parts of the treaty which 
set out these obligations, starting with article 1. We have already 
begun to discuss these questions, and I  think that, if we adopt a co
operative attitude, we will be able to make further progress in pre
paring a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament which 
could serve as a document to which all the States of the world would 
affix their signatures.

Together with all members of our Committee, we shall press on 
with this work and try to overcome obstacles and differing approaches 
which might hamper agreement on this draft treaty. We base our 
position on the assumption that all States represented here are in
terested in facilitating the accomplishment of the primary task fac
ing our Committee, and in being able to report considerable progress 
in this respect to the United Nations Disarmament Commission by
1 June.

We have agreed with the representative of the United States on a 
brief text which we propose should be included in the communique 
of today’s meeting and which reads as follows:

The co-Chairmen (the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 
States of America) have reached, with the exceptions indicated in brackets, 
agreement on the preamble to the treaty which the Committee is drafting. 
The Committee approved the working draft preamble as so far developed 
by the co-Chairmen.

We propose that this text should be included in the communique 
of today’s meeting.^

United States Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Outline of Basic Provisions 
of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in 
a Peaceful World, April 18, 1962 “

In order to assist in the preparation of a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament in a peaceful world, the United States submits

 ̂The Cochairmen’s recommendation was adopted, and the proposed text was 
included in the communique of the 22d plenary meeting.

® ENDC/30, Apr. 18, and CoiT. 1, Apr. 25, 1962. U.S. amendments are printed: 
pasty pp. 718, 728-730.
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the following outline of basic provisions of such a treaty. The l^re- 
amble of such a treaty has already been the subject of negotiations and 
is therefore not submitted as part of this treaty outline.

A. Ohjectwes

1. To ensure that (a) disarmament is general and complete and war 
is no longer an instrument for settling international problems, and 
(b) general and complete disarmament is accompanied by the estab
lishment of reliable procedures for the settlement of disputes and 
by effective arrangements for the maintenance of peace in accordance 
with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations.

2. Taking into account paragraphs 3 and 4 below, to provide, 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 armaments 
as well as their liquidation or conversion to peaceful uses;

(b) Elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, biological 
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 de
struction ;

(d) Abolition of the organizations and institutions designed to 
organize the military efforts of states, cessation of military training, 
and closing of all military training institutions;

(e) Discontinuance of military expenditures.

3. To ensure that, at the completion of the program for general and 
complete disarmament, states would 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 per
sonal security of citizens.

4. To ensure that during and after implementation of general and 
complete disarmament, states also would support and provide agreed 
manpower for a United Nations Peace Force to be equipped with 
agreed types of armaments necessary to ensure that the United Na
tions can effectively deter or suppress any threat or use of arms.

5. To establish and provide for the effective operation of an Inter
national Disarmament Organization within the framework of the 
United Nations for the purpose of ensuring that all obligations under 
the disarmament program would be honored and observed during and 
after implementation of general and complete disarmament; and to 
this end to ensure that the International Disarmament Organization 
and its inspectors would have unrestricted access without veto to all 
places as necessary for the purpose of effective verification.
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B. Princi'ples

The guiding principles during the achievement of these objectives 
are:

1. Disarmament would be implemented until it is completed by 
stages to be carried out within specified time limits.

2. Disarmament would be balanced so that at no stage of the im
plementation of the treaty could any state or group of states gain mili
tary advantage, and so that security would be ensured equally for all.

3. Compliance with all disarmament obligations would be effectively 
verified during and after their entry into force. Verification ar
rangements would be instituted progressively as necessary to ensure 
throughout the disarmament process that agreed levels of armaments 
and armed forces were not exceeded.

4. As national armaments are reduced, the United Nations would 
be progressively strengthened in order to improve its capacity to 
ensure international security and the peaceful settlement of differences 
as well as to facilitate the development of international cooperation in 
common tasks for the benefit of mankind.

5. Transition from one stage of disarmament to the next would 
take place upon decision that all measures in the preceding stage 
had been implemented and verified and that any additional arrange
ments required for measures in the next stage were ready to operate.

INTRODUCTION

The Treaty would contain three stages designed to achieve a perma
nent state of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. 
The Treaty would enter into force upon the signature and ratification 
of the United States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist Ke- 
publics and such other states as might be agreed. Stage I I  would 
begin when all militarily significant states had become Parties to the 
Treaty and other transition requirements had been satisfied. Stage 
I I I  would begin when all states possessing armed forces and arma
ments had become Parties to the Treaty and other transition require
ments had been satisfied. Disarmament, verification, and measures 
for keeping the peace would proceed progressively and proportionately 
beginning with the entry into force of the Treaty.

STAGE I

Stage I  would begin upon the entry into force of the Treaty and 
would be completed within three years from that date.
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During Stage I  the Parties to the Treaty would undertake:

1. To reduce their armaments and armed forces and to carry out 
other agreed measures in the manner outlined below;

2. To establish the International Disarmament Organization upon 
the entry into force of the Treaty in order to ensure the verij&cation 
in the agreed manner of the obligations undertaken; and

3. To strengthen arrangements for keeping the peace through the 
measures outlined below.

A. Armaments

1. Keduction of Armaments

a. Specified Parties to the Treaty, as a first stage toward general 
and complete disarmament in a peaceful world, would reduce by thirty 
per cent the armaments in each category listed in subparagraph b. 
below. Except as adjustments for production would be permitted in 
Stage I  in accordance with paragraph 3 below, each type of armament 
in the categories listed in subparagraph b. would be reduced by thirty 
per cent of the inventory existing at an agreed date.

b. All types of armaments within agreed categories would be 
subject to reduction in Stage I  (the following list of categories, and 
of types within categories, is illustrative) :

(1) Armed comba;t aircraft having an empty weight of 40,000 
kilograms or greater; missiles having a range of 5,000 kilo
metres or greater, together with their related fixed launching pads; 
and submarine-launched missiles and air-to-surface missiles having 
a range of 300 kilometres or greater.

(Within this category, the United States, for example, would de
clare as types of armaments: the B-52 aircraft; Atlas missiles to
gether with their related fixed launching pads; Titan missiles 
together with their related fixed launching pads; Polaris missiles; 
Hound Dog missiles; and each new type of armament, such as Min- 
uteman missiles, which came within the category description, to
gether with, where applicable, their related fixed launching pads. 
The declared inventory of types within the category by other Parties 
to the Treaty would be similarly detailed.)

(2) Armed combat aircraft having an empty weight of between
15.000 kilograms and 40,000 kilograms and those missiles not in
cluded in category (1) having a range between 300 kilometres and
5.000 kilometres, together with any related fixed launching pads. 
(The Parties would declare their armaments by types within the 
category.)
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(3) Armed combat aircraft having an empty weight of between 
^,500 and 15,000 kilograms. (The Parties would declare their ar
maments by types within the category.)

(4) Surface-to-surface (including submarine-launched missiles) 
and air-to-surface aerodynamic and ballistic missiles and free rock- 
-ets having a range of between 10 kilometres and 300 kilometres, to
gether with any related fixed launching pads. (The Parties would 
declare their armaments by types within the category.)

(5) Anti-missile missile systems, together with related fixed 
launching pads. (The Parties would declare their armaments by 
^ypes within the category.)

(6 ) Surface-to-air missiles other than anti-missile missile systems, 
together with any related fixed launching pads. (The Parties 
would declare their armaments by types within the category.)

(7) Tanks. (The Parties would declare their armaments by 
types within the category.)

(8) Armoured cars and armoured personnel carriers. (The Par
ties would declare their armaments by types within the category.)

(9) All artillery, and mortars and rocket launchers having a cal
iber of 100 mm. or greater. (The Parties would declare their ar
maments by types within the category.)

(10) Combatant ships with standard displacement of 400 tons or 
greater of the following classes: Aircraft carriers, battleships, cruis
ers, destroyer types and submarines. (The Parties would declare 
their armaments by types within the categoiy.)

2. Method of Reduction
a. Those Parties to the Treaty which were subject to the reduc

tion of armaments would submit to the International Disarmament 
Organization an appropriate declaration respecting inventories of 
their armaments existing at the agreed date.

b. The reduction would be accomplished in three steps, each con
sisting of one year. One-third of the reduction to be made during 
Stage I  would be carried out during each step.

c. During the first part of each step, one-third of the armaments 
to be eliminated during Stage I  would be placed in depots under 
supervision of the International Disarmament Organization. Dur
ing the second part of each step, the deposited armaments would be 
destroyed or, where appropriate, converted to peaceful uses. The 
number and location of such depots and arrangements respecting 
their establishment and operation would be set forth in an annex to 
the Treaty.

d. In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in 
a Treaty annex on verification, the International Disarmament Or-
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ganization would verify the foregoing reduction and would provide 
assurance that retained armaments did not exceed agreed levels.

3. Limitation on Production of Armaments and on Eelated 
Activities

a. Production of all armaments listed in subparagraph b. of para
graph 1. above would be limited to agreed allowances during Stage I  
and, by the beginning of Stage II , would be halted except for pro
duction within agreed limits of parts for maintenance of the agreed 
retained armaments.

b. The allowances would permit limited production in each of the 
categories of armaments listed in subparagraph b. of paragraph 1. 
above. In  all instances during the process of eliminating production 
of armaments:

(1) any armament produced within a category would be com
pensated for by an additional armament destroyed within that cate
gory to the end that the ten per cent reduction in numbers in each 
category in each step, and the resulting thirty per cent reduction in 
Stage I, would be achieved; and furthermore

(2) in the case of armed combat aircraft having an empty 
weight of 15,000 kilograms or greater and of missiles having a 
range of 300 kilometres or greater, the destructive capability of 
any such armaments produced within a category would be com
pensated for by the destruction of sufficient armaments within that 
category to the end that the ten per cent reduction in destructive 
capability as well as numbers in each of these categories in each 
step, and the resulting thirty per cent reduction in Stage I, would 
be achieved.

c. Should a Party to the Treaty elect to reduce its production 
in any category at a more rapid rate than required by the allowances 
provided in subparagraph b. above, that Party would be entitled to 
retain existing armaments to the extent of the unused portion of its 
production allowance. In any such instance, any armament so 
retained would be compensated for in the manner set forth in sub- 
paragraph b .(l) and, where applicable, b.(2) above, to the end that 
the ten per cent reduction in numbers and, where applicable, destruc
tive capability in each category in each step, and the resulting thirty 
per cent reduction in Stage I  would be achieved.

d. The flight testing of missiles would be limited to agreed annual 
quotas.

e. In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in 
the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organiza
tion would verify the foregoing measures at declared locations and



U.S. TREATY OUTLINE, APRIL 18 357

would provide assurance that activities subject to the foregoing 
measures were not conducted at undeclared locations.

4. Additional Measures

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to examine unresolved ques
tions relating to means of accomplishing in Stages I I  and I I I  the 
reduction and eventual elimination of production and stockpiles of 
chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction. In light of this 
examination, the Parties to the Treaty would agree to arrangements 
concerning chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction.

B. Armed Forces

1. Eeduction of Armed Forces

Force levels for the United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics would be reduced to 2.1 million each and 
for other specified Parties to the Treaty to agreed levels not exceed
ing 2.1 million each. All other Parties to the Treaty would, with 
agreed exceptions, reduce their force levels to 100,000 or one per cent 
of their population, whichever were higher, provided that in no case 
would the force levels of such other Parties to the Treaty exceed 
levels in existence upon the entry into force of the Treaty.

2. Armed Forces Subject to Reduction

Agreed force levels would include all full-time, uniformed person
nel maintained by national governments in the following categories:

a. Career personnel of active armed forces and other personnel 
serving in the active armed forces on fixed engagements or contracts.

b. Conscripts performing their required period of full-time active 
duty as fixed by national law.

c. Personnel of militarily organized security forces and of other 
forces or organizations equipped and organized to perform a military 
mission.

3. Method of Reduction of Armed Forces.

The reduction of force levels would be carried out in the following 
manner :

a. Those Parties to the Treaty which were subject to the foregoing 
reductions would submit to the International Disarmament Organi
zation a declaration stating their force levels at the agreed date.

b. Force level reductions would be accomplished in three steps, 
each having a duration of one year. During each step force levels 
would be reduced by one-third of the difference between force levels



358 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

existing at the agi*eed date and the levels to be reached at the end o f 
Stage I.

c. In  accordance with arrangements that would be set forth in 
the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organiza
tion would verify the reduction of force levels and provide assurance 
that retained forces did not exceed agreed levels.

4. Additional Measures

The Parties to the Treaty which were subject to the foregoing reduc
tions would agree upon appropriate arrangements, including proce
dures for consultation, in order to ensure that civilian employment by 
military establishments would be in accordance with the objectives of 
the obligations respecting force levels.

C. Nuclear Weapons

1. Production of Fissionable Materials for Nuclear Weapons

a. The Parties to the Treaty would halt the production of fission
able materials for use in nuclear weapons.

b. This measure would be carried out in the following manner:

(1) The Parties to the Treaty would submit to the International 
Disarmament Organization a declaration listing by name, locationr 
and production capacity every facility under their jurisdiction capa
ble of producing and processing fissionable materials at the agreed: 
date.

(2) Production of fissionable materials for purposes other than 
use in nuclear weapons would be limited to agreed levels. The Par
ties to the Treaty would submit to the International Disarmament 
Organization periodic declarations stating the amounts and types 
of fissionable materials which were still being produced at each 
facility.

(3) In accordance with arrangements which would be set fortJi 
in the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Orga
nization would verify the foregoing measures at declared facilities 
and would provide assurance that activities subject to the foregoing 
limitations were not conducted at undeclared facilities.

2. Transfer of Fissionable Material to Purposes Other Than Use in 
Nuclear Weapons

a. Upon the cessation of production of fissionable materials for 
use in nuclear weapons, the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics would each transfer to purposes other 
than use in nuclear weapons an agreed quantity of weapons-grade 
U-235 from past production. The purposes for which such materials
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would be used would be determined by the state to which the material 
belonged, provided that such materials were not used in nuclear 
weapons.

b. To ensure that the transferred materials were not used in nu
clear weapons, such materials would be placed under safeguards and 
inspection by the International Disarmament Organization either in 
stockpiles or at the facilities in which they would be utilized for pur
poses other than use in nuclear weapons. Arrangements for such safe
guards and inspection would be set forth in the annex on verification.

3. Transfer of Fissionable Materials Between States for Peaceful 
Uses of Nuclear Energy

a. Any transfer of fissionable materials between states would be 
for purposes other than for use in nuclear weapons and would be 
subject to a system of safeguards to ensure that such materials were- 
not used in nuclear weapons.

b. The system of safeguards to be applied for this purpose would 
be developed in agreement with the International Atomic Energy 
Agency and would be set forth in an annex to the Treaty.

4. Non-Transfer of Nuclear Weapons

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to seek to prevent the crea
tion of further national nuclear forces. To this end the Parties would 
agree th a t:

a. Any Party to the Treaty which had manufactured, or which 
at any time manufactures, a nuclear weapon would:

(1) Not transfer control over any nuclear weapons to a state 
which had not manufactured a nuclear weapon before an agreed 
date;

(2) Not assist any such state in manufacturing any nuclear 
weapons.

b. Any Party to the Treaty which had not manufactured a nuclear 
weapon before the agreed date would:

(1) Not acquire, or attempt to acquire, control over any nuclear 
weapons;

(2) Not manufacture, or attempt to manufacture, any nuclear 
weapons.

5. Nuclear Weapons Test Explosions

a. I f  an agreement prohibiting nuclear weapons test explosions 
and providing for effective international control had come into force 
prior to the entry into force of the Treaty, such agreement would be
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come an annex to the Treaty, and all the Parties to the Treaty would 
be bound by the obligations specified in the agreement.

b. If, however, no such agreement had come into force prior to 
the entry into force of the Treaty, all nuclear weapons test explosions 
would be prohibited, and the procedures for effective international 
control would be set forth in an annex to the Treaty.

6. Additional Measures

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to examine remaining un
resolved questions relating to the means of accomplishing in Stages
I I  and I I I  the reduction and eventual elimination of nuclear weapons 
stockpiles. In  the light of this examination, the Parties to the Treaty 
would agree to arrangements concerning nuclear weapons stockpiles.

D. Outer Space

1. Prohibition of Weapons of Mass Destruction in Orbit

The Parties to the Treaty would agree not to place in orbit weap
ons capable of producing mass destruction.

2. Peaceful Cooperation in Space

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to support increased inter
national cooperation in peaceful uses of outer space in the United 
Nations or through other appropriate arrangements.

3. Notification and Pre-Launch Inspection

With respect to the launching of space vehicles and missiles:

a. Those Parties to the Treaty which conducted launchings of 
space vehicles or missiles would provide advance notification of such 
launchings to other Parties to the Treaty and to the International 
Disarmament Organization together with the track of the space ve
hicle or missile. Such advance notification would be provided on a 
timely basis to permit pre-launch inspection of the space vehicle 
or missile to be launched.

b. In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in 
the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organiza
tion would conduct pre-launch inspection of space vehicles and missiles 
and would establish and operate any arrangements necessary for de
tecting unreported launchings.

4. Limitations on Production and on Kelated Activities

The production, stockpiling and testing of boosters for space vehicles 
would be subject to agreed limitations. Such activities would be 
monitored by the International Disarmament Organization in accord-
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ance with arrangements which would be set forth in the annex on 
verification.

E. Military Expenditures

1. Eeport on Expenditures

The Parties to the Treaty would submit to the International Dis
armament Organization at the end of each step of each stage a re
port on their military expenditures. Such reports would include an 
itemization of military expenditures.

2. Verifiable Reduction of Expenditures

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to examine questions related 
to the verifiable reduction of military expenditures. In the light of 
this examination, the Parties to the Treaty would consider appro
priate arrangements respecting military expenditures.

F. Reduction of the Risk of War

In order to promote confidence and reduce the risk of war, the Par
ties to the Treaty would agree to the following measures:

1. Advance Notification of Military Movements and Manoeuvres

Specified Parties to the Treaty would give advance notification of 
major military movements and manoeuvres to other Parties to the 
Treaty and to the International Disarmament Organization. Specific 
arrangements relating to this conmaitment, including the scale of 
movements and manoeuvres to be reported and the information to be 
transmitted, would be agreed.

2. Observation Posts

Specified Parties to the Treaty would permit observation posts to 
be established at agreed locations, including major ports, railway 
<ientres, motor highways, river crossings, and air bases to report on 
concentrations and movements of military forces. The number of 
such posts could be progressively expanded in each successive step 
of Stage I. Specific arrangements relating to such observation posts, 
including the location and staffing of posts, the method of receiving 
and reporting information, and the schedule for installation of posts 
^vould be agreed.

3. Additional Observation Arrangements

The Parties to the Treaty would establish such additional observa
tion arrangements as might be agreed. Such arrangements could be 
extended in an agreed manner during each step of Stage I.

688-714— 63— vol. I-------25
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4. Exchange of Military Missions

Specified Parties to the Treaty would undertake the exchange of 
military missions between states or groups of states in order to im
prove communications and understanding between them. Specific 
arrangements respecting such exchanges would be agreed.

5. Communications between Heads of Government

Specified Parties to the Treaty would agree to the establishment of 
rapid and reliable communications among their heads of goverimaent 
and with the Secretary-General of the United Nations. Specific ar
rangements in this regard would be subject to agreement among the 
Parties concerned and between such Parties and the Secretary- 
General.

6. International Commission on Reduction of the Risk of War

The Parties to the Treaty would establish an International Com
mission on Reduction of the Risk of War as a subsidiary body of the 
International Disarmament Organization Lo examine and make rec  ̂
ommendations regarding further measures that might be undertaken 
during Stage I  or subsequent stages of disarmament to reduce the 
risk of war by accident, miscalculation, failure of communications,, 
or surprise attack. Specific arrangements for such measures as might 
be agreed to by all or some of the Parties to the Treaty would be 
subject to agreement among the Parties concerned.

G. The International Disarmament Organization

1. Establishment of the International Disarmament Organization

The International Disarmament Organization would be established 
upon the entry into force of the Treaty and would function within 
the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with the 
terms and conditions of the Treaty.

2. Cooperation of the Parties to the Treaty

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to cooperate promptly and 
fully with the International Disarmament Organization and to assist 
the International Disarmament Organization in the performance of 
its functions and in the execution of the decisions made by it in accord
ance with the provisions of the Treaty.

3. Verification Functions of the International Disarmament Organi
zation

The International Disarmament Organization would verify dis
armament measures in accordance wif h die following principles which..
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would be implemented through specific arrangements set forth in the 
annex on verification:

a. Measures providing for reduction of armaments would be 
verified by the International Disarmament Organization at agreed 
depots and would include verification of the destruction of arma
ments and, where appropriate, verification of the conversion of arma
ments to peaceful uses. Measures providing for reduction of armed 
forces would be verified by the International Disarmament Organi
zation either at the agreed depots or other agreed locations.

b. Measures halting or limiting production, testing, and other 
specified activities would be verified by the International Disarma
ment Organization. Parties to the Treaty would declare the nature 
and location of all production and testing facilities and other specified 
activities. The International Disarmament Organization would have 
access to relevant facilities and activities wherever located in the 
territory of such Parties.

c. Assurance that agreed levels of armaments and armed forces 
were not exceeded and that activities limited or prohibited by the 
Treaty were not being conducted clandestinely would be provided 
by the International Disarmament Organization through agreed ar
rangements which would have the effect of providing that the extent 
of inspection during any step or stage would be related to the amount 
of disarmament being undertaken and to the degree of risk to the 
Parties to the Treaty of possible violations. This might 'be accom
plished, for example, by an arrangement embodying such features 
as the following:

(1) All parts of the territory of those Parties to the Treaty 
to which this form of verification was applicable would be subject 
to selection for inspection from the beginning of Stage I  as provided 
below.

(2) Parties to the Treaty would divide their territory into an 
agreed number of appropriate zones and at the beginning of each 
step of disarmament would submit to the International Disarma
ment Organization a declaration stating the total level of arma
ments, forces, and specified types of activities subject to verification 
within each zone. The exact location of armaments and forces 
within a zone would not be revealed prior to its selection for 
inspection.

(3) An agreed number of these zones would be progressively 
inspected by the International Disarmament Organization during 
Stage I  according to an agreed time schedule. The zones to be 
inspected would be selected by procedures which would ensure 
their selection by Parties to the Treaty other than the Party whose
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territory was to be inspected or any Party associated with i t  
Upon selection of each zone, the Party to the Treaty whose terri
tory was to be inspected would declare the exact location of arma
ments, forces and other agreed activities within the selected zone. 
During the veriJfication process, arrangements would be made to 
provide assurance against undeclared movements of the objects of 
verification to or from the zone or zones being inspected. Both 
aerial and mobile ground inspection would be employed within 
the zone being inspected. In so far as agreed measures being veri
fied were concerned access within the zone would be free and un
impeded, and verification would be carried out with the full 
cooperation of the state being inspected.

(4) Once a zone had been inspected it would remain open for 
further inspection while verification was being extended to addi
tional zones.

(5) By the end of Stage III , when all disarmament measures 
had been completed, inspection would have been extended to all 
parts of the territory of Parties to the Treaty.

4. Composition of the International Disarmament Organization

a. The International Disarmament Organization would have:

(1) A General Conference of all the Parties to the Treaty;
(2) A Control Council consisting of representatives of all the 

major signatory powers as permanent members and certain other 
Parties to the Treaty on a rotating basis; and

(3) An Administrator who would administer the International 
Disarmament Organization under the direction of the Control Coun
cil and who would have the authority, staff, and finances adequate 
to ensure effective and impartial implementation of the functions 
of the International Disarmament Organization.

b. The General Conference and the Control Council would have 
power to establish such subsidiary bodies, including expert study 
groups, as either of them might deem necessary.

5. Functions of the General Conference

The General Conference would have the following functions, among 
others which might be agreed:

a. Electing non-permanent members to the Control Council;
b. Approving certain accessions to the Treaty;
c. Appointing the Administrator upon recommendation of the 

Control Council;
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d. Approving agreements between the International Disarma
ment Organization and the United Nations and ottier international 
organizations;

e. Approving the budget of the International Disarmament 
Organization;

f. Requesting and receiving reports from the Control Council 
and deciding upon matters referred to it by the Control Council;

g. Approving reports to be submitted to bodies of the United 
Nations;

h. Proposing matters for consideration by the Control Council;
i. Eequesting the International Court of Justice to give advisory 

opinions on legal questions concerning the interpretation or applica
tion of the Treaty, subject to a general authorization of this power 
by the General Assembly of the United Nations;

j. Approving amendments to the Treaty for possible ratification 
by the Parties to the Treaty;

k. Considering matters of mutual interest pertaining to the 
Treaty or disarmament in general.

6. Functions of the Control Council

The Control Council would have the following functions, among 
others which might be agreed:

a. Recommending appointment of the Administrator;
b. Adopting rules for implementing the terms of the Treaty;
c. Establishing procedures and standards for the installation 

and operation of the verification arrangements, and maintaining 
supervision over such arrangements and the Administrator;

d. Establishing procedures for making available to the Parties 
to the Treaty data produced by verification arrangements;

e. Considering reports of the Administrator on the progress of 
disarmament measures and of their verification, and on the installa
tion and operation of the verification arrangements;

f. Recommending to the Conference approval of the budget of 
the International Disarmament Organization;

g. Requesting the International Court of Justice to give advisory 
opinions on legal questions concerning the interpretation or applica
tion of the Treaty, subject to a general authorization of this power 
by the General Assembly of the United Nations;

h. Recommending to the Conference approval of certain acces
sions to the Treaty;

i. Considering matters of mutual interest pertaining to the Treaty 
or to disarmament in general.
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7. Functions of the Administrator

The Administrator would have the following functions, among 
others which might be agreed:

a. Administering the installation and operation of the verification 
arrangements, and serving as Chief Executive Officer of the Inter
national Disarmament Organization;

b. Making available to the Parties to the Treaty data produced 
by the verification arrangements;

c. Preparing the budget of the International Disarmament 
Organization;

d. Making reports to the Control Council on the progress of dis
armament measures and of their verification, and on the installation 
and operation of the verification arrangements.

8. Privileges and Immunities

The privileges and immunities which the Parties to the Treaty 
would grant to the International Disarmament Organization and its 
staff and to the representatives of the Parties to the International 
Disarmament Organization, and the legal capacity which the Inter
national Disarmament Organization should enjoy in the territory 
of each of the parties to the Treaty would be specified in an annex to 
the Treaty.

9. Relations with the United Nations and Other International Or
ganizations

a. The International Disarmament Organization, being estab
lished within the framework of the United Nations, would conduct 
its activities in accordance with the purposes and principles of the 
United Nations. I t  would maintain close working arrangements 
with the United Nations, and the Administrator of the International 
Disarmament Organization would consult with the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations on matters of mutual interest.

b. The Control Council of the International Disarmament Or
ganization would transmit to the United Nations annual and other 
reports on the activities of the International Disarmament Organiza
tion.

c. Principal organs of the United Nations could make recom
mendations to the International Disarmament Organization, which 
would consider them and report to the United Nations on action 
taken.

N o t e : The above outline does not cover all the possible details or 
aspects of relationships between the International Disar
mament Organization and the United Nations.
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H. Measures To Strengthen Arrangements for Keeping the Peace

1. Obligations Concerning Threat or Use of Force

The Parties to the Treaty would undertake obligations to refrain, 
in their international relations, from the threat or use of force of 
îny type—^including nuclear, conventional, chemical or biological 

means of warfare—contrary to the purposes and principles of the 
United Nations Charter.

2. Eules of International Conduct

a. The Parties to the Treaty would agree to support a study by 
n subsidiary body of the International Disarmament Organization 
of the codification and progressive development of rules of inter
national conduct related to disarmament.

b. The Parties to the Treaty would refrain from indirect aggres
sion and subversion. The subsidiary body provided for in subpara
graph a. would also study methods of assuring states against indirect 
aggression or subversion.

3. Peaceful Settlement of Disputes

a. The Parties to the Treaty would utilize all appropriate 
processes for the peaceful settlement of all disputes which might arise 
between them and any other state, whether or not a Party to the 
Treaty, including negotiation, inquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbi
tration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or arrange
ments, submission to the Security Coimcil or the General Assembly 
of the United Np t̂ions, or other peaceful means of their choice.

b. The Parties to the Treaty would agree that disputes concerning 
the interpretation or application of the Treaty which were not settled 
by negotiation or by the International Disarmament Organization 
would be subject to referral by any party to the dispute to the Inter
national Court of Justice, unless the parties concerned agreed on 
another mode of settlement.

c. The Parties to the Treaty would agree to support a study under 
the General Assembly of the United Nations of measures which should 
be undertaken to make existing arrangements for the peaceful settle
ment of international disputes, whether legal or political in nature, 
more effective; and to institute new procedures and arrangements 
where needed.

4. Maintenance of International Peace and Security

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to support measures 
strengthening the structure, authority, and operation of the United 
Nations so as to improve its capability to maintain international peace 
and security.
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5. United Nations Peace Force

The Parties to the Treaty would undertake to develop arrangements 
during Stage I  for the establisliment in Stage I I  of a United Nations 
Peace Force. To this end, the Parties to the Treaty would agree on 
the following measures within the United Nations:

a. Examination of the experience of the United Nations leading 
to a further strengthening of United Nations forces for keeping the 
peace;

b. Examination of the feasibility of concluding promptly the 
agreements envisaged in Article 43 of the United Nations Charter;

c. Conclusion of an agreement for the establishment of a United 
Nations Peace Force in Stage II, including definitions of its purpose^ 
mission, composition and strength, disposition, command and control,. 
training, logistical support, financing, equipment and armaments.

6. United Nations Peace Observation Corps

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to support the establishment 
within the United Nations of a Peace Observation Corps, staffed with 
a standing cadre of observers who could be despatched promptly to 
investigate any situation which might constitute a threat to or a 
breach of the peace. Elements of the Peace Observation Corps could 
also be stationed as appropriate in selected areas throughout the world.

I. Transition

1. Transition from Stage I  to Stage I I  would take place at the end 
of Stage I, upon a determination that the following circumstances 
existed:

a. All undertakings to be carried out in Stage I  had been carried
out;

b. All preparations required for Stage I I  had been made; and
c. All militarily significant states had become Parties to the 

Treaty.

2. During the last three months of Stage I, the Control Council 
would review the situation respecting these circumstances with a view 
to determining whether these circumstances existed at the end of 
Stage I.

3. If, at the end of Stage I, one or more permanent members of 
the Control Council should declare that the foregoing circumstances 
did not exist, the agreed period of Stage I  would, upon the request 
of such permanent member or members, be extended by a period or 
periods totalling no more than three months for the purpose of bring
ing about the foregoing circumstances.
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4. If, upon the expiration of such period or periods, one or more 
of the permanent members of the Control Council should declare 
that the foregoing circumstances still did not exist, the question would 
be placed before a special session of the Security Council; transition 
to Stage I I  would take place upon a determination by the Security 
Council that the foregoing circumstances did in fact exist.

STAGE II

Stage I I  would begin upon the transition from Stage I  and would 
be completed within three years from that date.

During Stage II, the Parties to the Treaty would undertake:

1. To continue all obligations undertaken during Stage I ;
2. To reduce further the armaments and armed forces reduced dur

ing Stage I  and to carry out additional measures of disarmament in 
the manner outlined below;

3. To ensure that the International Disarmament Organization 
T70uld have the capacity to verify in the agreed manner the obligations 
undertaken during Stage I I ; arid

4. To strengthen further the arrangements for keeping the peace 
through the establishment of a United Nations Peace Force and 
through the additional measures outlined below.

A. Armaments

I. Eeduction of Armaments

a. Those Parties to the Treaty which had during Stage I  reduced 
their armaments in agreed categories by thirty per cent would during 
.Stage I I  further reduce each type of armaments in the categories 
listed in Section A, subparagraph l.b of Stage I  by fifty per cent of 
the inventory existing at the end of Stage I.

b. Those Parties to the Treaty which had not been subject to 
measures for the reduction of armaments during Stage I  would submit 
to the International Disarmament Organization an appropriate dec
laration respecting the inventories by types, within the categories 
listed in Stage I, of their armaments existing at the beginning of Stage
II. Such Parties to the Treaty would during Stage I I  reduce the 
inventory of each type of such armaments by sixty-five per cent in 
order that such Parties would accomplish the same total percentage of 
reduction by the end of Stage I I  as would be accomplished by those 
Parties to the Treaty which had reduced their armaments by thirty 
per cent in Stage I.
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2. Additional Armaments Subject to Reduction

a. The Parties to the Treaty would submit to the International 
Disarmament Organization a declaration respecting their inventories 
existing at the beginning of Stage I I  of the additional types of arma
ments in the categories listed in subparagraph b. below, and would 
during Stage I I  reduce the inventory of each type of such armaments 
by fifty per cent.

b. All types of armaments within further agreed categories would 
be subject to reduction in Stage I I  (the following list of categories 
is illustrative) :

(1) Armed combat aircraft having an empty weight of up to 
2,500 kilograms (declarations by types).

(2) Specified types of unarmed military aircraft (declarations 
by types).

(3) Missiles and free rockets having a range of less than 10 kilo
meters (declarationsby types).

(4) Mortars and rocket launchers having a caliber of less than 
100 mm. (declarations by types).

(5) Specified types of unarmoured personnel carriers and trans
port vehicles (declarations by types).

(6) Combatant ships with standard displacement of 400 tons or 
greater which had not been included among the armaments listed 
in Stage I, and combatant ships with standard displacement of less 
than 400 tons (declarations by types).

(7) Specified types of non-combatant naval vessels (declarations 
by typ^s).

(8) Specified types of small arms (declarations by types).

c. Specified categories of ammunition for armaments listed in 
Stage I, Section A, subparagraph l.b., and in subparagraph b. above 
would be reduced to levels consistent with the levels of armaments 
agreed for the end of Stage II.

3. Method of reduction

The foregoing measures would be carried out and would be verified 
by the International Disarmament Organization in a manner cor
responding to that provided for in Stage I, Section A, paragraph 2.

4. Limitation on Production of Armaments and on Related Activities

a. The Parties to the Treaty would halt the production of arma
ments in the specified categories except for production, within agreed 
limits, of parts required for maintenance of the agreed retained 
armaments.
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b. The production of ammunition in specified categories would be 
reduced to agreed levels consistent with the levels of armaments agreed 
for the end of Stage II.

c. The Parties to the Treaty would halt development and testing 
of new types of armaments. The flight testing of existing types of 
missiles would be limited to agreed annual quotas.

d. In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth 
in the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organiza
tion would verify the foregoing measures at declared locations and 
would provide assurance that activities subject to the foregoing meas
ures were not conducted at undeclared locations.

5. Additional Measures

a. In the light of their examination during Stage I  of the means 
of accomplishing the reduction and eventual elimination of production 
and stockpiles of chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction, 
the Parties to the Treaty would undertake the following measures 
respecting such weapons:

(1) The cessation of all production and field testing of chemical 
and biological weapons of mass destruction.

(2) The reduction, by agreed categories, of stockpiles of chemical 
and biological weapons of mass destruction to levels fifty per cent 
below those existing at the begimiing of Stage II.

(3) The dismantling or conversion to peaceful uses of all facilities 
engaged in the production or field testing of chemical and biological 
weapons of mass destruction.

b. The foregoing measures would be carried out in an agreed se
quence and through arrangements which would be set forth in an 
annex to the Treaty.

c. In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth 
in the annex on verification the International Disarmament Orga
nization would verify the foregoing measures and would provide assur
ance that retained levels of chemical and biological weapons did not 
exceed agreed levels and that activities subject to the foregoing limita
tions were not conducted at undeclared locations.

B. Armed Forces

1. Reduction of Armed Forces

a. Those Parties to the Treaty which had been subject to measures 
providing for reduction of force levels during Stage I  would further 
reduce their force levels on the following basis:
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(1) Force levels of the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics would be reduced to levels fifty per 
cent below the levels agreed for the end of Stage I.

(2) Force levels of other Parties to the Treaty which had been 
subject to measures providing for the reduction of force levels during 
Stage I  would be further reduced, on the basis of an agreed percent
age, below the levels agreed for the end of Stage I  to levels which 
would not in any case exceed the agreed level for the United States 
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics at the end 
of Stage II.

b. Those Parties to the Treaty which had not been subject to 
measures providing for the reduction of armed forces during Stage 
I  would reduce their force levels to agreed levels consistent with those 
to be reached by other parties which had reduced their force levels 
during Stage I  as well as Stage H . In no case would such agreed 
levels exceed the agreed level for the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics at the end of Stage II.

c. Agreed levels of armed forces would include all personnel 
in the categories set forth in Section B, paragraph 2 of Stage I.

2. Method of Reduction

The further reduction of force levels would be carried out and 
would be verified by the International Disarmament Organization in 
a manner corresponding to that provided for in Section B, paragraph 
3 of Stage I.

3. Additional Measures

Agreed limitations consistent with retained force levels would be 
placed on compulsory military training, and on refresher training for 
reserve forces of the Parties to the Treaty.

C, Nuclear Weapons

1. Reduction of Nuclear Weapons

In the light of their examination during Stage I  of the means of 
accomplishing the reduction and eventual elimination of nuclear weap
ons stockpiles, the Parties to the Treaty would undertake to reduce 
in the following manner remaining nuclear weapons and fissionable 
materials for use in nuclear weapons:

a. The Parties to the Treaty would submit to the International 
Disarmament Organization a declaration stating the amounts, types, 
and nature of utilization of all their fissionable materials.

b. The Parties to the Treaty would reduce the amoimts and types 
of fissionable materials declared for use in nuclear weapons to mini-
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miiin levels on the basis of agreed percentages. The foregoing reduc
tion would be accomplished through the transfer of such materials 
to purposes other than use in nuclear weapons. The purposes for 
which such materials would be used would be determined by the state 
to which the materials belonged, provided that such materials were 
not used in nuclear weapons.

c. The Parties to the Treaty would destroy the non-nuclear com
ponents and assemblies of nuclear weapons from which fissionable 
materials had been removed to effect the foregoing reduction of fis
sionable materials for use in nuclear weapons.

d. Production or refabrication of nuclear weapons from any 
remaining fissionable materials would be subject to agreed limitations.

e. The foregoing measures would be carried out in an agreed 
sequence and through arrangements which would be set forth in an 
annex to the Treaty.

f. In accordance with arrangements that would be set forth 
in the verification annex to the Treaty, the International Disarma
ment Organization would verify the foregoing measures at declared 
locations and would provide assurance that activities subject to the 
foregoing limitations were not conducted at undeclared locations.

2. Registration of Nuclear Weapons for Verification Purposes

To facilitate verification during Stage I I I  that no nuclear weapons 
remained at the disposal of the Parties to the Treaty, those Parties 
to the Treaty which possessed nuclear weapons would, during the last 
six months of Stage II, register and serialize their remaining nuclear 
weapons and would register remaining fissionable materials for use 
in such weapons. Such registration and serialization would be carried 
out with the International Disarmament Organization in accord
ance with procedures which would be set forth in the annex on 
verification.

D. Military Bases and Facilities

1. Reduction of Military Bases and Facilities

The Parties to the Treaty would dismantle or convert to peaceful 
uses agreed military bases and facilities, wherever they might be 
located.

2. Method of Reduction

a. The list of military bases and facilities subject to the fore
going measures and the sequence and arrangements for dismantling 
or converting them to peaceful uses would be set forth in an annex 
to the Treaty.
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b. In  accordance with arrangements which would be set forth 
in the annex on veriJ&cation, the International Disarmament Orga
nization would verify the foregoing measures.

E. Reduction of the Risk of War

In the light of the examination by the International Commission 
on Reduction of the Risk of War during Stage I  the Parties to the 
Treaty would undertake such additional arrangements as appeared 
desirable to promote confidence and reduce the risk of war. The 
Parties to the Treaty would also consider extending and improving 
the measures undertaken in Stage I  for this purpose. The Commis
sion would remain in existence to examine extensions, improvements 
or additional measures which might be undertaken during and after 
Stage II.

F. The International Disarmament Organization

The International Disarmament Organization would be strength
ened in the manner necessary to ensure its capacity to verify the 
measures undertaken in Stage I I  through an extension of the ar
rangements based upon the principles set forth in Section G, para
graph 3 of Stage I.

G. Measures To Strengthen Arrangements for Keeping the Peace

1. Peaceful Settlement of Disputes

a. In light of the study of peaceful settlement of disputes con
ducted during Stage I, the Parties to the Treaty would agree to such 
additional steps and arrangements as were necessary to assure the 
just and peaceful settlement of international disputas, whether legal 
or political in nature.

b. The Parties to the Treaty would undertake to accept without 
reservation, pursuant to Article 36, Paragraph (1) of the Statute of 
the International Court of Justice, the compulsory jurisdiction of that 
Court to decide international legal disputes.

2. Rules of International Conduct

a. The Parties to the Treaty would contmue their support of the 
study by the subsidiary body of the International Disarmament Or
ganization initiated in Stage I  to study the codification and progres
sive development of rules of international conduct related to 
disarmament. The Parties to the Treaty would agree to the establish
ment of procedures whereby rules recommended by the subsidiary 
body and approved by the Control Council would be circulated to all 
Parties to the Treaty and would become effective three months there
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after unless a majority of the Parties to the Treaty signified their 
disapproval, and whereby the Parties to the Treaty would be bound 
by rules which had become effective in this way unless, within a period 
of one year from the effective date, they formally notified the Inter
national Disarmament Organization that they did not consider them
selves so bound. Using such procedures, the Parties to the Treaty 
would adopt such rules of international conduct related to disarma
ment as might be necessary to begin Stage III.

b. In the light of the study of indirect aggression and subversion 
conducted in Stage I, the Parties to the Treaty would agree to ar
rangements necessary to assure states against indirect aggression and 
subversion.

3. United Nations Peace Force

The United Nations Peace Force to be established as the result 
of the agreement reached during Stage I  would come into being within 
the first year of Stage I I  and would be progressively strengthened 
during Stage II.

4. United Nations Peace Observation Corps

The Parties to the Treaty would conclude arrangement for the 
expansion of the activities of the United Nations Peace Observation 
Corps.

5. National Legislation

Those Parties to the Treaty which had not already done so would, 
in accordance with their constitutional processes, enact national legis
lation in support of the Treaty imposing legal obligations on individ
uals and organizations under their jurisdiction and providing 
iippropriate penalties for noncompliance.

H. Transition

1. Transition from Stage I I  to Stage I I I  would take place at the 
end of Stage II, upon a determination that the following circum
stances existed:

a. All undertakings to be carried out in Stage I I  had been carried
•out;

b. All preparations required for Stage I I I  had been made; and
c. All states possessing armed forces and armaments had become 

Parties to the Treaty.

2. During the last three months of Stage II, the Control Council 
would review the situation respecting these circumstances with a view 
to determining at the end of Stage I I  whether they existed.
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3. If, at the end of Stage II, one or more permanent members of 
the Control Comicil should declare that the foregoing circumstances 
did not exist, the agreed period of Stage I I  would, upon the request 
of such permanent member or members, be extended by a period or 
periods totalling no more than three months for the purpose of bring
ing about the foregoing circumstances.

4. If, upon the expiration of such period or periods, one or more 
of the permanent members of the 'Control Council should declare 
that the foregoing circumstances still did not exist, the question would 
be placed before a special session of the Security Council; transition 
to Stage I I I  would take place upon a determination by the Security 
Council that the foregoing circumstances did in fact exist.

STAGE III

Stage I I I  would begin upon the transition from Stage I I  and would 
be completed within an agreed period of time as promptly as possible.

During Stage III , the Parties to the Treaty would undertake:

1. To continue all obligations undertaken during Stages I  and I I ;
2. To complete the process of general and complete disarmament 

in the manner outlined below;
3. To ensure that the International Disarmament Organization 

would have the capacity to verify in the agreed manner the obliga
tions undertaken during Stage I I I  and of continuing verification sub
sequent to the completion of Stage I I ; and

4. To strengthen further the arrangements for keeping the peace 
during and following the achievement of general and complete dis
armament through the additional measures outlined below.

A. Armaments

1. Keduction of Armaments

Subject to agreed requirements for non-nuclear armaments of agreed 
types for national forces required to maintaiQ internal order and pro
tect the personal security of citizens, the Parties to the Treaty would 
eliminate all armaments remaining at their disposal at the end of 
Stage II.

2. Method of Reduction

a. The foregoing measure would be carried out in an agreed 
sequence and through arrangements that would be set forth in an 
annex to the Treaty.

bi In accordance with arrangements that would be set forth in the 
annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organization
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would verify the foregoing measures and would provide assurance 
that retained armaments were of the agreed types and did not exceed 
agreed levels.

3. Limitations on Production of Armaments and on Related Activities

a. Subject to agreed arrangements in support of national forces 
required to maintain internal order and protect the personal security 
of citizens and subject to agreed arrangements in support of the United 
Nations Peace Force, the Parties to the Treaty would halt all applied 
research, development, production, and testing of armaments and 
would cause to be dismantled or converted to peaceful uses all other 
facilities for such purposes.

b. The foregoing measures would be carried out in an agreed 
sequence and through arrangements which would be set forth in an 
annex to the Treaty.

c. In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth 
in the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organi
zation would verify the foregoing measures at declared locations and 
would provide assurance that activities subject to the foregoing mea>s- 
ures were not conducted at undeclared locations.

B. Armed Forces

1. Reduction of Armed Forces

To the end that upon completion of Stage I I I  they would have at 
their disposal only those forces and organizational arrangements neces
sary for agreed forces to maintain internal order and protect the per
sonal security of citizens and that they would be capable of providing 
agreed manpower for the United Nations Peace Force, the Parties 
to the Treaty would complete the reduction of their force levels, dis
band systems of reserve forces, cause to be disbanded organizational 
arrangements comprising and supporting their national military es
tablishment, and terminate the employment of civilian personnel as
sociated with the foregoing.

2. Method of Reduction

a. The foregoing measures would be carried out in an agreed 
sequence through arrangements which would be set forth in an annex 
to the Treaty.

b. In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in 
the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organi
zation would verify the foregoing measures and would provide assur
ance that the only forces and organizational arrangements retained or 
subsequently established were those necessary for agreed forces re-

688- 714— 63—vol. I----- 26
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quired to maintain internal order and to protect the personal security 
of citizens and those for providing agreed manpower for the United 
Nations Peace Force.

3. Other Limitations

The Parties to the Treaty would halt all military conscription and 
would undertake to annul legislation concerning national military 
establishments or military service inconsistent with the foregoing 
measures.

C. Nuclear Weapons

1. Reduction of Nuclear Weapons

In light of the steps taken in Stages I  and I I  to halt the production 
of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons and to reduce nu
clear weapons stockpiles, the Parties to the Treaty would eliminate 
all nuclear weapons remaining at their disposal, would cause to be 
dismantled or converted to peaceful use all facilities for production 
of such weapons, and would transfer all materials remaining at their 
disposal for use in such weapons to purposes other than use in such 
weapons.

2. Method of Reduction

a. The foregoing measures would be carried out in an agreed 
sequence and through arrangements which would be set forth in an 
annex to the Treaty.

b. In  accordance with arrangements which would be set forth 
in the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organi
zation would verify the foregoing measures and would provide assur
ance that no nuclear weapons or materials for use in such weapons 
remained at the disposal of the Parties to the Treaty and that no such 
weapons or materials were produced at undeclared facilities.

D. Military Bases and Facilities

1. Reduction of Military Bases and Facilities

The Parties to the Treaty would dismantle or convert to peaceful 
uses the military bases and facilities remaining at their disposal, 
wherever they might be located, in an agreed sequence except for such 
agreed bases or facilities within the territory of the Parties to 
the Treaty for agreed forces required to maintain internal order and 
protect the personal security of citizens.

2. Method of Reduction

a. The list of military bases and facilities subject to the foregoing 
measure and the sequence and arrangements for dismantling or con
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verting tnem to peaceful uses during Stage I I I  would be set forth 
in an annex to the Treaty.

b. In  accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in 
the annex on verification, the International Disarmament Organiza
tion would verify the foregoing measure at declared locations and 
provide assurance that there were no undeclared military bases and 
facilities.

E. Research and Development of Military Significance

1. Reporting Requirement

The Parties to the Treaty would undertake the following measures 
respecting research and development of military significance subse
quent to Stage I I I :

a. The Parties to the Treaty would report to the International 
Disarmament Organization any basic scientific discovery and any tech
nological invention having potential military significance.

b. The Control Council would establish such expert study groups 
as might be required to examine the potential military significance 
of such discoveries and inventions and, if necessary, to recommend 
appropriate measures for their control. In the light of such expert 
study, the Parties to the Treaty would, where necessary, establish 
agreed arrangements providing for verification by the International 
Disarmament Organization that such discoveries and inventions were 
not utilized for military purposes. Such arrangements would become 
an annex to the Treaty.

c. The Parties to the Treaty would agree to appropriate ar
rangements for protection of the ownership rights of all discoveries 
and inventions reported to the International Disarmament Organiza
tion in accordance with subparagraph a. above.

2. International Co-operation

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to support full international 
co-operation in all fields of scientific research and development, and 
to engage in free exchange of scientific and technical information and 
free interchange of views among scientific and technical personnel.

F. Reduction of the Risk of War

1. Improved Measures

In the light of the Stage I I  examination by the International Com
mission on Reduction of the Risk of War, the Parties to the Treaty 
would undertake such extensions and improvements of existing ar
rangements and such additional arrangements as appeared desirable
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to promote confidence and reduce the risk of war. The Commission, 
would remain in existence to examine extensions, improvements o r 
additional measures which might be taken during and after Stage III .

2. Application of Measures to Continuing Forces

The Parties to the Treaty would apply to national forces required 
to maintain internal order and protect the personal security of citizens  ̂
those applicable measures concerning the reduction of the risk of war 
that had been applied to national armed forces in Stages I  and II.

G. International Disarmament Organization

The International Disarmament Organization would be strengthened, 
in the manner necessary to ensure its capacity (1) to verify the meas
ures undertaken in Stage I I I  through an extension of arrangements 
based upon the principles set forth in Section G, paragraph 3 of 
Stage I  so that by the end of Stage III , when all disarmament 
measures had been completed, inspection would have been extended to 
all parts of the territory of Parties to the Treaty; and (2) to provide 
continuing verification of disarmament after the completion of' 
Stage III.

H. Measures To Strengthen Arrangements for Keeping the Peace

1. Peaceful Change and Settlement of Disputes

The Parties to the Treaty would undertake such additional steps., 
and arrangements as were necessary to provide a basis for peaceful 
change in a disarmed world and to continue the just and peaceful 
settlement of all international disputes, whether legal or political 
in nature.

2. Rules of International Conduct

The Parties to the Treaty would continue the codification and pro
gressive development of rules of international conduct related to dis
armament in the manner provided in Stage I I  and by any other agreed 
procedure.

3. United Nations Peace Force

The Parties to the Treaty would progressively strengthen the United 
Nations Peace Force established in Stage I I  until it had sufiicient 
armed forces and armaments so that no state could challenge it.

I. Completion of Stage III

I. At the end of the time period agreed for Stage III , the Control 
Council would review the situation with a view to determining
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î vhether all undertakings to be carried out in Stage I I I  had been 
'Carried out.

2. In the event that one or more of the permanent members of 
the Control Council should declare that such undertakings had not 
been carried out, the agreed period of Stage I I I  would, upon the re
quest of such permanent member or members, be extended for a period 
or periods totalling no more tlian three months for the purpose of 
completing any uncompleted undertakings. If, upon the expiration 
of such period or periods, one or more of the permanent members of 
the Control Council should declare that such undertakings still had 
not been carried out, the question would be placed before a special 
session of the Security Council, which would determine whether Stage 
I I I  had been completed.

3. After the completion of Stage III, the obligations undertaken 
in Stages I, I I  and I I I  would continue.

GENERAL PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL STAGES

1. Subsequent Modifications or Amendments of the Treaty

The Parties to the Treaty would agree to specific procedures for 
considering amendments or modifications of the Treaty which were 
believed desirable by any Party to the Treaty in the light of experience 
in the early period of implementation of the Treaty. Such procedures 
would include provision for a conference on revision of the Treaty 
after a specified period of time.

2. Interim Agreement

The Parties to the Treaty would undertake such specific arrange
ments, including the establishment of a Preparatory Commission, as 
were necessary between the signing and entry into force of the Treaty 
to ensure the initiation of Stage I  immediately upon the entry into 
force of the Treaty, and to provide an interim forum for the exchange 
of views and information on topics relating to the Treaty and to the 
achievement of a permanent state of general and complete disarma
ment in a peaceful world.

3. Parties to the Treaty, Ratification, Accession and Entry into Force
of the Treaty

a. The Treaty would be open to signature and ratification, or ac
cession by all members of the United Nations or its specialized 
agencies.

b. Any other state which desired to become a Party to the Treaty 
could accede to the Treaty with the approval of the Conference on 
recommendation of the Control Council.
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c. The Treaty would come into force when it had been ratified
b y  states, including the United States of America, the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, and an agreed number of the following 
states: _______________________ _______

d. In  order to assure the achievement of the fundamental purpose 
of a permanent state of general and complete disarmament in a peace
ful world, the Treaty would specify that the accession of certain 
militarily significant states would be essential for the continued effec
tiveness of the Treaty or for the coming into force of particular 
measures or stages.

e. The Parties to the Treaty would undertake to exert every effort 
to induce other states or authorities to accede to the Treaty.

f. The Treaty would be subject to ratification or acceptance in ac
cordance with constitutional processes.

g. A Depository Government would be agreed upon which would 
have all of the duties normally incumbent upon a Depository. Al
ternatively, the United Nations would be the Depository.

4. Finance

a. In order to meet the financial obligations of the International 
Disarmament Organization, the Parties to the Treaty would bear 
the International Disarmament Organizations expenses as provided 
in the budget approved by the General Conference and in accordance 
with a scale of apportionment approved by the General Conference.

b. The General Conference would exercise borrowing powers on 
behalf of the International Disarmament Organization.

5. Authentic Texts

The text of the Treaty would consist of equally authentic versions 
in English, French, Russian, Chinese and Spanish.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, April 
18, 1 9 6 2 ^

On 25 September 1961 the President of the United States submitted 
to the United Nations the United States “Programme for general and 
complete disarmament in a peaceful world” in order to end the age- 
old fear of mankind: the dread scourge of war.^ This programme

* ENDC/PV.23, pp. 5-16.
’ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 475-482.
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provided for the elimination of all national armed forces and all 
national armaments. I t provided for verification of disarmament 
obligations and for the strengthening of dispute-settling and peace
keeping institutions. I t called for the accomplishment of these ends 
in three balanced stages.

You are all familiar with our 25 September programme. You have 
our pamphlet setting it forth. I t  has also been circulated as Con
ference document ENDC/6.

The Secretary of State of the United States, when he met here with 
your Foreign Ministers last month, presented certain details.^ He 
emphasized that the United States plan for general and com
plete disarmament did indeed provide for general and complete 
disarmament.

He presented additional details particularly in elaboration of stage 
I  of the United States programme. The Secretary of State proposed 
that in the first stage all nuclear delivery vehicles and all major 
conventional armaments be reduced by thirty per cent. He explained 
that provision must be made not only to achieve and maintain reduced 
numbers of weapons but also, in the case of strategic delivery vehicles, 
to achieve and maintain reduced destructive capability as well.

He proposed that, after cessation of production of fissionable ma
terial for use in weapons, the United States and the Soviet Union 
should each transfer 50,000 kilogrammes of weapons-grade U-235 
to non-weapons purposes, in order to reduce stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons material.

The Secretary of State proposed that a system of progressive zonal 
inspection might solve the verification problem in a way which ensured 
that the amount of inspection was proportional to the amount o f 
disarmament.

He further proposed that steps be taken immediately to reduce the 
risks of war. He referred to measures designed to minimize the 
chances of war by accident, miscalculation, failure of communication 
or surprise attack, measures that we have offered to discuss in the 
Committee of the Whole.

Since the visit of the Secretary of State to Geneva, the United 
States has developed additional specific proposals in our plan for 
general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. These addi
tional specific proposals are embodied in a draft treaty outline which 
I  now table on behalf of the United States Government at this Con- 
ference.2 I  ask that it be circulated as a Conference document. Copies: 
of the document are now being distributed to you.

 ̂See ante, pp. 142-149.
* Supra,
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The treaty outline is a detailed working paper containing the sub
stance of the basic provisions which would ultimately be included in 
a formal treaty on general and complete disarmament as our work 
here at the Conference progresses. The United States wants this 
document, together with documents presented by other members of 
our Conference, to be considered by the Conference in its efforts to 
produce agreement on general and complete disarmament.

As you see, the United States document is entitled “Outline of basic 
provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a 
peaceful world”. We have not included in the document the pre* 
amble, the working draft of which was approved ad referendwn at 
our meeting yesterday.^ The document does contain the sections 
which set forth the disarmament, verification and peace-keeping 
measures to be carried out in each of the three stages.

Let me explain, at the beginning that with respect to disarmament 
the scheme of the United States plan is a simple one. Fundamentally 
it is that the nations of the world should seize a moment in time to 
stop the arms race, to freeze the military situation as it then appears 
and to shrink it progressively to zero, always keeping the relative 
military positions of the parties to the treaty as near as possible to 
what it was at the beginning.

Of course, the simple scheme of shrinking, or miniaturization, must 
allow for some variations. This is because it is probable that not all 
nations will be in the plan at the beginning; it is because production 
of all armaments cannot and should not be shut down overnight; 
it is because not all other things in the world will be shrinking along 
with armaments. The skies, the oceans and outer space, for example, 
will not be shrinking, nor will the degree of commitment of a nation 
to its ideals. Those cannot be made to shrink with the armaments, 
and it is fortunate that this is so.

Nevertheless, as I  have said, the scheme of the United States plan 
is simple. I t  is a plan—with minor variations during the first few 
years caused by the tapering-off of production—under which all mili
tary forces and establishments of all parties shrink together and in 
proportion*

This is as it should be. Each nation understands its present forces; 
each nation understands its neighbours’ present forces. The United 
States plan for general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world maintains that position. Think of a balloon: instead of per
mitting more and more air to be blown into the balloon until it bursts, 
the air is let out of the balloon, and the balloon shrinks in simple pro

 ̂Antê  pp. 340-^42.
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portion until the air is all gone. This is the essence of the United 
States plan.

I  now come to some details of the treaty outline. Of course, I  
shall not mention all its provisions; there are too many for that^ 
But let me mention some highlights.

Stage I  starts on page 3, stage I I  on page 20, and stage I I I  on page 
28 of the text that is now being circulated to representatives.^

In stage I  the United States proposes a broad series of measures 
with respect to the reduction of armaments and armed forces; the 
establishment of an international disarmament organization to ensure 
the enforcement in an agreed manner of the obligations undertaken; 
and measures to strengthen arrangements for keeping the peace.

The United States proposes during stage I  a 30 per cent cut in all 
armaments the reduction of which it seems practicable to supervise. 
That is, stage I  provides for a 30 per cent cut in all nuclear delivery 
vehicles and all major conventional armaments. This cut should 
be made in three yearly steps of 10 per cent each. The cut would be 
applied to the armaments of the United States, those of the Soviet 
Union and those of other parties to the treaty as might be agreed. 
I t would be applied, with minor variations with which I  will deal 
later, to all types of nuclear delivery vehicles and major conventional 
armaments.

Let me show you the armaments we are talking about and the way 
this cut would work. There is an illustrative list of categories on 
pages 3 and 4 of the treaty outline. This list is intended to include 
all nuclear delivery vehicles and all major conventional armaments 
it is intended to include all armaments the reduction of which we 
coujd reasonably expect to supervise in stage I.

The list includes all missiles and rockets with range in excess of 
ten kilometres together with their related fixed launching pads; all 
armed aircraft weighing over 2,500 kilogrammes; all tanks; all 
armoured cars and armoured personnel carriers; all aircraft carriers,, 
battleships, cruisers, destroyer types and submarines; and so on.

Look with me, if you will, at the first category, on page 3 [antey 
p. 354]. By “category”, I  mean, of course, a fairly broad class of 
armaments, and by “type”, a further sub-division within a category. 
This first category includes the most powerful armaments.

I t includes all armed combat aircraft having an empty weight of 
40,000 kilogrammes, missiles having a range of 5,000 kilometres or 
greater, together with their fixed launching pads, and submarine- 
launched missiles and air-to-surface missiles having a range of 300 
kilometres or greater. We propose not only that the total armaments

 ̂I.e., pp. 353,360, 376 of the present publication.
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in this category but also, with the small exception I  have referred to 
before, that each type of armament in this category be cut 30 per 
cent.

A “type” is a very narrow class of armament. The United States 
would therefore have to apply this cut to its B-52 aircraft, to its 
Titan missiles, to its Atlas missiles, to its submarine-launched Polaris 
missiles, to its Hound Dog missiles and to any other type of delivery 
vehicle which, by the time the treaty was negotiated, came into the 
category description. The United States inventory of each of these 
types of vehicles would have to be reduced by 30 per cent.

In this same category of nuclear delivery vehicles, the Soviet Union, 
for example, would have to apply the 30 per cent cut to its heavy 
four-tui'boprop bomber designed by Tupolev and known in the West 
as the “Bear” ; to its heavy four-jet bomber designed by Miasishchev 
and called in the West the “Bison” ; to its intercontinental missiles of 
the types fired to the Kamchatka peninsula and into the Pacific; 
to its missiles on submarines; to its air-to-surface missiles displayed 
last year with the “Bear” bomber; and so on.

In the case of the United States Titan and Atlas missiles, as in the 
case of the Soviet missiles in this category, related fixed launching 
pads would be cut along with the missiles. The same would be true 
with respect to fixed launching pads related to missiles which would 
be cut in other categories.

Another category can be used to illustrate the manner of reduction. 
For example, category 7 includes all tanks. In the case of the United 
States, the cut in armaments would be a cut in each and every type 
of United States tank—such as the M-47 medium tank, the M-48 
medium tank, and the M-60 main battle tank. ^

In the case of the Soviet Union, the destruction would have to apply 
to its JS -III heavy tanks, the T-10 heavy tanks, the T-54 medium 
tanks, the T-34/85 medium tanks, the PT-76 amphibious light tanks, 
and so on—a 30 per cent reduction in the inventories in each and every 
type.

The same principle would apply across the board in stage I, and, 
as you will see later, it would apply through stages I I  and III.

The method of reduction is described in paragraph 2, which begins 
on page 4 of the treaty outline [ante  ̂ p. 355]. This method of re
duction proposes that, during the first part of each of the three one- 
year steps, one-third of the armaments to be eliminated during the 
whole of stage I  would be placed in depots under the supervision of 
the international disarmament organization. During the second part 
of each step, the deposited armaments would be destroyed or, where 
it made sense and could be adequately supervised, converted to peace
ful uses.
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Verification that armaments were destroyed and assurance that 
retained armaments did not exceed agreed levels would be provided 
by the international disarmament organization in accordance with 
arrangements to be worked out and set forth in an annex to the 
treaty.

I  will describe later in more detail the type of method the United 
States has in mind for verifying the fact that retained armaments 
do not exceed agreed levels. I t is enough to say at this point that 
it will be worked out in such a manner as to provide that the extent 
of the inspection is related to the amount of disarmament being under
taken and to the degree of risk to the parties to the treaty of possible 
violations.

In dealing with armaments, we have of course to deal with the prob
lem of production. The United States treaty outline provides that, 
by the beginning of stage II, production ghall be halted, except for 
the production of spare parts. I t  is simply not practical to impose 
such a restriction on the production of armaments while we are just 
starting down the path to disarmament in stage I. Why ? First, all 
nations will not be in the plan at the start, and second, we will not 
have developed the necessary confidence in the process to make this 
possible. This confidence will come and increase as our work on 
general and complete disarmament goes on.

I t will be possible, however, to impose restrictions on production 
during stage I, and the United States treaty outline provides that, 
during stage I, production should be limited to agreed allowances 
which permit only limited production in each of the categories to 
which I  have referred. I t  is in this connexion that, during stage I  
only, the reductions of armaments, as I  mentioned earlier, cannot be 
precisely by type across the board. I t might not be possible to slice 
up a battleship in three parts. But by the end of stage I, production 
of all new armaments will have been halted.

There should be no misunderstanding about one thing, however. 
The production which is permitted in no way limits the obligation, 
which is absolute, to reduce armaments by a net of 30 per cent over 
the three years in stage I. Any armament produced in a category 
must be compensated for, under the United States treaty outline, by 
the destruction of sufficient additional armaments in that category to 
ensure that the 30 per cent reduction in the category is maintained. 
The exact way in which these adjustments are handled is set out on 
pages 5 and 6 of the treaty outline.^

As for force levels, you are familiar with the United States pro
posal for reduction by the United States and the Soviet Union. In

 ̂Ante, pp. 355-356.
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stage I  the United States and the Soviet Union would reduce their 
armed forces to 2.1 million each. The treaty outline, at page 6, pro
vides further that the forces of other “specified parties” would be 
fixed at agreed levels not exceeding 2.1 million each.  ̂ I t  provides 
also that all other parties to the treaty would, with certain agreed 
exceptions, reduce their force levels to 100,000 or one per cent of their 
population, whichever was higher, provided that in no case would 
existing force levels be exceeded.

The United States treaty outline also attacks directly the nuclear 
threat. During stage I, fissionable material production for use in 
weapons would be halted and the United States and the Soviet Union 
would begin to transfer agreed quantities of weapons-grade U-235 
from past production to purposes other than weapons. You will note 
that I  used the term “agreed quantities”. As I  recalled earlier this 
morning, the Secretary of State in his speeches here last month pro
posed that the United States and the Soviet Union should each transfer 
50̂ 000 kilogrammes of weapons-grade U-235 to non-weapons 
purposes.^

The United States stands behind this offer of 50,000 kilogrammes 
each. I t  is a very meaningful offer. We are prepared to implement 
it, and we are prepared to listen to views on it. In substance, what 
the United States is now saying to the Soviet Union is th is: “If  our 
earlier offer of 50,000 kilogranunes of weapon-grade U-235 is not 
acceptable to you, then what is acceptable? Make an offer of your 
own. We can discuss it and see if we cannot agree on the quantities of 
this death-dealing material which each of us should remove from 
weapons or weapon pipelines. But let us get on with this discussion.” 

As you can see, stage I  includes other measures:

The nuclear Powers would agree not to transfer control over any 
nuclear weapons to a non-nuclear State and not to assist a non
nuclear State in manufacturing any nuclear weapons.

The parties would agree, if such an agreement had not already 
been reached, to prohibit, under effective international control, the 
testing of nuclear weapons.

The parties would agree not to place in orbit weapons capable of 
producing mass destruction. Such measures would include advance 
notification of launchings, pre-launch inspection of space vehicles 
and missiles, and limitations on the production, stockpiling and 
testing of boosters for space vehicles. Agreement on this measure 
could represent a real step forward towards international co-opera
tion in peaceful uses of outer space.

 ̂See ante, p. 357.
 ̂Ante, pp. 146-147.
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The paities would implement a group of measures by which 
the risk of war by accident, miscalculation, failure of communica
tions or surprise attack might be reduced. Measures to reduce the 
risk of war would include advance notification of military move
ments and manoeuvres, the establishment of observation posts at 
agreed locations to report on concentrations and movements of mili
tary forces, the creation of additional observation arrangements, an 
exchange of military missions, rapid conmiunications betweeen 
heads of government, and the creation of an international commis
sion to examine and make recommendations regarding further 
measures.

Measures designed to strengthen arrangements for keeping the peace 
are an important part of stage I. The parties would agree to refrain 
from the threat or use of any type of force contrary to the purposes and 
the principles of the United Nations Charter. They would agree to 
refrain from indirect aggression and subversion, and would undertake 
to examine methods of assuring all States against such indirect aggres
sion or subversion. Studies regarding the establishment of further 
rules of international conduct and the strengthening of procedures 
to maintain peace and settle disputes would be undertaken. The 
parties would agree to support measures to improve the capability 
of the United Nations to maintain peace and security. Disputes con
cerning the interpretation or application of the treaty could be referred 
to the International Court of Justice. A United Nations peace obser
vation corps would be established. Finally, the parties to the treaty 
would undertake to develop arrangements during stage I for the estab
lishment of a United Nations peace force in stage II, including the 
conclusion of a detailed agreement relating to such a force.

Stage I I  carries on boldly from stage I. I t  would become feasible 
to include more armaments and to cut off entirely the production of 
new armaments; remaining inventories of armaments would be re
duced; dispute-settling and peace-keeping machinery would be de
veloped further.

Stage II , as I  said earlier, would, like stage I, be of three years’ 
duration, according to our present best estimate. In stage II, those 
parties which had been in since the beginning would slash their re
maining armaments in half. New parties to the treaty would reduce 
their armaments by 65 percent, to match the reductions made in 
stages I and I I  by the original parties to the treaty.

Kemaining armed forces of the United States and the Soviet Union 
would likewise be cut by half. This means that the United States is 
proposing force levels of 1,050,000 each for itself and for the Soviet
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L'liion at the end of stage II. The forces of other States Avould be re
duced by agreed percentages.

The parties to the treaty would in stage II, on the basis of agreed 
percentages, reduce nuclear weapons and stockpiles of fissionable mate
rials for use in weapons to minimum levels, determined in the light 
of their stage I  examination of the means of reducing and eliminating 
nuclear weapon stockpiles.

The parties to the treaty would also dismantle or convert to peaceful 
uses agreed military bases and facilities, wherever they might be 
located, in an agreed sequence.

During stage I I  the strengthening of the dispute-settling and 
peace-keeping arrangements begun in stage I  would continue. This 
process would include acceptance of the compulsory jurisdiction of 
the International Court of Justice to decide international legal dis
putes, the development of rules of international conduct and methods 
of settling disputes, and the establishment and progressive strengthen
ing of the United Natiojis peace force.

During stage I I I  the parties would continue the disarmament proc
ess which had been started in stages I  and I I  mitil they achieved 
the goal of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. 
An additional measure which would have to be included in stage I I I  
would be the reporting to the international disarmament organization 
of all scientific and technological discoveries of possible military 
significance. The international disarmament organization would be 
charged with establishing agreed arrangements to ensure that these 
discoveries were not used for military purposes— t̂o ensure that some 
new scientific breakthrough did not reverse the process of general and 
complete disarmament which had been so carefully achieved.

The duration of stage III , as I  said at the beginning, is not specified. 
Rather it is proposed that stage I I I  “would be completed within an 
agreed period of time as promptly as possible”.

At the end of stage III , 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. States shall support and provide agreed 
manpower for a United Nations peace force which would be progres
sively strengthened during Stage I I I  until it had sufficient armed 
forces and armaments so that no State—I  repeat, no State—could 
challenge it.

Except in connexion with the reporting of scientific discoveries 
in stage III, I  have so far not mentioned the international disar
mament organization. The organization, referred to as the IDO, will 
of course play an important role in the plan from the very beginning.

The United States proposes the establishment of an international
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disarmament organization which would have the fmiction of verifying 
that countries lived up to the obligation, or the several obligations, 
which they undertook in a disarmament agreement. In describing 
the functions of this organization, the United States has given a great 
deal of thought to the proper application of two principles which 
were set forth in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for dis
armament negotiations which representatives of the United States and 
the Soviet Union signed on 20 September 1961.̂

The first of these principles is :
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 honouring their obligations.

I  think we can cut through all the unprofitable, unrealistic and tire
some exercises in semantics as to whether a particular measure of 
control is control over “disarmament” or control over “armaments” 
by pointing out that under this principle it is the nature of the 
obligation that determines the type of control which is necessary.

Paragraph 3 on page 13 of the draft treaty outline sets forth the 
way in which the United States has tried to put this principle into 
practice.^ Sub-paragraph (a) of the paragraph points out that, 
where the obligation relates solely to the reduction of armaments, the 
verification measures need relate only to the reduction process.

A good illustration of this point is our proposal that the United 
States and the Soviet Union each transfer specified quantities of 
weapon-grade U-235 to non-weapon purposes. All that is necessary 
to verify such a measure is that the IDO be able to assure that the 
agreed quantities of U-235—50,000 kilogrammes, or whatever we 
agree upon—were indeed transferred to purposes other than for use 
in weapons and that the IDO be able to inspect and verify that the 
agreed quantities continue to be used for these non-weapon purposes. 
In verifying a measure of this kind, the IDO would not look at the 
remaining stockpiles, because in this particular instance that has no 
bearing on the measure—it does not relate to the specific obligation 
which the parties have undertaken.

Sub-paragraph b of the same paragraph deals with the situation 
which exists when the measure is one in which the parties agree to 
halt or limit production. An illustration of this sort of measure is 
the United States proposal to cut off production of weapon-grade 
fissionable material.

Here again the IDO is required to have access to the relevant 
production facilities and activities, wherever located, on the territory

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196t, pp. 439-442.
 ̂Ante, pp. 3G2-363.
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of the party to the treaty. In verifying such a measure, we believe 
it would be reasonable to start with facilities declared by the party, 
and the interest of the IDO in inspection areas where no facilities 
have been declared is solely one of determining whether clandestine 
facilities exist.

Sub-paragraph c on page 13 deals with the verification procedures 
which are necessary when the obligation is one not to exceed agreed 
levels of armaments or armed forces or not to engage in clandestine 
production activities.^ An illustration of this type of measure would 
be the 2.1 million-man force levels proposed, the maintenance of in
ventories of armaments only at reduced levels, and the limitation on 
production of armaments. In this sub-paragraph the United States 
has made an effort to live up to the sound principle agreed to by the 
United States and the Soviet Union on 20 September 1961, in the 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, that the nature and extent of 
such control depends on:

the requirements for verification of the disarmament measures being carried 
out in each stage.

The United States has restated the principle in stage I  of the treaty 
outline in the following way:

The extent of inspection during any step or stage would be related to the 
amount of disarmament being undertaken and to the degree of risk to the 
parties to the treaty of possible violations.

In its treaty outline the United States proposes, as an example of 
the means by which this principle might be given effect, the concept 
of progressive zonal inspections. I think I  should emphasize that 
this concept is proposed merely as an example. All of us will want 
to give it further study, but it is the sort of measure towards wliich 
we must work if we are to break the impasse which we have so far 
faced on matters of inspection and verification.

Under this concept of progressive zonal inspections, the territory 
of each party would be divided into an agreed number of appropriate 
zones; each party would declare the total level, but initially not the 
precise location, of the armaments, forces and other activities subject 
:to verification within each zone.

These zones would be progressively inspected, starting at the be
ginning of stage I. With the first 10 per cent reduction in armaments 
would come the inspection of the first zones; with the next 10 per cent 
reduction in armaments, more zones would be open to inspection; 
and so on until, at the end, when disarmament was general and com
plete, there would be inspection of the entire territory.

 ̂Ante, p. 363.
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The procedure for selecting the zones to be inspected would be such 
that the State being inspected would have no advance notice of which 
zone would be chosen. Moreover, there would be necessary arrange
ments to prevent clandestine movements of armaments into and out 
of the zone being inspected.

Under a system of progressive zonal inspection, production facili
ties which were declared would be subject to inspection wherever 
located. The progressive zonal inspection would be the only means 
available to the IDO to check on clandestine production.

As I  indicated earlier, the United States is putting forward this 
concept or theory of progressive zonal inspection merely as an inter
esting example of how we might achieve the objective of relating the 
extent of inspection during any step or stage to the amount of dis
armament being undertaken and to the degree of risks to the parties 
to the treaty of possible violations.

I  urge that we all study this method, and indeed all other methods, 
of achieving this objective. We have a completely open mind on 
this subject. If  we make this study, I  am confident that we can work 
out a successful system of verification which will provide firm assur
ance that the parties to the treaty are indeed honouring their obliga
tions. This system, nevertheless, makes the extent of disarmament and 
the extent of inspection proceed together, side by side, until all arms of 
whatever kind or description are destroyed.

In conclusion, I  want to repeat the key characteristics of this United 
States treaty outline which we have submitted to the Conference 
today.

I t  truly beats the swords into ploughshares and realizes the oldest 
dream of man— t̂he end of warfare. I t carries us all the way to gen
eral and complete disarmament in a peaceful world.

I t  provides for the simultaneous development of peace-keeping 
machinery.

I t  provides for verification which is in proportion to disarmament.
I t  calls, as near as may be, for a halt in the arms race—a freezing 

of the great national military capabilities in the world and an across- 
the-board shrinking of those capabilities until they no longer exist.

Let us work together on this proposal with goodwill and imagina
tion. Let us put into fruitful ideas of construction the same amount 
of creative power we now put into weapons of destruction. In this 
way we shall free men for their true destiny, and we shall move for
ward together in conquering disease and poverty and improving the 
material, the cultural and the spiritual welfare of mankind. I t  is 
to this task that we pledge our solemn obligations.

688-714— 63— vol. I-------27
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Statement by the Acting Ethiopian Representative (Sahlu) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Eight 
Nation Memorandum on Nuclear Tests, April 19,1962 ^

Speaking on behalf of the eight delegations which have presented 
the joint memorandum on a nuclear test ban t r e a t y I  want to say 
that we have attentively studied the questions posed by Mr. Dean, 
the United States representative,^ and Mr. Godber, the United King
dom representative, regarding this memorandum.^ I  shall endeavour 
to set forth on behalf of the eight delegations the considerations of 
principle to which these interventions by the United Kingdom and 
United States representatives give rise.

I t  is our conviction that the joint memorandum must in most re
spects rest on its own merits, so to speak. I t is not a blueprint for a 
treaty. I t is rather our considered effort to break the deadlock in the 
three-Power talks. This implies that vast areas in the picture have 
to be filled in by detailed negotiations on the basis suggested in the 
joint memorandum. No delegation of the eight, I feel, can really give 
elaborate explanations which would be a substitute for the work that 
we believe can be undertaken only by the parties concerned. We are 
not in a position to offer a synopsis that will spare you the effort of 
new negotiations, new evaluations, new assessments and new com
promises.

This does not imply that we have lightheartedly and haphazardly 
suggested ideas that are vague because we do not know our own mind. 
Each delegation has certainly given a great deal of thought to the tech
nical and political issues involved. We have certainly tried to bear in 
mind the records of the discussions between the nuclear Powers, their 
various offers and proposals to each other, relevant scientific publica
tions, and also the discussions which the three nuclear delegations 
have had with us and have permitted us to have with their scientists 
and technicians. We have tried to take into account the facts and 
considerations of which we have become aware through various chan
nels, in addition of course to information from sources otherwise avail
able to us.

We feel that the memorandum puts before you the best results of 
our joint thinking. We would like to stress in this context that any 
emphasis we have given to existing scientific work and existing fa-

" ENDO/PV.24, pp. 5-7.
® Ante, pp. 334-336.
® Ante, pp. 336-338.
 ̂Ante, pp. 338-340.
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cilities is meant to be a sincere contribution because we feel it would 
be both unwise and unduly expensive to ignore what science has al
ready achieved in the relevant spheres and the scientific apparatus 
which already exists. There is additional scope, according to our 
memorandum, for further developments by agreement. Our aim and 
purpose in presenting the memorandum was, as has been repeatedly 
indicated, to facilitate a new approach. I t  may be that it would now 
be the wish of the nuclear Powers to ask us to co-operate with them 
in some or all aspects of new negotiations. We shall willingly and 
gladly be of any service that we can in this regard. We should also 
be prepared to make scientific collaboration available to the best of 
our ability.

At this juncture, before we have any clear indication from the 
three countries concerned regarding their willingness to start anew 
on the basis of the joint memorandum, we believe that the mem
orandum has to be interpreted not by us but by you, the three nu
clear Powers. This, we feel, is the most useful approach for all parties 
concerned. I  will go one step further and say that, even if we were 
in a position to answer all your questions, we think this would pre
judge the eventual solutions to such an extent or in such a way that 
agreement on these very solutions would become more difficult to at
tain. Further nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere by both sides 
are now imminent. Medical, genetic and related considerations make 
such testing by whoever is undertaking it contradictory to the aims 
and ambitions of the majority of mankind. Such tests are clearly 
in contradiction of the avowed aims of the nations participating in 
the Disarmament Conference.

We are, however, clearly and painfully aware that the spiralling 
of test series can be broken only if there is the political will to break 
it and if there is a common basis for negotiation. We do not doubt 
that this exists, and we hope that the joint memorandum, as it stands, 
with the difficulties it presents as regards substance, may neverthe
less serve as such a basis. But it would be useless if it were not con
sidered and accepted as a basis for negotiations within the shortest 
possible time. Thus we reiterate our hope that the United States, 
the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom will find it profitable and 
possible to enter into immediate, new and constructive negotiations 
using the joint memorandum as a starting point. This is our hope 
and this is what we, the eight delegations, feel is the pertinent ques
tion. We pray for a speedy and positive answer and action.
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Statement by the Soviet Government Regarding the Eight 
Nation Joint Memorandum on Nuclear Weapon Tests, 
April 19, 1962 ^

On 16 April 1962 eight neutralist States, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, 
India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic, sub
mitted a Joint Memorandum on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests for consideration by the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disar- 
mament.2 After making a careful study of this Memorandum, the So
viet Government deems it necessary to state the following.

The Soviet Government has attached and continues to attach great 
importance to a solution of the question of discontinuing all nuclear 
weapon tests. The reaching of an agreement on this question would 
be a great contribution to the cause of maintaining and consolidating 
peace and would meet the most earnest hopes and aspirations of all 
peoples.

With the conclusion of an agreement on the discontinuance of nu
clear tests, a definite barrier would be placed in the path of the nu
clear arms race, which is fraught with grave dangers for universal 
peace, a situation of greater confidence would be brought about in 
relations among States, and the solution of the main problem—the 
question of general and complete disarmament—would be substantially 
facilitated. With the discontinuance by all States of nuclear weapon 
tests, there would be an end to contamination of the atmosphere and 
the surface of the earth by radio-active substances which are harm
ful to the health of human beings.

The Soviet Government and the Soviet people have these aims close 
at heart. Moved by the desire to bring about a speedy solution of 
the question of discontinuing nuclear tests, the Soviet Government 
has approached the Western Powers many times with concrete pro
posals to this effect. On 28 November 1961, at the negotiations on 
the discontinuance of tests, the Soviet Government submitted its 
draft agreement, on the basis of which it would be possible to put an 
end to all nuclear weapon tests for ever.  ̂ For control over compliance 
by States with their obligations under an agreement, the Soviet Gov
ernment proposed the use of national systems of detecting nuclear 
explosions, which States already have at their disposal.

In the light of the latest achievements in science and technology, 
the adequacy of national systems of detection does not and cannot

* ENDO/32, Apr. 19,1962. Read by Ambassador Zorin at 24th plenary meeting.
■ Ante  ̂pp. 334-336.
• Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.



SOVIET STATEMENT, APRIL 19 397

give rise to the slightest doubts on the part of those who are really 
concerned to ensure reliable control over the discontinuance of tests. 
In this case, practice and experience entirely corroborate theory. 
After all, it is a fact that all nuclear explosions conducted so far, 
whether by the Soviet Union, the United States, the United Kingdom 
or France, have been recorded by national systems of detection in 
various countries— n̂o other systems have existed or exist up to now. 
Nor do underground nuclear explosions constitute an exception in this 
respect. Very convincing in this connexion was the detection of the 
underground nuclear explosion, recently conducted in the Soviet 
Union, by the United States Atomic Energy Commission—and not by 
means of any international control or the despatch of inspection teams 
into USSR territory, but exclusively by means of national systems. 
This means that the United States has at its disposal detection sys
tems which are adequate for recording underground nuclear ex
plosions, however far from the United States these explosions were 
carried out. The Soviet Union also has such detection systems at its 
disposal, as have many other States.

The Soviet Government, true to its policy of peace and reducing 
international tension, has not relaxed for a single day its efforts in 
the struggle for a positive solution to the problem of discontinuing 
nuclear weapon tests, and during the work of the Eighteen Nation 
Committee the Soviet Government has more than once reaffirmed its 
readiness to sign, any day or any hour, an agreement which would 
put an end to nuclear explosions for ever and which, at the same time, 
would not jeopardize the national security interests of either side.

However, the Soviet Government is compelled to note with deep 
regret that, despite its efforts, despite the efforts of many other peace- 
loving States, despite the fervent desire of millions and millions of 
people to put an end to nuclear weapon tests, this question remains 
unsettled.

Why? Only because of the negative attitude of the Western 
Powers and, first and foremost, the United States. Now everyone 
realises that the policy of the United States and its allies in the NATO 
military bloc is directed not towards the discontinuance but towards 
the continuance of tests. The whole world is now living under the 
threat of a further large-scale series of United States atmospheric 
tests of nuclear weapons in the area of the Pacific Ocean, which has 
already been announced for all to hear by the Governments of the 
United States and the United Kingdom and which will inevitably 
intensify the nuclear arms race.

Trying somehow to cover up their dangerous policy, to divert the 
attention of the peoples from the actions of those who intend to in
crease still further the tempo of nuclear competition, the Govern-
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nients of the United States and the United Kingdom state that it is 
impossible to agree to the discontinuance of nuclear tests unless a wide
spread system of international control is established. But what pur
poses would be served by such a system, if one takes into account that 
it is absolutely unnecessary for verifying the fulfilment by States of 
their obligations under an agreement ? An exhaustively clear answer 
to these questions was given by the Chairman of the Coimcil of Minis
ters of the USSR, N. S. Khrushchev, in his message of 12 April 1962 
to the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Mr. Macmillan, in 
which he emphasized that it was a question of giving an opportunity 
to the organs of NATO to have their own agents in our territory under 
the pretext of international control, and in addition to military bases 
and troops stationed near the frontiers of the Soviet Union, to obtain 
our permission to carry on intelligence work in the territory of our 
own country.^ But the Soviet Union will never agree to this.

These are the facts. I f  we are to call things by their proper names, 
then it must be quite definitely stated that the Western Powers have 
now led the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear weapons 
tests into an impasse.

The proposal of the eight neutralist States on the question of the 
discontinuance of nuclear tests, submitted in the Eighteen Nation 
Committee on 16 April 1962, represents a serious attempt to lead the 
negotiations out of this impasse. There can be no doubt that this 
desire arises from the sincere concern of the neutralist States in con
nexion with the situation which has arisen.

Although not all the propositions in the Joint Memorandum of 
the eight States are equally clear, nevertheless it represents a con
structive contribution, since it takes into account in a realistic manner 
the existing possibilities for a speedy solution of the problem of the 
discontinuance of nuclear tests.

The Joint Memorandum suggests that control on the discontinuance 
of nuclear tests should be carried out by means of national networks 
of observation posts, that for the selection and processing of the data 
obtained at these posts it is sufficient to set up an International Com
mission consisting of a limited number of highly qualified scientists, 
and that the question of inviting the Commission for the purpose of 
verifying m  loco the circumstances of the occurrence of any particular 
suspicious events should be decided by the States themselves. All 
these propositions undoubtedly deserve attention and could be a useful 
basis for reaching agreement on the discontinuance of all nuclear tests.

The proposals of the eight neutralist States completely shatter the 
myth of the Western Powers that it is impossible to conclude an agree
ment on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests without establish

 ̂See ante, pp. 318-328.
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ing an extensive system of international control, under cover of which 
the military staffs of the NATO countries would like to plant a wide
spread network of espionage on the territories of the peace-loving 
States. Now nothing remains of this myth.

The Soviet Government has come to the conclusion that the sub
mission by the neutralist States of their proposals on the question of 
the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests gives rise to new hope for 
the solution of this question in the interest of all peoples.

For its part, the Soviet Government expresses its willingness to 
study the proposals set out in the Memorandum of the neutralist States 
as a basis for further negotiations. Thus the Soviet Government gives 
a positive answer to the appeal of the Governments of the States 
sponsoring the Joint Memorandum and will continue its efforts to 
achieve as quickly as possible an agreement on the prohibition of nu
clear weapon tests for ever.

I t  is obvious that fruitful negotiations on the discontinuance of tests 
cannot be conducted to the thunder of nuclear explosions. Therefore, 
the Soviet Government is of the opinion—since this is the only way 
the spirit and sense of the proposals made by the neutralist States can 
be interpreted— t̂hat now that these proposals hold out new prospects 
for the negotiations and for the attainment of agreement, it becomes 
even more important for the nuclear Powers to give a voluntary under
taking not to set off nuclear explosions while the negotiations are in 
progress. The Soviet Government confirms its readiness to give such 
an undertaking if the Western Powers will do likewise.

The next few days must show the turn events are to take—whether 
towards an agreement to end nuclear weapon tests or towards further 
nuclear tests in the atmosphere. This depends entirely on the gov
ernments of the United States and its allies. The Western Powers 
now have an opportunity to demonstrate in practice that they will not 
obstruct the settlement of the urgent problem of ending tests. The 
peoples of the world will never forgive them if this opportunity is 
missed.

The Soviet Government appeals to the Governments of the United 
States and the United Kingdom to listen to the voice of reason and 
to take the course of reaching agreement on the prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests for all time.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessa
tion of Nuclear Weapon Tests, April 19, 1962 *

I have listened with the greatest interest to the remarks made this 
morning by the representative of Ethiopia.^ At the plenary meeting 
of 16 April I  expressed the appreciation of my delegation for the 
spirit which had moved the eight new members of this Conference 
to put forward suggestions aimed at facilitating agreement among 
the nuclear Powers on a nuclear test ban treaty.^

Today I  must note my gratitude for the very careful consideration 
which has been given by the eight new members of this Conference 
to the questions formulated by the representative of the United King
dom and myself and for the very considerate reply that we have 
heard today. Let me be very clear. My delegation is quite prepared 
and indeed willing to give the most serious consideration to the plan 
of the eight new members of this Conference in the framework pro
posed by its sponsors. We are quite prepared to have one or more, or 
all, of the eight new members participate in the work of the nuclear 
test ban Sub-Committee. In that respect, and indeed in all respects, 
I  fully associate myself with the remarks which have been made this 
morning by the representative of the United Kingdom.

From listening to the representative of Ethiopia this morning, I 
understand that the eight new members of the Conference have con
ceived of their ideas not as a final blueprint but rather as an outline 
of a new approach which might, hopefully, eventually bridge the 
gap between the Soviet and the Western positions on a nuclear test 
ban. We in the United States delegation have been saying for some 
time that the crucial missing link in the nuclear test ban talks has 
been that there has been no common basis or platform for the Soviet- 
Western negotiations since the Soviet Union, on 28 November 1961, 
repudiated and abandoned its own scientists’ unanimous recommenda
tions in the experts’ reports of 1958 and 1959,—recommendations in 
which the Western scientists also concurred—and completely aban
doned all the scientific thinking on the question of how nuclear tests 
can be detected and identified.^ Therefore, we must clearly favour

" ENDC/PV.24, pp. 15-21.
 ̂Ayite, pp. 394-395.
*The eight-nation memorandum is printed ante, pp. 334-336.
*For the text of the Soviet proposal of Nov. 28, 1961, see Documents on Dis

armament, 1961, p. 664. The experts’ reports of 1958 and 1959 are printed ibid., 
1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111,1427-1434,1558 fe.
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any suggestions which give hope of establishing this essential founda
tion. But if any such negotiations are to be fruitful, this essential 
foundation must be there. We are more than ready, as I  have said, 
to explore such suggestions to the full in the test ban Sub-Committee 
established by our Conference.

I  hope I  shall not be misunderstood if I  say that, after having care
fully studied the eight-nation proposal, the position of the eight 
sponsors still seems to us somewhat obscure on the precise nature of 
the obligations that parties to the treaty are to undertake in regard 
to effective international control and objective, scientific on-site in
spections. We fully recognize and appreciate that the plan envisages 
that some inspections will take place. But there still seems to us to 
be an element of voluntariness left to the country in which the un
identified event occurred and in which the inspection would take 
place, rather than an unquestioned right of inspection on the part 
of the international conmiission, if it decided that such an inspection 
was required. In our view, in any treaty that we may sign there 
cannot be any ambiguity about the conamitment of each party to agree 
to this effective international control and to this objective, scientific 
on-site inspection taking place under certain specified conditions. I f  
this is left obscure and there is no right of inspection, there really 
is no treaty or system at all, because the evidence can disappear during 
a long period of argument.

Of course, we have never doubted that in practice— n̂o matter what 
the text of the treaty might be—no team of on-site inspectors could 
ever physically force its way on to the territory of a State where the 
unidentified event had occurred in order to conduct an inspection. 
Nevertheless, if a State kept such a team—which had an international 
right to make such an inspection—out of its territory in spite of a 
clear treaty obligation to admit it, there could not be any question 
in international law as to who had violated the terms of the treaty. 
But if there was ambiguity in the treaty on this point, or on the 
relationship between the international control commission and the 
several States parties to the treaty, and if the responsibility for pre
venting this on-site inspection could not be laid firmly on any party 
to the treaty, this would affect the decision of other parties to consider 
themselves free of their treaty obligations, and the world would not 
know precisely what had happened.

I  could mention a number of other matters on which it seems to 
us, after some study, that the eight-nation plan would require con
siderable amplification. This applies, for example, to the whole gen
eral area of organizational arrangements for the control system, which
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would have to be considered not only in substance but in considerable 
detail if the eight-nation plan were to become a basis for negotiation.

However, this is not the question which is most germane to our 
situation at the present time. I  quite understand that the sponsors 
of the plan did not wish to become involved in such highly specialized 
problems. The fundamental and the most relevant consideration for 
my delegation—and I  say this with great respect to the eight new 
members of this Conference, for whose views and work we have the 
highest regard—is that it is not with the eight new members of this 
Committee that the Western nuclear Powers are, after all, attempt
ing to negotiate a nuclear test ban agreement. We very much hope 
that if we can work out an agreement with the Soviet Union all the 
eight countries, and indeed many others, will sign the future nuclear 
test ban treaty. Nevertheless, I  think we must face the fundamental 
fact that the basic agreement must be reached first among the three 
nuclear Powers. The eight nations have been most helpful and most 
constructive and have offered us some very useful guidelines, but, as 
in the past, the real key to the resolution of our difficulties lies with the 
Soviet Union; it cannot be found in the suggestions of the eight 
nations—although they are most helpful indeed.

I  listened with great sadness to the statement made this morning 
by the representative of the Soviet Union.^ For some three years 
we have been trying to work out a nuclear test ban treaty with the 
Soviet Union. As my United Kingdom colleague has said, all the 
creative, imaginative and progressive proposals in every respect have 
been made by the Western Powers. I  am sorry to say that there has 
been only retrogression by the Soviet Union from the effective system 
which their own scientists recommended.

I  hope that my first impression of the Soviet representative’s com
ments and the Soviet Government statement which he read into the 
record on the suggestions made by the eight new members of this 
Conference regarding a nuclear test ban treaty is not an accurate one. 
But, as I  understood it, they seemed to give very little reason for hope. 
I  shall of course carefully study his remarks and the Soviet state
ment. I  must say in all frankness, however, that it sounded to me 
very much as though our Soviet colleague had not grasped at all the 
true essence of the plan outlined by the eight nations. Unfortu
nately the Soviet statement of the Soviet position is most unclear. 
As is regrettably sometimes the case with Soviet statements, the Soviet 
Union would appear to approve only those parts of the eight-nation 
plan which seem to coincide with the Soviet position on test ban con
trols— t̂Jiat is, the parts of the plan which mention national detection

* Supra.
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systems as set forth in what is, to us at least, the wholly unacceptable 
Soviet proposal of 28 November. On the rest of the eight-nation 
plan, on what seems to us to be the essence of the plan, on its most 
essential features, concerning international control and adequate sci
entific on-site inspection, the Soviet delegation is completely silent.

In other words, it is the same old story. The Soviet Union is pre
pared to negotiate on the basis of those aspects of the eight-nation 
plan which it finds completely satisfactory, and it chooses to ignore 
all the remaining aspects of that plan, which involve measures of 
adequate and effective international control, with adequate and objec
tive on-site inspection. This is like saying: I  accept everything that 
is in my favour; I  completely reject as a basis of negotiation anything 
that I  do not like.

Unfortunately, that has been the attitude of the Soviet Union for 
over a year now, during which it has flatly refused to consider over 
twenty major concessions and plans put forward by the United King
dom and the United States. I  am very sorry to say that, but I  am 
afraid we have to face the facts, because they are facts and they cannot 
be controverted; they are in the record and, with all his skill, Mr. 
Zorin cannot controvert them. He cannot find in the record a single 
proposal— n̂ot one—by the Soviet Union that would advance a nuclear 
test ban treaty. I  challenge him to do so.

The essence of any attempt to accommodate opposing views, an at
tempt which the eight delegations have most sincerely and conscien
tiously made, is that neither side can hope or expect to have its own 
views adopted 100 per cent; that is also the essence of negotiation. My 
delegation has made it clear that the questions it has already put and 
some of the other questions it has on various elements of the eight- 
nation plan have been put merely to obtain information for our own 
study and for clarification. But on the basis I  have outlined— t̂hat 
is, that the Soviet Union does not reject this theory of international 
controls and adequate and objective on-site inspection, which is in the 
eight-nation plan as I  read it—we are quite willing to go forward, 
using this plan as a basis for further exploration, either in the plenary 
Conference or in the test ban Sub-Committee with all the eight na
tions represented, or with one or more of them represented, or with 
anyone else present that the Conference may choose.

But let me be clear aibout th is: unless the Soviet Union is willing 
to indicate clearly, unequivocally and without reservation, in writ
ing— repeat, in writing— t̂hat the Soviet Union is willing to accept 
the principle of sound international control including objective, scien
tific on-site inspection, with all the safeguards against espionage that 
seem reasonable and that they want to put in ; and that the Soviet Un
ion is willing to undertake negotiations with an open mind and with
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readiness to alter their completely rigid past positions, including their 
totally unacceptable proposals of 28 November 1961, we just cannot 
anticipate any significant progress. I  will not go into detail, but the 
statement which the Soviet representative made about the ability to 
detect and identify nuclear tests was just not in accordance with the 
scientific facts which his own scientists have accepted.

Another unfortunate aspect of the Soviet statement was the rather 
bald effort to link further discussions and negotiations here on the 
eight-nation plan with a commitment by the nuclear Powers not to 
conduct any further nuclear tests during the negotiations. In the pa
tient efforts by the President and Government of the United States 
to reach a nuclear test ban agreement with the Soviet Union, in the 
many painstaking and patient attempts by the President of the United 
States and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, and in all the 
trouble they have gone to in an effort to persuade Premier Khrushchev 
to sign u nuclear test ban treaty which would stop all nuclear tests, 
I think ̂ e  have made our position abundantly clear on this question 
and that there can be no mistake about it.

Let me be very clear. The United States will not expose itself 
again—as it exposed itself last September when it was negotiating 
in good faith with the Soviet Union in another room of this Palais—to 
being caught by a Soviet abandonment, on a completely unilateral 
basis, of a test ban moratorium on some patently-invented and hastily- 
concocted pretext of changed world conditions. We have offered to 
sign a nuclear test ban treaty with the Soviet Union; the draft of 
that treaty has been circulated to the representatives here. We are 
prepared to negotiate on the fundamental principles set forth in that 
treaty and upon which the fundamental principles of the Geneva ex
perts reports of 1958 and 1959 which the Soviet Union had previously 
accepted. The United States will renounce the tesiting of nuclear 
weapons only when a sound and reasonable test ban treaty providing 
for measures of effective international control and adequate and objec
tive scientific on-site inspection, has been signed.

Moreover, we not only question but we deny the right of the Soviet 
delegation even to pose this question to us. After all, it represents the 
nation which unilaterally broke the last unofficial moratorium on test
ing after a no-testing period of three years, and it then went on to 
conduct, almost every day, a massive series of over forty tests in the 
atmosphere during 1961 until it finally exploded its fifty-eight or 
sixty megaton, or perhaps even larger, bomb.

The United States has never made negotiations on disarmament 
measures contingent on prior agreements to arrange a military stand
still while the talks went on. We are now discussing disarmament 
measures affecting delivery vehicles for weapons of mass destruc
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tion; but while we do so the testing and the production of aircraft 
and missiles are carried on apace by all major Powers. Indeed^ on 
16 March Chairman Khrushchev said he could destroy the United 
States from any direction—a statement which, I  am sure, greatly 
contributed to the peace of the world.^ I  am sure it made everybody 
feel very happy that missiles of great destructive power could rain 
upon the United States from any direction—over the North Pole 
or the South Pole, from East or West—and that they could aimihilate 
the entire United States population. I  am sure that that was not 
war propaganda; I  am sure it contributed to world peace; and I  am 
sure it was deemed to add to the tranquillity of all the little school
children in the United States.

Now let me make this very clear. Despite its shock and surprise 
at the unilateral Soviet test resumption last year, what did the United 
States do? As Mr. Zorin well knows, Mr. McCloy and I  continued 
to negotiate with him on the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. 
We went forward, with President Kennedy’s approval. That State
ment was signed on 20 September.^ Even while the atmosphere was 
ringing with the Soviet tests, President Kennedy put our plan for 
general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world before the 
United Nations.^ We continued to press for the principles in our 
nuclear test ban treaty at the General Assembly ; and the principles 
in that treaty were approved, with the Soviet Union voting against 
them.^ We supported the request to the Soviet Union not to test the 
fifty-eight megaton bomb.® And what was its response? The world 
knows what its response was.

After that debate the United States again took the initiative of in
viting the Soviet Union to return to the table of the nuclear test ban 
Conference here in Geneva,® and this led to the resumption of talks 
on 28 November. We have been continually willing to negotiate and 
we are now willing to negotiate with the Soviet Union. So I  sub
mit, in all candour, that we can find absolutely no grounds for Soviet 
challenges to the West in this matter. I  urge our Soviet colleagues 
not to complicate the already difficult question of carrying on nuclear 
test ban negotiations by raising this additional issue of an uncon
trolled, uninspected, unpoliced and unsigned moratorium.

Having said this, I  would conclude by restating my belief that 
our urgent need is to have the Soviet Union abandon its completely

 ̂See ante, pp. 151-159.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 43^-442. 
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intransigent position as expressed on 28 November 1961, in which it 
repudiated everything to which it had previously agreed, and to 
have it clarify the position it adopts towards negotiations in the frame
work of the eight-nation plan, the fundamental part of which, as I  
have said, envisages an application of the principles of international 
controls and on-site inspection. There should be no doubts on this 
matter when we again undertake serious efforts with the eight nations 
to make progress in this important field.

The United States is more than willing to carry on these negotia
tions with the Soviet Union for a nuclear test ban treaty. We sin
cerely thank the eight new members of this Conference for their hard 
work, their conscientiousness and the impetus that their initiative 
has given to these negotiations. I  hope the eight new nations will not 
misunderstand me when I  say—and I  am very sorry to say this—that 
the United States can no longer rely on an uninspected, unpoliced 
moratorium.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, April 19, 1962^

As all three delegations in this Sub-Committee know, the meeting 
of the plenary Conference this morning was devoted to consideration 
of the problem of banning nuclear weapon tests. Statements were 
made by the representatives of all three nuclear Powers and there 
were also interventions by the representatives of Ethiopia and India, 
among others, speaking on behalf of the eight delegations which 
have together sponsored the memorandum which might possibly lead 
to a compromise solution of this problem.^ In one way or another, 
all three nuclear Powers indicated their readiness to explore the 
possibilities for agreement which might be inherent in the various 
ideas tentatively advanced in this joint memorandum for considera
tion. I t  was on this basis that the representatives of Canada, Italy 
and India appealed to the United Kingdom, United States and So
viet delegations to undertake prompt and serious consideration of 
further negotiations. My delegation is of course most happy to do 
this.

»BND0/S0.1/PV.9, pp. 16-22.
■The elgbtriiatJlon memorandum is printed ante, pp. 334-336.
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As I  indicated this morning in the plenary Conference, the United 
States is most grateful to the eight sponsoring delegations for their 
conscientious and sincere efforts to facilitate agreement among the 
nuclear Powers.^ At the same time, we accept the joint memorandum 
for consideration and study as a document which, as its co-drafters 
have told us, is intended to put forward certain concepts which may 
be helpful in overcoming the deadlock between the two nuclear sides. 
As the representative of Ethiopia told us this morning, the docu
ment was not prepared with the idea that it would serve as a blue
print which the nuclear Powers could accept or reject; rather, he 
said, the memorandum was conceived as providing an impetus to 
the nuclear Powers to re-think their positions in a spirit of willing
ness to take account of each other’s views and to attempt to work 
out reciprocal accommodations. '̂ Indeed, the memorandum is ad
dressed to us as an earnest appeal.

In this light, the present task of our Sub-Conmiittee is clear; it 
is to examine with minute care and study the implications of the 
joint memorandum, and to ascertain what prospects for progress it 
offers us.

The statement of the Soviet Government which Mr. Zorin read 
into the record of the plenary Conference this morning and at the 
Sub-Committee meeting this afternoon tells us the present Soviet 
view of the eight-nation proposal.^ As I  understand this unilateral 
Soviet interpretation of the joint memorandum, the Soviet Union 
considers—although from my reading of the memorandum this in
terpretation is clearly wrong—that the eight nations have proposed 
a total reliance on national systems of detection, as proposed by the 
Soviet Union; that they have suggested the establishment of a small 
international scientific commission; and that they have suggested 
that on-site inspections take place only when an invitation for such 
an inspection has been issued by the Government of the country where 
a suspicious or unidentified event has apparently taken place. Hav
ing made this completely unilateral—and, I  submit on the facts, un
warranted—interpretation of the substance of the eight-nation plan 
in order thus, it seems to me, to convert the eight-nation memorandum 
into the Soviet Union’s own document, the Soviet Union then pur
ported to accept the eight-nation memorandum in principle as so 
interpreted and to be willing to discuss its adoption.

I t  seems to me that it is not difficult to understand why this accept
ance of the Soviet Union’s own interpretation of the joint memoran

 ̂See supra.
 ̂Ante, pp. 394-395.
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dum should have been announced as some great concession by the 
Soviet Union. As I  have said, what the Soviet Union has done is to 
subvert the eight-nation proposal to the previously unacceptable 
Soviet plans for national detection systems only, in all significant 
details. Then, having stated this completely unacceptable Soviet 
version, the Soviet Union has agreed with the plan—just as, strange 
to relate, the Soviet Union agrees with its own recent proposals and 
then characterizes its acceptance of those proposals as a ‘‘positive 
reply”. To one not familiar with Soviet negotiating tactics, this may 
seem quite astonishing; but, alas, we are all too familiar with these 
tactics and are quite accustomed to them.

The plain fact of the matter, however, is that the eight-nation plan 
is not, and was not meant to be, an endorsement of the use of national 
detection systems only, as was the Soviet plan of 28 November 1961.̂  
The sponsoring delegations have told us several times that their pro
posal was conceived as

an earnest appeal to the nuclear Powers to persist In their efforts to come as
soon as possible to an agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests for all
time.*

I t  is clear that the terms of the eight-nation memorandum, as one 
reads them, exclude any such self-serving interpretation as, I  submit  ̂
the Soviet Government has attempted to put forward. For example, 
the joint memorandum not only speaks in a conditional sense about 
the ‘̂possible” use of existing national stations for detection and iden
tification purposes, but also speaks of the possibility of constructing 
new stations by agreement to supplement the existing ones. In the 
United States view, of course, this would be a most crucial element, 
since, as we have made clear in these negotiations many times and as 
I  think we made perfectly clear this morning, the United States has 
fundamental objections to any control network which does not meet 
the fundamental concepts of international control as set forth in the 
Geneva experts’ reports of 1958  ̂and 1959,̂  to which the Soviet scien
tists agreed. The United States does not accept any control network 
which would have severe gaps in coverage that would, in turn, signifi
cantly diminish the scientific capabilities of the control network for 
detection, location and identification, including, where necessary, 
adequate on-site inspection.

True, this unilateral Soviet interpretation mentions the inter
national scientific commission, but it fails to recall that the joint

 ̂Documents on Bisarmament, 1961, p. 664.
 ̂Ante, p. 334.
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memorandum speaks also of a staff for this commission and of duties 
incumbent on the commission regarding the processing of data and 
the reporting of suspicious events. The commission is also to have 
responsibilities with regard to the acquisition of data, with the parties 
assuming obligations to supply such data. This carries with it, or so 
it seems to us, a clear implication of the international commission’s 
powers to fix objective and scientific standards for data acquisition 
throughout the control system—which in our view would negate the 
interpretation that national detection systems alone are intended.

Needless to say, the United States has always considered such ar
rangements to be an integral part of any effective international control 
network. We are convinced that careful arrangements are essential 
for any headquarters institutions, to ensure that the whole world, as 
well as the nuclear Powers themselves, can have confidence in the 
data and analyses made public and in the conclusions reached by the 
international commission.

On still another vital point, the Soviet statement read at both this 
morning’s meeting and this meeting interprets the joint memorandum 
to mean that the commission will be permitted to conduct on-site 
inspections only upon invitation by a party to the treaty. It does not 
seem to me that this is the correct interpretation of the phraseolo'gy of 
paragraph 4 of the joint memorandum. But the Soviet Union in its 
statement, I  submit, has offered no justification that I can see for 
ignoring an additional specific reference to the obligations with re
spect to on-site inspection in paragraph 5. This further reference 
is connected with circumstances in which the international Commis
sion itself, and not the country where the unidentified event occurred, 
would be deciding, after consultation with the parties concerned, upon 
additional measures which would have to be adopted in order to make 
possible an accurate assessment of the evidence.

The one measure specifically mentioned is on-site inspection, and 
the memorandum states that the parties concerned would have the 
obligation to “give speedy and full co-operation to facilitate the assess
ment”. I t is well known, because it has been stated many times—and 
I stated it explicitly this morning—that the United States considers 
the unquestioned obligation of all parties to permit on-site inspections 
called for by an international control commission to be one of the most 
crucial—indeed, one of the most vital—matters in the negotiations. 
Moreover, it was singled out for special attention in a letter which 
Prime Minister Macmillan and President Kennedy addressed to 
Premier Khrushchev on 9 April last.^ There must 'be satisfactory ar
rangements ensuring that on-site inspection will take place under 
certain specified, unambiguous conditions and on a certain number of

 ̂Antej pp. 292-293.
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specified occasions. The United States cannot bind itself to a nuclear 
test ban treaty which is not completely explicit on these points.

Let me compare for a minute some of the points in the eight-Power 
memorandum with the Soviet statement. In the eight-Power memo
randum it is stated that “such a system might be based and built upon 
already existing national networks”. The Soviet statement says that 
cessation of tests should be controlled through national networks. 
In the eight-Power memorandum the words are used, “with new 
posts established by agreement^’. In the Soviet statement this vital 
matter is omitted entirely. In the eight-Power memorandum it is 
stated that “All parties to the treaty should accept the obligation to 
furnish the commission with the facts necessary to establish the nature 
of any suspicious and significant event. Pursuant to this obligation 
the parties to the treaty could invite the commission . . In the 
Soviet statement this invitation to the commission to investigate in 
loco the circumstances of the events the nature of which is in doubt 
is to be decided by the very State on whose territory the unidentified 
event occurred. As I  have pointed out, the substance of paragraph 
5 of the eight-Power memorandum is omitted in its entirety from the 
Soviet statement.

From what I  have said it is clearly apparent that the Soviet Gov
ernment’s interpretation of the eight-Power memorandum was by no 
means justified. Therefore, I  submit, this matter is by no means as 
simple and clear-cut as the Soviet Union would wish to make it appear. 
Having completely changed and subverted the eight-Power memoran
dum to its own purposes, the Soviet Union then accepts it. The fact 
is that the Soviet Government and the Soviet delegation, as I  have 
indicated, still must clarify a number of very essential points in the 
position.

I  repeat: The United States delegation is anxious to begin an ex
ploration of the possibilities for agreement inherent in the eight- 
Power memorandum. We are quite ready to proceed with it as one 
of the bases, but not in any sense the exclusive basis, for negotiation. 
We are quite ready to study it as one of the bases for negotiations 
here, just as we consider that our own draft treaty should be one basis 
for such negotiations. However, during our discussions we must care
fully delve into the questions which we posed to the eight Powers 
at the plenary meeting of 17 April  ̂and which, for reasons we under
stand, they have decided not to answer.^ In  our opinion, if the eight-

 ̂Ante, pp. 336-338.
 ̂See (mte, pp. 394-395.
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Power memorandum is to be workable, an affirmative answer must be 
given to many of the ideas expressed in those questions.

In other words, we must know what the Soviet position really is 
upon these very critical factors that must be resolved. Indeed, we 
must know very clearly whether the Soviet Union is now ready to 
modify in any degree its heretofore adamant stand against any form 
of international control or international inspection of a nuclear test 
ban treaty. We must know whether the Soviet Union is prepared 
to modify its proposal of 28 November 1961 for exclusive utilization 
of national stations for detection and identification of events. We 
must know whether the Soviet Union is prepared to allow a properly 
staffed and financed international agency, such as, for example, the 
scientific commission suggested by the eight nations, to have real 
authority and to be able to function efficiently and objectively. We 
must know whether the Soviet Union will agree, without quibble, 
cavil or long arguments, to permit on-site inspections to take place 
on its territory when such inspections have been called for by some 
international control authority, in a manner to be clearly and un
ambiguously prescribed by the treaty.

If  the Soviet delegation can give us, on the record, straightforward 
and unequivocal answers on these points and not mere propaganda 
wrapped in an enigma, and if these answers are affirmative and clear- 
cut in regard to the acceptance of the principle of adequate and ef
fective international control by an independent international control 
organization with objective and scientific on-site inspections within 
the control of that commission, this Sub-Committee could take these 
proposals into consideration in deciding how we should go forward. 
Then, I  submit, the eight co-sponsors will have been successful in 
their very sincere desire to help the nuclear Powers to reach an ad
equate and effective nuclear test ban agreement. We will then again 
be on the road to progress, which was so tragically blocked last Sep
tember by the Soviet resumption of nuclear testing, the heretofore 
adamant Soviet rejection of international control, and the repudiation 
of the work of its own scientists.

After my statement in the plenary Conference this morning I  sub
mit that there can no longer be any doubt in anyone’s mind about the 
unequivocal position of the United States in regard to an unenforced, 
unpoliced, imcontrolled and unenforceable paper moratorium on nu
clear tests.

Let me be very clear, so that there is no misunderstanding about i t : 
the United States will not— Î repeat, will not— âccept any such com
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mitment. We have had, I  am sorry to say, one sad and very enlighten* 
ing educational experience with such an arrangement. After Chair
man Khrushchev’s clear-cut statement of 14 January 1960,̂  we had 
the experience of seeing the unilateral abrogation of the moratorium 
by the Soviet Union, which, beginning on 1 September last, carried 
out a massive series of new atmospheric tests and ended the three 
year period during which, so far as we know, no tests had taken place.

I  want to be very clear and explicit: The United States will not 
put itself in a position where it can be burned twice by the same fire. 
In order that there can be no misunderstanding*, let me read relevant 
passages from the United States Government's statement of 12 April 
last on this subject:

The United States is deeply sensitive to the apprehensions which have been 
expressed by the eight new nations at the Geneva Conference regarding nu
clear testing, but it does not believe that a solution to this vital issue can 
result from paper pledges. Rather it is essential that the Conference direct 
its energies to reaching an agreement on adequate verification arrangements 
which will result in a safeguarded agreement. This is where an answer to 
the world’s desire for an end to all nuclear testing will be found. This latest 
Soviet proposal must be judged in the light of the actions of the Soviet Gov
ernment last Fall during the course of the test ban Conference. Even as these 
discussions were continuing, the Soviet Union resumed tests, thus ending the 
unpoliced moratorium which it now proposes to reinstate.

The United States does not intend to place its security and the security of 
its allies at the mercy of the Soviet “on-again-off-again” tactics. We are ready 
to conclude an effective test ban agreement now, but we cannot be led into 
another paper pledge which, far from guaranteeing a halt to nuclear testing, 
would only give rise to a false sense of security and provide yet another op
portunity for the Soviet Union to prepare in secret for its own nuclear testing.*

I  want to be very clear, speaking on behalf of the United States 
delegation, that we are quite prepared at any time to continue the 
work of this Sub-Committee; we are quite prepared to discuss this 
subject at any time in the plenary Conference; and we are quite pre
pared to stay right here as long as may be necessary to continue the 
discussions on nuclear testing. I  think I  have now made the posi
tion of the United States Government abundantly and explicitly 
clear, and I  cannot see that there can possibly be any doubt about that 
position.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament^ 1960, pp. 5-6. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 334.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee, April 19, 1962 ^

I f  no one else wishes to speak, I  have a few comments to make as 
representative of the Soviet Union.

First of all, a few words about the last remark by the United King
dom representative, which I  must say completely bewilders our dele- 
gation.2 In  reply to the questions put by the United Kingdom repre
sentative, I  gave an absolutely clear account of the Soviet Union’s 
position on the question of further negotiations. I  pointed out that, 
before the non-aligned countries submitted their proposals, each side 
had adhered to its position as set out in the relevant documents. 
The position of the Soviet Union was clearly expressed in the docu
ment of 28 November 1961,̂  and that of the United States and the 
United Kingdom was expressed in the draft treaty the final version 
of which was submitted on 18 April l961.^

I t has proved impossible to reach agreement on the basis of these 
documents. I t  was this impasse that caused the eight non-aligned 
States to submit on 16 April their compromise proposal for considera
tion by the Eighteen-Nation Committee.® I t  is this compromise docu
ment which we agree to take as a basis for our further negotiations 
with the specific purpose of finding a way out of the impasse.

I  have made this point sufficiently clear and, as I  have said, it leads 
to the conclusion that this is a new Soviet position adopted as a result

 ̂ENDO/SO.l/PV. 9, pp. 23-29.
* Ambassador Godber stated that he was seeking a clear interpretation of the 

eight-nation memorandum and the Soviet Government statement of April 19. He 
continued as foUows:

“Quite obviously, if the Soviet Union is taking a new position, if this is the 
result of the Soviet representative’s statement this morning, we shall have to 
consult our Governments on it. But I want to be quite clear, in fact, that the 
Soviet Union is taking a new position. Quite frankly, in spite of all that Mr. 
Zorin said this morning, I was not clear that the Soviet Union is taking a new 
position. I am asking the Soviet representative for clarification, in order to 
assist me in approaching my own Government, to tell us precisely whether or 
not his Government is taking a fresh position. If it is taking a fresh position, 
then of course this has great importance. If it is not, then in fact it does not 
have the importance which Mr. Zorin gave to it this morning. It is essential 
that we know, and it is for this purpose that I am making this initial interven
tion this afternoon” (ibid., p. 6).
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
" lUd., pp. 82-126.
® Ante, pp. 334r-336.
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of the submission of the proposal of the eight non-aligned States, 
which is a compromise proposal. What more do you want? Do you 
want me to tell you what will be acceptable or unacceptable to us in 
the proposals of 16 April—whether there will be on-site inspection or 
not, and in what form ? This, however, is a matter for negotiation 
on the basis which has just been proposed to us and which we have 
accepted. Before you adopt a position on the document which has 
been submitted, not by us but by eight other States, you for some 
reason wish to know the details of our position, which can be formu
lated only in the course of specific negotiations on the agreement. But 
you do not answer the fundamental question: do you accept this docu
ment as a basis or not ? You want to know not only our answer to this 
question—we have already given you a perfectly clear answer to it 
and told you that we accept this document as a basis for our nego
tiations—but you want to know already which paragraphs in a future 
agreement we accept and which we reject. Is this really a serious basis 
for our discussions at the present time ?

The basic question is whether we can make this document as drawn 
up by the eight nations a basis for our negotiations. Our reply 
is that we can. I  have not heard your reply. You are trying to avoid 
giving a reply to this fundamental question. But without a reply 
to this question all further discussion by us is pointless. I f  you 
want to conduct negotiations on your basis, we tell you that nothing 
will come of it; and not only we but also the eight non-aligned 
countries tell you this. For they have explicitly stated in their 
own document that they are “deeply distressed that no agreement 
has as yet been reached concerning a ban on nuclear weapon tests’’. 
They feel that it is impossible to reach agreement on the basis 
proposed by you. They note with regret that the basis proposed by 
us is unacceptable to you. I t  is for this reason that they have pro
posed their basis. Yet you want us to inform you of all the detailed 
provisions that should be included in the agreement.

Let us b ^ n  negotiations on this basis which has been proposed 
to us and which we accept. Let us draw up our proposals, taking 
this basis as our starting point. Let us discuss and examine this 
basis in all its details and then let us draft the actual text of each 
provision of the future agreement.

Your questions are absolutely incomprehensible. You want to 
know in advance what the agreement will be like. I t  will reflect the 
understanding reached among us; it will result from that under
standing. What will be the basis of this agreement?. I t  will be 
the one set out in the eight-nation document. We have given you
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a clear and precise answer: we agree that the eight-nation proposals 
should serve as a basis for the negotiations. Give us a reply and 
tell us whether or not you agree that the eight-nation proposals 
should serve as a basis for the negotiations. We have a right to de
mand a clear answer from you now. I f  you wish to request your 
Government for instructions on how to proceed, you already have 
all the necessary information for such a request. You can cable the 
text of our statement. There are very competent people in the 
Foreign Office who will be quite capable of reading our statement, 
determining whether or not this basis is appropriate and giving you 
a clear answer, provided, of course, the United Kingdom Govern
ment is willing to conduct negotiations for the conclusion of an agree
ment. I f  the United ESngdom is not willing to do so, it, like you, 
will evade giving an answer.

I t  seems to me that the United Eongdom Government has already 
had enough time to study the eight-nation memorandum. The Eus- 
sians have a proverb to the effect that what is written with the pen 
cannot be destroyed with the axe. The eight-nation proposals are 
drafted quite clearly and correctly in both Russian and English, and 
it seems to us that if the Soviet Government understood this memoran
dum and could give a clear answer to it, the United Kingdom Gov
ernment should be no less able to do so. Surely it is not less, educated 
than the Soviet Government and has been able to study the six 
paragraphs of the memorandum in this period of time ?

I  think that the United Kingdom Government has had sufficient 
time and has sufficient material to give a clear answer on whether 
these six paragraphs are acceptable or unacceptable as a basis for 
the negotiations. But we have not had a clear answer from you.

I  would therefore ask the United Eangdom representative to give 
us a clear and precise answer on whether or not the United Kingdom 
Government agrees to accept the memorandum as drafted by these 
eight States as a basis for our negotiations. Not only we but all 
the eighteen nations and the whole world need an answer.

I  shall now say a few words about the United States representa
tive’s statement.^ The United States representative has tried to ac
cuse us of distorting and giving a unilateral interpretation to the 
memorandum of the eight non-aligned nations. But today he obvi
ously heard from the statement by the representative of India and 
the statement by the representative of Ethiopia, who was speaking 
on behalf of all the eight nations, that the eight nations which sub
mitted the memorandum have presented it for our consideration.^

 ̂Supra.
 ̂The Ethiopian statement is printed ante, pp. 394-395.
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They have refused to interpret individual provisions of this document, 
although the United States and United Kingdom riepresentatives have 
attempted to push them into making such interpretations and into 
giving detailed explanations of individual provisions. Furthermore, 
they have tried to push them into giving explanations which repre
sent the unilateral position of the Western Powers. The representa
tives of the eight States have refused to follow this course. In our 
view, they have acted wisely and perfectly correctly. The representa
tive of India, speaking in the Committee today, has rightly said that it 
is now for the three nuclear Powers, for whose assistance this memo
randum has been submitted by the non-aligned countries, to interpret 
the document, to give further consideration to their positions and 
to try to prepare the draft of a future agreement if this basis is ac
ceptable to them.^

This is what we are doing. We are doing nothing else. But I  
would point out to the representatives of the United States and the 
United Kingdom that the statement by the Soviet Govermnent which 
they have quite unjustifiably criticized as giving a unilateral inter
pretation of the eight-nation memorandum nevertheless contains a 
perfectly clear provision. I t  states:

For its part, the Soviet Government expresses its wiUingness to study the 
proposals set out in the Memorandum of the neutralist States as a basis for 
further negotiations.^

We state that we accept the proposals set out in this memorandum as 
they stand. Wliere is there any unilateral interpretation of the memo
randum here? Where is there any distortion of the document? We 
do not say in our statement that we take our interpretation of this 
memorandum as a basis. We say that we express “our willingness to 
study the proposals set out in the memorandum as a basis for further 
negotiations.”

We are all educated people and can all read these proposals. We 
propose that we should accept what is set out here in Russian and 
English as a basis for negotiations. Of what, then, are you accusing 
us? W hy are you levelling charges against us? We are taking as a 
basis the proposals as they stand.

Now we ask you whether or not you accept this document as a basis 
for our negotiations. You are avoiding giving a plain answer to tliis 
question, although one would have thought it would be the easiest 
thing in the world for you to answer it, because, according to the

" ENDC/PV.24, p. 25.

- Ante, p. 399.
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interpretation you have just given to the whole of tliis document, it 
is virtually based on your position. I f  tliis is the case, why do you 
not accept it as your document? Why do you not accept it, if it 
corresponds to your position ? I f  this is so, accept tliis document as 
a basis for negotiations. You do not give any such answer. Why? 
Because you know perfectly well that this memorandum does not cor
respond to your position. I t  is a middle-of-the-road position, lying 
between your position and ours. We propose that you adopt this 
middle-of-the-road position. You stubbornly reiterate that you do 
not want to adopt new positions, that you will stand by the old posi
tion. In other words, you do not want agreement. That is your 
answer.

I t is your answer because you know very well that there can be no 
agreement on the basis of your old position. Not only you but the 
whole world knows this. But a new position, which is mid-way be
tween yours and ours, has been proposed to you. You do not want 
to adopt this middle-of-the-road position. Wliy? Because you do 
not want any agreement. That is the crux of the matter. We want 
an agreement but you do not. I f  you wanted an agreement, you also 
would adopt this middle-of-the-road position and try with us to pre
pare a draft treaty on the basis of this new position. You do not 
want to do so. That is the crux of the matter. This is apparent 
from certain observations made by Mr. Dean. He has just said today 
that the memorandum is not “the exclusive basis” for negotiations, 
that it is one possibility just as is the United States draft treaty. That 
is what Mr. Dean has said today. I  may not have given it completely 
accurately, but I  think I  have correctly conveyed the sense. It means 
that you do not want to take this memorandum as a basis for our 
negotiations, but simply wish to take it as one of the basic documents 
in addition to your treaty.

But what does this mean ? I t means that you are adhering to your 
position. But you are using this memorandum as a screen and saying 
that you will examine it, too. We might then suggest that we should 
revert to our treaty of 28 November 1961. But we do not say any
thing of the sort; it is you who are taking such a line. That is the 
difference between our positions. I t is apparent to the whole world. 
We say that we are willing to conduct negotiations on the basis of this 
new position while you say that you are willing to conduct negotia
tions on the basis of your old position and that you are also willing to 
examine this memorandum.

You are unlikely to earn the gratitude of the sponsors of this memo
randum and of those countries which now support it, because you are 
rejecting it as a basis for negotiations. You want the negotiations to
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be based simply on your old position. You adhere to this position be
cause you do not want any agreement. That is the crux of the matter. 
The whole world will draw this conclusion. No other conclusion can 
be drawn from your position.

Mr. Dean has spoken today about a number of specific questions: 
the staff and duties of the international commission, inspections, the 
interpretation of paragraphs 5 and 4, etc. Let us agree on the main 
issue. Do you agree to conduct further negotiations on the basis of 
this memorandum ? I f  so, we can clear up all the points of detail and 
make practical suggestions for discussing the draft treaty. That is 
all. It is the simplest and most sensible course. But you have not 
taken any document as a basis or, to be more precise, you have taken 
your old document as a basis and want to ask us questions about our 
position on the new document. With what justification ? We are not 
accountable to you.

We have given a reply to you and to the whole world regarding 
these proposals. Our reply is affirmative. Your reply is so far in 
the negative. That is how we understand it. But you realize that 
there can be no agreement in these circumstances. I f  you have a nega
tive attitude to this basis, what negotiations can there be? We are 
willing to conduct negotiations on this particular basis, and we only 
ask you to accept this document as a basis for our negotiations. We 
ask you to give us a clear answer to the question of whether or not 
you take this document as a basis for our future negotiations. We 
need an absolutely clear answer so that we can report to the Com
mittee whether there is any prospect of agreement or not. Without 
an answer to this question, there is no such prospect.

My last point concerns the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests 
and the renunciation of their resumption. Unfortunately, you have 
repeated your negative reply on this issue. This, of course, will cause 
great disappointment and a great outburst of indignation not only 
in other countries but also in your own, because there is now every 
possibility of concluding an agreement on the discontinuance of all 
nuclear weapon tests on a basis satisfactory to both sides.

You refuse to negotiate on this basis and to discontinue nuclear 
weapon tests. The entire responsibility for the future consequences 
of this position of yours will, of course, rest solely with the Govern
ments of the United States and the United Kingdom. No other con
clusion is possible.

We have done everything in our power to promote the success of 
our negotiations and have agreed to accept the compromise proposals 
of the non-aligned States as a basis for our negotiations. I f  you do 
not accept this compromise basis, the entire responsibility for the
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resumption of nuclear weapon tests will, of course, rest with you. This 
responsibility has rested and will rest exclusively with the Govern
ments of the United States and the United Kingdom, because in the 
new situation created by our acceptance of the new proposals of the 
non-aligned States as a basis for negotiations, your position of con
tinuing nuclear weapon tests, which will complicate the whole in
ternational situation, appears even less convincing and justifiable. 
Everyone who learns of this position of the United States and the 
United Kingdom will, of course, form his own conclusions. We will 
also form our own conclusions.

Those are the additional points which I  thought it necessary to 
make.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Ces
sation of Nuclear Weapon Tests, April 20, 1962 '

I  have listened with the greatest interest to the statements made 
this morning by the United Kingdom representative and the Soviet 
representative. Yesterday morning the Soviet delegation presented 
a statement by the Soviet Government in which it is said:

. . . The Soviet Government expresses its willingness to study the proposals 
set out in the Memorandum of the neutralist States as a basis for further 
negotiations.

The Soviet Government goes on to say:

. . . Fruitful negotiations on the discontinuance of tests cannot be con
ducted to the thunder of nuclear explosions.

I t  proposes that the nuclear Powers “give a voluntary undertak
ing not to set off nuclear explosions while the negotiations are in 
progress”.̂

The Soviet representative later put two questions to my delega
tion. The first question was whether the United States accepted the 
eight-nation memorandum as the basis for further negotiations. The 
United States is quite prepared to accept the eight-nation memoran
dum—indeed, we welcome it—as one of the bases for negotiation, but

" ENDC/PV.25, pp. 21-24.
* The Soviet Government statement is printed antCy pp. 396-399. For <ihe text 

of the eight-nation memorandum, see an-fe, pp. 334-336,
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not as an exclusive basis for negotiation. The United States is fully 
prepared to explore in further negotiations the possibilities which the 
eight-nation memorandum presents for agreement, and to do this on 
an urgent basis. We hope the Soviet Union does not mean that it 
will continue to seek a nuclear test ban agreement only if we accept 
the eight-nation memorandum as the exclusive basis for negotiations— 
I  may interpolate that the simultaneous interpretation this morning 
gave one to understand that it was to be “the” basis for negotiations.

If  I  understood the Soviet representative this morning correctly 
from the simultaneous translation, he said that this was not his in
tention. Indeed, we welcome this clarification as far as it goes. We 
are still not very clear about this—])erhaps it is due to the simul
taneous interpretation—^because after he had said that it was not to 
be the exclusive basis for negotiation, he still posed the question 
whether we accepted it as the basis for negotiations.^ In this con
nexion I  should point out that the sponsors of the eight-nation 
memorandum apparently view their suggestions in the same way as 
my delegation does; this has already been pointed out by the United 
Kingdom representative.

In the final paragraph of the eight-nation memorandum they ‘‘urge 
the nuclear Powers earnestly to consider the suggestions put forward 
above, as well as other possible suggestions”. This is precisely the 
way that my delegation will approach this memorandum in future 
negotiations. I  say with great respect to the eight new members of 
the Conference that in studying the memorandum we believe that it 
contains certain ambiguous and vague passages. The Soviet repre
sentative spent considerable time this morning in dealing with the 
last sentences of paragraphs 4 and 5. I  do not wish to go into any 
detailed interpretation of the document, but the last sentence of par-

 ̂Replying to questions by the British representative, Ambassador Zorin said: 

“Have we said that this is an exclusive document? Have we asked you 
whether you accept this document as an exclusive document, as the only one 
and nothing else? No. We did not put the question like that, we put it in 
a much more general form. We asked whether you accepted this document as 
a basis for our negotiations.

“What does this mean? It means that our main talks should turn, first of 
all, round this document. Can any other questions be raised? Of course, 
any questions may be raised in the course of the negotiations. It is perfectly 
clear. May any other proposals be submitted in the future? Of course they 
may. May old documents which have already been submitted be used? Of 
course they may. But, in order to carry on the negotiations effectively, we 
must have some document as a starting point. That is the point. And we 
propose to you that we take this document as the starting point and as the 
basis for all future discussion on this question’̂ (RNDC/PV.25, p. 16).
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agraph 4 states: “ . . . The parties to the treaty could invite the 
Commission to visit their territories”, and the last sentence of the 
first part of paragraph 5 states: “The party concerned would, in 
accordance with its obligation referred to in paragraph 4 above . . 
Thus it is not precisely clear to me what the document means here. 
In posing our questions we tried to demonstrate that the memorandum 
was far from clear to us. Indeed, the Soviet statement yesterday 
points out that not all the provisions of the memorandum “are equally 
clear.” However, the Soviet statements in this Committee yesterday 
morning and in the Sub-Committee yesterday afternoon seemed to 
us to go on to interpret the memorandum essentially in their own way. 
If  one reads the verbatim record of the Sub-Committee meeting yes
terday this seems to be very clear.

If  the Soviet Union adheres to this interpretation of the joint mem
orandum, my delegation does not believe that the possibilities of 
agreement are at all encouraging. My delegation has made it clear 
on numerous occasions that we believe that the obligatory character 
of on-site inspection of an unidentified event within the control and 
discretion of the international control commission must be clearly 
provided for in the agreement. We submit that this cannot be left to a 
mere invitation, since no government which had, in fact, violated an 
agreement by conducting secret weapon tests would invite inspection.

As is known, my delegation submitted a list of questions regarding 
the eight-Power memorandum.^ The representative of Ethiopia 
stated the position of the sponsors of the memorandum with regard 
to these questions.^ While that statement did not by any manner 
of means clear up our questions, my delegation finds it entirely satis
factory and logical. However, the questions that we presented are 
still with us and would have to be among those to be considered in 
future negotiations on the joint memorandum. We would not, by 
acquiescing in the Soviet interpretation and by accepting the joint 
memorandum as so interpreted as the necessarily exclusive or even first 
basis for future negotiations, deprive ourselves of the opportunity to 
pursue the points implicit in the questions we have put.

Let me be quite clear: we are quite prepared to explore and study 
this memorandum as one of the bases for discussion, along with the 
other proposals now before the Conference and proposals which might 
be put forward in future negotiations, but not as an exclusive basis. 
As a matter of fact this process has already begun. By a decision 
of the Conference yesterday, upon the suggestion of the representatives 
of Italy and India, the eight-nation joint memorandum was trans

' Ante, pp. 336-338.
" Ante, pp. 394-395.
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mitted to the Sub-Committee on nuclear testing for study. We be
lieve that this effectively takes care of the matter and we do not see any 
need for prolonged argument about it. The j oint memorandum, there
fore, will be one basis for discussion, along with other suggestions and 
proposals for future negotiations.

The second question put by the Soviet delegation was: Will the 
United States consent to undertake an obligation not to conduct nu
clear explosions during the negotiations ? The answer to this question 
is : No. The United States will not imdertake such an obligation. I 
dealt with this question at length in my intervention in the meetings of 
the Conference and the Sub-Committee yesterday.^ The verbatim 
records of those meetings are available, and I  do not believe I  can add 
anything to what I  said yesterday.

I  am sorry, but the United States has learnt its lesson with regard 
to voluntary, unpoliced moratoria, which can be broken at will by the 
Soviet Union on any pretext it wishes to dream up. The United States 
has said in this Conference, any number of times, that it is prepared 
to forgo its next test series if an adequate and effective agreement has 
been signed before the series begins. The Soviet Union, unfortunately, 
has rejected the very basis of such an agreement in unambiguous terms, 
stating its opposition to the very principle of international verification, 
including on-site inspection. And if I  understood the Soviet repre
sentative correctly this morning, he said again that the Soviet Union 
would not commit itself to the principle of obligatory on-site inspection 
within the discretion of a control commission; he said that that was 
merely one of the things we would have to discuss in our future nego
tiations. At least that is the way I  understood that the Soviet repre
sentative stated the matter. I f  I  misunderstood him I  will be very 
happy to be corrected.

The only condition necessary for negotiation is a willingness by all 
concerned to reach a just, safeguarded treaty. We are ready to meet 
this condition and we are quite sure our United Kingdom colleagues 
are too. I t remains only for the Soviet Union to make clear whether 
it seeks propaganda or progress.

We continue to hope that our future efforts will bear fruit. To the 
extent that the memorandum of the eight Powers—along with the 
other proposals that are before the Conference or that may come be
fore the Conference—can contribute to this objective, that memoran
dum is indeed welcome. The United States is prepared to negotiate 
constructively and in good faith in order to determine what possibil
ities for agreement the new eight-Power initiative presents. In that 
respect, as I  say, we welcome it.

 ̂Ante, pp. 400-412.
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However, the United States must insist upon a system that will truly 
deter violations because it will provide a reasonable chance of violators’ 
being detected. We have been, and we will remain, reasonable as to the 
instrumentalities by which this objective will be acliieved, but we are 
not prepared to abandon the objective itself. I f  I  understood cor
rectly the representative of the Soviet Union—and perhaps I  mis- 
miderstood him in the simultaneous interpretation—he asked us if 
the United States accepted the eight-Power memorandum as a com
promise basis for discussion. The answer is: We accept it as a basis 
for discussion, but not as the exclusive basis for discussion.

Address by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the Supreme 
Soviet, April 24, 1962 ^

At the time T^hen the Soviet people went with remarkable unanim
ity and patriotic enthusiasm to the elections to the Supreme Soviet 
of the USSR, the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament began 
its work in Geneva. And if the first session of the Supreme Soviet 
of the USSE of the new convocation today also merits a report by the 
Soviet Government on the Geneva negotiations, this is one more illus
tration of how much attention is being given by our country to the 
solution of the problems which have been brought into the foreground 
by international life.

To ensure peaceful conditions for the building of communist so
ciety in the USSR and the development of a world system of socialism, 
and together with all peace-loving peoples to save mankind from a 
destructive world war— t̂hat is the main task set before Soviet foreign 
policy by the programme of the Party, adopted by the historic X X II 
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.^ The struggle 
for the fulfilment of this noble task is being conducted on all diplo
matic fronts under the day-to-day, direct guidance of the Lenin Cen
tral Committee of our Party.

Speaking metaphorically, two policies have come into conflict in 
Geneva.

The representatives of one policy—the delegations of the Soviet 
Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania and Bulgaria—^brought with 
them their Governments’ proposals, which lay down the path towards 
a radical solution of the disarmament problem and towards the im

 ̂ENDO/34, Apr. 25, 1962.
® See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 555-559.
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mediate conclusion of an agreement on the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests for ever. I t was with the intention of contributing to 
the solution of the disarmament problem, as well as to the stopping 
of all nuclear weapon tests—and this may now be said quite frankly— 
that the delegations of the neutralist States also arrived in Geneva.

The representatives of the other policy— t̂he delegations of the 
Western Powers—arrived in Geneva with altogether different bag
gage : these Powers have been conducting matters so as to ensure that 
the Committee would meet in its work with fresh obstacles on the path 
towards agreement on disarmament and, indeed, would hold its meet
ings to the thunder of nuclear explosions.

True, before the Committee commenced its work the heads of the 
United States and United Kingdom delegations eagerly started con
versations in the lobbies on the subject of disarmament. Anyone 
listening to them might have thought that they Imd brought with them 
a practically ready-made draft agreement on general and complete 
disarmament and intended to hand it to us directly in the corridor 
of the Palais des Nations, even before the Ministers had taken their 
places at the conference table: “Here is the text for you. Let us sign 
it and have done with the matter!’' Of course, nothing of the kind 
happened.

As regards France, whose Government declared before the com
mencement of the work of the Committee that it was interested in the 
solution of the disarmament problem,^ its seat at the conference has 
remained vacant. There is said to be some profound meaning in this. 
Then, obviously, it is so profound that common sense cannot reach it.

"Wliat did the work of the Committee begin with ? On the instruc
tions of the Soviet Government our delegation submitted a concrete 
draft treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict in
ternational control at the very first meeting.^ This draft was prepared 
on the basis of the well-remembered programme, proclaimed from 
the rostrum of the United Nations General Assembly by the Head of 
the Soviet Government, Mr. N. S. IQirushchev, two and a half years 
ago.̂  Mankind will for ever be grateful to the Soviet Government 
for putting forward this historic programme, imbued with profound 
humanism and the desire to save the peoples for ever from the dis
asters of war.

Without fearing a lapse into exaggeration, it may be said that the 
submission of our 'draft treaty has been the main event in the work of 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee.

 ̂See amie, pp. 48-49.
® Ante, pj). 103-127.
® Documents on Bisarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1452 fl:.
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Some participants in the Committee have frankly admitted to us 
that they expected new major proposals from the Soviet Government, 
but nobody imagined that it would put forward a document, in which 
the whole process of disarmament from beginning to end was set out 
so precisely and accurately, in almost mathematical language. The 
interest in our proposals throughout the world was so great that the 
representatives of the Western Powers did not venture this time to 
affect indifference. Indeed, in the circumstances, it would probably 
have been of no avail to them, if they had done otherwise.

At the very commencement of the work of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament at Geneva, a United Nations report was 
published, in which it is stated that throughout the world approxi
mately 120 thousand million dollars are being spent annually for 
military purposes.^ This sum is equal to approximately one half of 
all resources devoted annually to capital investment throughout the 
world. As is well known, about 100 million persons are employed 
in the armed forces of all the countries of the world, in military 
production and in the branches connected with such production. 
The Soviet Government solemnly proposes that a stop be put to this 
madness.

You, comrade deputies, are acquainted with the draft treaty on 
general and complete disarmament. I  shall therefore confine myself 
to a few words. I t  is a treaty, each section, each paragraph of which 
is replete with the concrete obligations of States in regard to disarma
ment measures and the corresponding measures of control.

With the beginning of the implementation of this treaty, the arms 
race which is now sweeping over dozens of countries will immediately 
subside: from arsenals and stores a constant stream of weapons will 
be handed over for destruction under international control— îmtil 
stores and arsenals are completely empty. Within four years there 
will be no nuclear bombs left, no tanks and artillery, no navies and air 
forces; the armies themselves will be completely disbanded, and all 
military institutions—from general staffs to military registration and 
recruiting offices—^will be abolished.

I t  is proposed to scrap and liquidate the entire military machine in 
three consecutive stages, within which the measures for disarmament 
and control would be distributed in such a way that no State would 
gain unilateral military advantages in the process of disarmament.

Already during the first stage, that is, within less than two years, 
the danger which has haunted this peoples of all countries since the 
time of Hiroshima will be removed, the danger of being subjected to 
an attack in which nuclear weapons would be used. Hydrogen and

 ̂Ante, p. 42.
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atomic bombs would, so to speak, be immobilized in their storage 
depots and would lie there useless, since all vehicles capable of de
livering these weapons to their target—^military rockets, pilotless 
aircraft, bombers, surface ships and submarines—would be destroyed. 
In  such circumstances, a nuclear bomb would be no more useable than 
a bullet without a rifle or a revolver. Military bases in foreign terri
tory, these springboards for aggression, would have been dismantled 
and troops would be stationed where they should properly be stationed 
in peace time—solely within their own national frontiers. The num
ber of troops would also be substantially reduced; in particular, the 
armed forces of the USSR and the United States would each number 
no more than 1.7 million men.

The threat of nuclear war would be completely removed as a result 
of the implementation of the second stage measures, that is, at the 
end of the third year of disarmament. During this second stage the 
Soviet draft treaty provides for the prohibition of nuclear weapons 
and other types of weapon of mass destruction, together with the 
elimination of all stockpiles of such weapons and the cessation of 
production. A further reduction in the armed forces of States dur
ing this stage, including a reduction in the armed forces of the USSR 
and the United States to one million men each, would lessen the 
probability of any military conflicts.

War will vanish for ever from the life of human society after the 
completion of the third stage— b̂y the end of the fourth year of dis
armament, during which all remaining armed forces and armaments 
are to be eliminated as well as the entire military machinery of States.

During previous disarmament negotiations the representatives of 
the Western Powers have raised the question of what would happen if, 
even after the process of disarmament had been completed. States 
should suddenly start fighting with, say, small arms and daggers. 
In  order to remove all possible cause for doubt, the Soviet Government 
has provided in its draft treaty for the setting up under the United 
Nations of an international force, which would be under appropriate 
command, precluding its use for the particular purposes of individual 
States.

These Soviet proposals have in fact served as the basis for the 
negotiations among the States represented in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee. I t  is obvious that the question of the obligations of the 
People’s Republic of China under a disarmament agreement cannot 
be discussed or settled except with that country’s participation. We 
made this clear to our partners in the negotiations at the outset of the 
Committee’s work.

Geneva, whose very paving stones could tell the sad tale of fruitless 
efforts to begin disarmament, has for the first time witnessed nego
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tiations, the start of which was marked by a strong desire of the ma
jority of participants to reach agreement on disarmament.

Our draft treaty, which also reflects the peace-loving policy of the 
other socialist countries, has aroused the keenest interest and its basic 
provisions have won the support of the non-aligned States repre
sented in the Committee.

We have seen that the Indian delegation is pursuing the same ob
jectives as ourselves, since Mr. Krishna Menon, the Chairman of 
the Indian delegation, said at the meeting of the Committee on 20 
March: “We think that either a treaty or a draft of a treaty, . . . cov
ering the whole of this picture must emerge from this Conference”.̂  

On the following day, the Minister for Foreign Ajffairs of the United 
Arab Eepublic, Dr. Fawzi, said that . . the draft treaty submitted 
by the Soviet Government ‘on general and complete disarmament^ 
seems to represent some steps in the right direction.” ^

We also welcomed the following words by Mr. Wachuku, the Min
ister for Foreign Affairs of the young African State of Nigeria: “My 
delegation and indeed my country, Nigeria, believe passionately in 
peace, and will work unrelentingly toward the achievement of general 
and complete disarmament.” ^

Similar views were clearly expressed in the statements of the repre
sentatives of almost all the non-aligned coimtries.

But what of the Western Powers, what position have they taken in 
the Committee ?

The United States and its allies did not submit any draft treaty at 
the start of the Conmiittee’s work and that, of course, was not a mat
ter of chance. They evidently find it difficult to switch from general 
and occasionally eloquent phrases about the advantages of disarma
ment to a definition of the specific obligations that might be embodied 
in the articles of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. That 
is why the arguments used by the Western Powers during the discus
sion of our draft treaty at meetings of the Conmiittee skirt around 
the questions calling for solution. One has the feeling that our draft 
treaty is too hot for some people.

More than a month had passed since the opening of the session and 
the participants in the Committee had long since begun to consider 
the Soviet draft treaty article by article, when a document by the 
United States Government, entitled “Outline of Basic Provisions of a 
Treaty” made its appearance in the Committee.^ As you see, even now 
the United States Government has merely submitted an outline, an

" ENDO/PV. 5, p. 33.
^EN D 0/PV .6,p.ll.
® ENDO/PV. 8, p. 9.
 ̂Ante, pp. 351-582.
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outline not of an actual treaty, but of some basic provisions, despite 
the fact that the question of basic provisions has been under discus
sion for fifteen years.

What is the content of the proposals which the United States Gov
ernment has laid on the conference table at Geneva ? What lay con
cealed in the briefcases of the delegations of the Western Powers 
at Geneva ? They proved to contain a previously prepared declara
tion on control and, moreover, control not o'oer disarmament hut over 
armaments^ as if it was the task of the Eighteen Nation Conmiittee 
to spur on the arms race and not to seek agreement on disarmament

Thus, the representatives of the Western Powers are sitting side by 
side with us in this hall in the Palais des Nations, whose walls are 
covered with murals depicting the horrors of war, and are arguing, not 
in favour of destroying the weapons of war, but in reality in favour of 
continuing the arms race.

The representatives of the Western Powers constantly reiterate that 
before there is any disarmament it is necessary to ensure security and 
freedom from fear of attack for all States, and for this they say con
trol is required. They say it will be possible to disarm when States 
cease to fear each other. But, you see, there will always be people 
who declare that they are afraid of the Soviet Union or some other 
State and therefore cannot disarm. In  that case are we to shelve the 
cause of disarmament, and besides, how are we to determine whether 
this fear is genuine or simulated ?

In the Eighteen Nation Committee the United States Government 
decided to put forward some revised proposals on control. But what 
changes has it made in its position ?

In the same way as before, the United States Government 
stands for the establishment of control for the sake of control, or to 
speak more precisely, for the sake of reconnaissance. Only now it 
says that there is no need to be afraid that the control organs will 
cover the whole territory of a country immediately. For a start let 
us divide each country into sections, into geographical zones. As soon 
as the reduction in armed forces and armaments has begun—even if 
only by ten per cent— l̂et us open up these sections so that the con
trollers, when they so desire, can enter any of them at any time and 
control not only the armed forces and armaments which are being 
reduced but all the rest as well. Moreover, it is put forward as a spe
cial new point that the controllers would not inspect all the zones at 
once, as though it were of essential importance to us that this type of 
control over armaments, which is in fact international espionage, 
would be carried out in one zone of the Soviet Union, say, at the be
ginning of May5 and in another zone at the end of that month.
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But there is nothing new about that. The Generals of the NATO 
staffs simply want, by means of sections, to organize something like an 
X-ray examination of the whole territory of the Soviet Union. Here 
are some characteristic illustrations in this regard.

The United States Assistant Secretary for Defence, Mr. Gilpatric, 
stated in a not very tactful manner after the Eighteen Nation Com
mittee had already begun its work that it was most important for the 
Pentagon to ‘‘determine precisely” the system of targets in the terri
tory of the USSE, and he added that then it would be possible to 
prepare more destructive blows at less cost. And here is another 
statement in favour of reconnaissance in the territory of the U SSR: 
“The reconnaissance of targets becomes the decisive factor in air war
fare”. This was said in a quite straightforward way, with a soldier-s 
bluntness, and by a man who is evidently acquainted with the stra
tegic problems of NATO. He is Helmut Schmidt, a military expert 
from Western Germany, admittedly an indiscreet person but never
theless an expert.

As you see, there is little originality in the proposal for inspection 
by zones, and yet the United States Secretary of State, Mr. Eusk, tried 
to present it as practically a concession to the demands of the Soviet 
Union that control measures should be co-ordinated with disarmament 
measures.^

Something similar was also proposed at Geneva by the United King
dom Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Lord Home. He began 
by saying that he intended to help bring closer together the positions 
of the Soviet Union and the United States on the question of control 
and in general in everything that could serve to reduce international 
tension. Well, that was a good intention. As a matter of fact, why 
should not the United Kingdom do some work in that direction, since 
British diplomacy has had considerable experience both in helping to 
bring positions closer together and in helping to bring them farther 
apart.

When the United Kingdom side revealed its proposals, it turned out 
that what it meant by “compromise” was the same idea of control as 
that of the United States Government, only this time it was no longer 
based only on the territorial principle, but on the industrial sector 
principle as well. Let us assume that in the first stage of disarma
ment a certain quantity of rockets is marked for reduction; controllers 
would have to be despatched immediately to the corresponding num
ber of plants producing these rockets, while the United States military

 ̂Cf. antej pp. 194r-195.
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bases in Europe and in other regions of the world would not be 
touched, yet there are hydrogen and atomic bombs at those bases.

What sort of attempt to bring the positions of the sides closer to
gether is that ?

Incidentally, when the Foreign Minister, Lord Home, was at Ge
neva, he talked a good deal about it being necessary to find ways of 
bringing the positions closer together and reducing the tension between 
East and West. But he no sooner got back to London than he made 
a speech in the House of Lords on the following day, and stated no 
more and no less than the following: “tension may be part of our 
human condition; it may be a pre-condition of progress, and that 
without tension we would stagnate.” ^

The question arises which United Kingdom Minister ought we to 
believe— t̂he one who spoke at Geneva in favour of bringing the posi
tions of the West and the East closer together and reducing tension, 
or the one who spoke in the House of Lords?

As far back as a year and a half ago Comrade N. S. Khrushchev 
stated at the fifteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly 
that the Soviet Government was prepared to accept any proposals of 
the Western Powers for control over disarmament, if these Powers 
would accept our proposals for general and complete disarmament.^ 
Where is the reply of the Western Powers to this statement of the 
Head of the Soviet Government ? There is none.

The negotiations in Geneva have not proceeded without direct at
tempts being made by our Western partners in the negotiations to 
secure for themselves unilateral advantages in disarmament to the 
detriment of the Soviet Union’s security. The United States, for 
example, proposes a 30 per cent reduction in three years in nuclear 
weapon delivery vehicles and in basic conventional armaments. For 
a moment, this might seem to be a disarmament measure. But the 
question immediately arises: with what types of armament does the 
United States Government propose to scrape up this 30 per cent ?

The intention was already clear from the statement made in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee by the United States Secretary of State: 
“We propose that strategic delivery vehicles be reduced not only in 
numbers but also in destructive capabilities”.̂  The aims of the United 
States Government became still clearer after it had submitted to the 
Conmiittee the outline to which I  have referred. Missiles having a 
range of 5,000 kilometres or greater, that is, inter-continental and 
global missiles, are what interests it first and foremost!

^Hansard, Parliamentary Delates: House of Lords, fifth series, vol. 238, col. 
995.

® See Documents on Disarmament, I960, pp. 273 n,j 295.
 ̂Ante, p. 146.



GROMYKO ADDRESS, APRIL 24 431

But such things as United States military bases and troops in for
eign territory, including those not far from the frontiers of socialist 
countries, as well as bomber forces and rocket installations have again 
been ignored, as though of no importance, by the United States Gov
ernment. Their dismantling and disbanding are deferred in the 
United States proposals to the third and last stage. Furthermore, no 
indication whatever is given of the duration of this stage; it might be 
interpreted as lasting ten or twenty years. Thus, no time-limit is set 
for the dismantling of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of 
foreign troops from the territory of other countries. Where, one may 
ask, is American efficiency and accuracy when it comes to j&xing time
limits for the dismantling of foreign military bases and the with
drawal of f oreign troops ?

No, this proposal is certainly not calculated to promote agreement; 
it is aimed at undermining the defensive capacity of the Soviet Union, 
while the military fist of NATO remains clenched.

Is this really honest partnership in disarmament negotiations ? For 
we are told in effect that rockets will continue to be aimed at us from 
United States military bases, where bombers will stand by with their 
engines running and a cargo of nuclear bombs on board while we, 
relying on NATO’s peaceful intentions, scrap our inter-continental 
and global missiles. How can this position of the Western Powers 
inspire confidence, and can these Powers be regarded as displaying a 
serious attitude to disarmament questions? No, this cannot in any 
way be considered the case.

In this connexion one is inevitably reminded of the position of the 
main participants in the disarmament negotiations in the League of 
Nations. I f  the Western Powers at that time conceded the possibility 
of disarmament, it was only at the expense of the Soviet Union. They 
were even very anxious that the Soviet Union should disarm. But 
when it was a question of reducing air forces, navies and other forms 
of armament, they could not agree even among themselves. The 
United Kingdom, France, Germany and Italy turned the negotiations 
into a kind of game in which everyone tried to outwit everyone else. 
The British, as is well known, always had a dislike for submarines. 
So they tried to get rid of submarines, which were the trump card of 
France. The French, however, tried to persuade the others to scrap 
battleships, the pride of the British Admiralty. Both sides tried on 
every sort of pretext to retain intact the armaments in which they were 
strong themselves.

The French Foreign Minister at that time, Mr. Briand, fully under
stood the tricks to which both sides were resorting and made the sar
castic observation that the British Admiralty built battleships to catch
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herrings in the English Channel, while France built submarines to 
explore the bottom of the Channel.

In  submitting their proposal on missiles, the United States repre
sentatives are evidently not in a humorous mood, but their position is 
not very different from the one that was the butt of Mr. Briand’s wit 
The United States representatives are saying, as it were, that they are 
not partial to Soviet rockets, which travel too far and hit their targets 
too accurately; they must be destroyed, but United States atomic 
bomber bases scattered over the whole world should be retained. For 
what purpose? For meteorological observations?

But if we were to follow up on Briand’s analogy, we might counter 
this by saying: Eemove your bases, destroy your aircraft, they fill the 
sky with too many exhaust fumes, but we will keep our missiles; we 
need them to measure the temperature above the clouds.

The United States Government is raising in the Committee with 
daily increasing insistence the question of the need to prohibit the 
use of outer space for military purposes. In this connexion, it is 
noticeable that it makes this proposal with special insistence follow
ing the statement by Comrade N. S. Khrushchev concerning the 
construction of a global missile in the Soviet Union.^ Well, the prohi
bition of the military use of outer space is a good cause, and the Soviet 
Government itself has submitted proposals to this effect. Our draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament contains a special provi
sion stipulating that the launching of rockets and space devices shall 
be carried out exclusively for peaceful purposes. However, this is 
not a matter which can be settled in isolation from other disarmament 
measures.

But how does the United States Government view the settlement 
of this question ? I t is clear from remarks made by the United States 
representatives in the Committee that this entire question is again 
being raised in order to worst intercontinental and global missiles 
and deprive the Soviet Union of the most powerful means of defence 
and of retaliation against an aggressor.

Can it be considered that such a proposal is calculated to promote 
agreement on disarmament ? The answer is again no.

The Eighteen-Nation Committee has before it another proposal 
submitted by the United States, namely, that the production of fission
able materials for military purposes should be halted in stage I  and 
that each party should transfer, say, 50 tons of these materials for 
peaceful uses. Some credulous people may at first think that this 
proposal, though it does not lead directly to disarmament, at least

 ̂Ante, pp. 151-159.
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comes somewhere close to it. In fact, it has nothing in common with 
disarmament.

For it is well known that States have now accumulated so large a 
quantity of fissionable materials that many, many nuclear bombs and 
charges can be manufactured from these materials even if their quan
tity is somewhat reduced. I  need hardly say that atomic and hydro
gen bombs already manufactured are entirely unaffected by the meas
ure proposed by the United States and will remain fully available 
for attacking peoples.

Note that in this case, too, the widespread network of United States 
military bases in foreign territory, including areas bordering on the 
Soviet Union, is to remain in existence.

This is, in effect, all that the Western Powers are proposing to us 
at Geneva.

You see. Comrade deputies, that the proposals which the United 
States has made in the Eighteen-Nation Committee and which are 
supported by its NATO allies are far from general and complete dis
armament. To be more correct, they do not constitute disarmament 
at all.

I  now turn to the basic objections of the United States and United 
Kingdom Governments to our draft treaty, leaving aside the question 
of control, which I  have already discussed. The majority of their 
polemical arrows are aimed at the proposal to include in the measures 
for stage I  of disarmament the withdrawal of troops from foreign 
territory together, of course, with the simultaneous dismantling of the 
foreign military bases. According to the representatives of these 
Powers, the implementation of the Soviet proposals will have a dis
astrous consequence: United States troops will leave Europe and cross 
the ocean, while the Soviet troops, although they will also return 
home from Poland, the German Democratic Republic and Hungary, 
will still remain in Europe.

One might ask where the Soviet troops should be after their return 
home if not in the Soviet Union ?

Opponents of the Soviet proposals resort to yet another argument. 
They say there is little sense in reaching agreement on a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament, because the legislatures of certain 
Western Powers will not ratify such a treaty in any case. They may 
still agree to the adoption of individual measures but it is better not 
to introduce the complete programme of disarmament measures which 
are scheduled to be carried out over a number of years.

We know, for example, that the United States Congress is now 
examining a detailed programme for the phased development of 
United States armaments during the next five years. In other words,
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the United States Congress can adopt a five-year armaments pro
gramme, but cannot adopt a four-year programme of general and 
complete disarmament.

But it is scarcely possible to accept this sort of procedure in inter
national affairs.

From the very beginning of the negotiations at Geneva the par
ticipants were faced with the problem of how to organize their work 
in order to make it as fruitful as possible. Since only the Soviet 
Union submitted a draft treaty covering the whole process of dis
armament from beginning to end, the majority of the members of the 
Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee naturally inclined to the view that the 
order of discussion in the Committee should be based on this document 
which should be taken up article by article.

The delegations which do not find our draft to their liking have 
been compelled, though reluctantly, to reckon with this fact. But we 
had hardly begun to discuss the draft, when the Western delegations 
started to press us to let various groups of technical experts work on 
the treaty, to let them study and discuss it. Anyone more or less 
familiar with the work experts do when questions of disarmament are 
assigned to them knows very well that this is the surest way to failure. 
I t  was not for nothing that the technical experts previously involved 
in disarmament negotiations became the target of jokes. I t is said of 
them—and moreover, by experts themselves—that they are people who 
daily find out more and more about less and less. I f  the Committee 
were to follow such a course, not one of the Ministers present at the 
outset of the Committee’s work would probably live to see the end of 
the experts’ discussions. And more than one generation of experts 
themselves would be required for these discussions.

The course of events in the Eighteen-Nation Committee since its 
work began provides further confirmation that, contrary to the will of 
the peoples, certain circles in Western States are trying to set up ever 
new barriers, each one higher than the last, in the path towards dis
armament. We also know who are behind the policy of disrupting 
disarmament— t̂he small but influential monopolistic groups.

These groups’ fear of disarmament is based on a single concern—how 
to avoid losing the fabulous profits earned from the manufacture of 
weapons of destruction. For these groups the production of arma
ments represents a golden conveyor belt off which, one might say, there 
flow simultaneously nuclear bombs, rockets and bombers as well as 
dollars, poimds sterling and francs which accumulate in the bank 
accounts of arms manufacturers.

In the Eighteen-Nation Committee, parallel with the preparation of 
the draft treaty on general and complete disarmament, a Soviet pro
posal is being discussed that here and now, without awaiting the com-
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pletion of the negotiations on general and complete disarmament, a 
number of measures should be carried out to reduce international 
tension, strengthen confidence among States and create a more favour
able climate for disarmament. What are these measures ? They in
clude the prohibition of war propaganda, the establishment of 
denuclearized zones in various parts of the globe, the prevention of the 
further dissemination of nuclear weapons and the renunciation of their 
use. Most of the participants in the negotiations have reacted favour
ably to these proposals. Let us take, for example, the proposal to 
establish denuclearized zones. The representatives of the independent 
States of Asia, Africa and Latin America are showing grave anxiety 
at the United States policy of stationing United States nuclear weap
ons in the territory of other countries. Mr. Dantas, the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of Brazil, in giving expression to this feeling, rightly 
asked who will take the decision to use these weapons, a question to 
which he himself provided the answer: it will not be the countries 
where these weapons are stationed but the countries which own them.^ 
His statement expressed justified concern for the safety of States if 
foreign generals are to give orders for the firing of nuclear weapons 
stationed in the territory of countries which do not themselves possess 
such weapons. This concern was shared in particular by the repre
sentatives of Ethiopia, Nigeria and Burma, who supported the idea 
of establishing denuclearized zones in Africa and other areas. The 
Government of Mexico has decided to prohibit the import of nuclear 
weapons into Mexico and has begun to give practical effect to the idea 
of a denuclearized zone without waiting for formal agreement.

Great interest was also aroused in the Committee by the detailed 
proposal of the Polish People’s Kepublic to set up a denuclearized 
zone in central Europe.^ I t  was rightly appraised by many delega
tions as a sound idea and a sensible measure to strengthen peace in 
Europe.

Our proposal for the prohibition of war propaganda, which the 
Soviet Union has advocated for a number of years, is being discussed. 
One can only express satisfaction that most delegations have already 
spoken in favour of adopting an international declaration outlawing 
war propaganda. But, unfortunately, the United States representa
tives are trying to create obstacles. They have no arguments against 
our proposal for the prohibition of war propaganda and speak against 
in a rather awkward way. Nevertheless, they do so; moreover, there 
has recently occurred to them the idea that if appeals for war are to be 
prohibited, then why should it not be possible to prohibit at the same

' END0/PV.3, p. 8.
* Ante, pi>. 201-205.
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time . . . Marxism-Leninism ? When the United States Secretary of 
State, Mr. Eusk, was in Geneva, he refrained from making such a state
ment. But later his deputy in the delegation, Mr. Dean, an obviously 
desperate man, decided, as they say, to open his mouth! Even the old 
hands at Geneva cannot recall anything like it.

That is the situation in the negotiations in the Eighteen Nation 
Committee. You see, Comrade Deputies, that it would be unjusti
fied to think that the Committee is close to working out realistic dis
armament measures.

If  our task were only to unmask certain circles of the capitalist 
Powers and their policy on questions of disarmament, there would 
be no need to stay long ui Geneva. Three days would be sufficient 
for it to become clear that these circles, as before, do not want to dis
arm. But our task is to carry on the struggle for disarmament and 
to prove to the Western Powers as well the necessity of disarmament. 
Both our country and our allies are doing this.

Although the Conmiittee has passed only the initial stage in its 
work, it has already become clear that the pressure of popular demands 
for general and complete disarmament is infusing a fresh spirit into 
the negotiations. The opponents of disarmament are clearly on the 
defensive. There, Comrades, can be seen the result of the really 
tremendous work done by the Central Committee of our Party, the 
Soviet Government and Comrade N. S. Khrushchev personally in at
tracting the attention of the peoples to the problem of disarmament 
and in explaining the danger of a new war. There again can be seen 
the result of all the attractive force of our peace-loving foreign policy, 
the greatness of our plans to build Communism and of our defensive 
might which guard, like a bronze shield, the independence of many 
States in the world that are today, together with us, boldly lending 
their voices in support of peace, in support of disarmament. We wel
come these voices harmonizing with the voice of the Soviet State and 
its allies in the struggle for disarmament and peace.

I  would like to state. Comrade deputies, that during the official visit 
which the Government decided I  should make to Yugoslavia to recipro
cate the visit last year to the Soviet Union by the Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs of the Federal People’s Eepublic of Yugoslavia, 
Comrade K. Popovic, it was once again reaffirmed that the positions 
of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia on disarmament questions are 
substantially the same. Our positions either coincide or are very close 
on a number of other important international problems. This is, of 
course, a good thing and is in accordance with the interests of both 
States and the development of further co-operation between the USSR 
and Yugoslavia.
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The question of discontinuing nuclear tests occupies an important 
place in the negotiations in Geneva. And this is understandable. You 
see, the Governments of the United States and of the United Kingdom 
came to the Eighteen Nation Committee with their already prepared 
solution of this question, namely, to conduct their scheduled new series 
of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere. All their assurances of 
their desire to put an end to nuclear tests, including the joint state
ment made by the United States and the United Kingdom on 10 April 
this year,^ were needed by them, as is pointed out in the Message of 
Comrade N. S. Khrushchev to the United Kingdom Prime Minister, 
Mr. H. Macmillan, on 12 April, not in order to reach agreement but 
to divert the wrath of the peoples.^ I t  can be said that the decision 
of the United States Government to conduct, starting in the second 
half of April, a series of atmospheric nuclear weapon tests in the 
area of the Pacific Ocean meets with almost universal condemnation.

We are witnesses that the lucid and consistent position of the Soviet 
Union is meeting with ever wider understanding and support from 
everyone who has a sincere desire to put an end to experimental nuclear 
explosions. What is the essence of our position ? The Soviet Govern
ment, as is well known, proposed to conclude forthwith an agreement 
ensuring the immediate discontinuance of tests of all types of hydro* 
gen and atomic weapons and to use for control the national systems 
of detecting nuclear explosions, which are at the disposal of States..

Such an approach makes it possible without further delay to put an 
end for all time to nuclear weapon tests. At the same time, this ap~ 
proach is based on scientific data which have been verified by experi
ence and in practice and which show that all nuclear explosions can 
be reliably detected by means of national systems.

The opponents of the discontinuance of nuclear tests have tried 
to maintain the opposite and have stated that nuclear explosions, par
ticularly underground ones, cannot be detected unless a wide-spread 
network of international control posts is set up in the territories of 
States and unless whole battalions of international inspectors are sent 
into these territories. We already knew before the worth of their 
assertions. Comrade N. S. Khrushchev in his speech to his con
stituents on 16 March told how those who sustain a false note in the 
question of nuclear tests have been unmasked.^ The Soviet Union 
conducted an underground explosion. On the same day the United 
States Atomic Energy Commission announced that the United States 
had recorded this explosion. This was done not by means of any

‘ Ante, pp. 292-293.
 ̂Ante, pp. 318-328.

“Amie, pp. 154-157.
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international inspection groups but by means of the national systems, 
which the United States has at its disposal.

In  his Message to the United Kingdom Prime Minister, Mr. Mac
millan, Comrade N. S. Klirushchev demonstrated the groundless
ness of the assertion that the demand for the establishment of in
ternational intelligence posts in our territory is dictated by concern 
about the strengthening of international confidence.

I f  the Government of the Western Powers really wished to 
strengthen confidence there are not a few questions, the settlement of 
which would help to bring this about, and among them first and 
foremost are general and complete disarmament and the conclusion 
of an international treaty for this purpose. But there is so far no 
evidence that the Western Powers have moved towards a settlement 
of this question.

The discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests is justifiably regarded 
as part of the problem of general and complete disarmament, since 
it is only under the conditions of the implementation of general 
and complete disarmament that all the incentives spurring States 
to produce ever new forms of nuclear weapons will finally disappear. 
But actually this question has been isolated as an independent one, 
and many States, including the Soviet Union, are in favour of put
ting an end to all nuclear weapon tests immediately, without waiting 
for the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. 
The Soviet Government is prepared straight away to sign an agree
ment on the discontinuance of nuclear tests, as was proposed by us 
on the 28th November 1961,̂  and the Western Powers know quite 
well that the Soviet Union would carry it out honestly.

At the same time, the Western Powers cannot plead ignorance of 
the consequences which their nuclear tests will have, if in defiance of 
the will of the peoples they carry out such tests. The Soviet Govern
ment has warned the Governments of the United States and the 
United Kingdom in the clearest possible terms that the Soviet Union 
will be faced with the necessity of replying to such actions of the 
Western Powers by carrying out tests of new types of its own nuclear 
weapons, which in these circumstances may be required in order to 
strengthen its security and the security of its allies, and to maintain 
peace. We shall give such a reply to any nuclear tests by the West— 
in the atmosphere or underground, in outer space or under water.

The Soviet Union wants neither a continuation nor an intensifica
tion of the nuclear arms race; it wants to stop it. The overwhelming 
majority of the countries of the world are also striving for this. This 
was confirmed once again in Geneva a few days ago, when India, the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
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United Arab Republic, Burma, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Brazil, Mexico and 
Sweden, alarmed by the intention of the United States and the United 
Kingdom to carry out a new massive series of nuclear explosions in 
the atmosphere, submitted their proposals for the solution of the 
problem of the prohibition of all nuclear tests for ever.  ̂ Not every
thing in their proposals is clear and precise, but one thing—and it 
is the main thing— îs beyond any doubt: in their proposals the neu
tralist States start out from the assumption that it had been proved 
in theory and in practice that control over the discontinuance of nu
clear tests can be exercised by means of national systems of detection.

The Soviet Government has carefully studied the proposals of the 
neutralist States and has come to the conclusion that they can be a 
useful basis for reaching agreement on the discontinuance of all nu
clear tests. For this reason it has expressed itself in favour of mak
ing these proposals the basis of further negotiations.^ I t  is now for 
the Western Powers to decide. One gets the impression, however, 
that these Powers cannot bring themselves to give a positive reply 
to the proposals of the neutralist States.

Comrade deputies, in reporting to the Supreme Soviet on the 
Geneva negotiations, it is necessary to dwell particularly on a ques
tion which, although it did not figure on the agenda of the Eighteen 
Nation Committee, nevertheless occupied an important place during 
the exchange of views at Geneva. Side by side with the meetings on 
disarmament at the Palais des Nations, meetings and talks took place 
between the Soviet Union and the United States, on the subject of 
which, in accordance with a mutual agreement, nothing was reported 
at the time. Usually these meetiags resulted in the arrival of crowds 
of journalists who, since the press was being kept on a starvation 
diet in the sense of obtaining information, would attack the partici
pants in the talks with the query: “Did you lunch on disarmament 
or on the German question ?”

Now that this round of exchanges of opinions is over, I  can say 
that we “lunched” mainly on the German problem or, to be more 
exact, we discussed the conclusion of a German peace treaty and the 
normalization of the situation in West Berlin on this basis.

The Geneva meetings were the continuation of contacts between 
the Governments of the USSR and the United States, to which Com
rade N. S. Klirushchev referred in his speech to his constituents. 
The talks were useful. As a result, there emerged the possibility 
of adopting a joint Soviet-United States statement which noted that 
some progress had been made in regard to ascertaining areas of agree
ment and areas where disagreement existed.

 ̂See ante, pp. 334-336.
® See ante, pp. 396-399.
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What lies behind these general formulations ? Allow me, on behalf 
of the Soviet Government, to report to the Supreme Soviet on the 
stage which the exchange of views with the Government of the United 
States has now reached concerning the peaceful settlement of the 
German problem, bearing in mind at the same time that these dis
cussions are, as the expression goes, of a private nature and that they 
have not yet been completed and that it is, therefore, premature to 
speak at present about some of the aspects of the various questions 
that are being discussed.

The present position, when seventeen years have elapsed since the 
end of the Second World War and great changes have taken place in 
Germany and Europe, and a German peace treaty has still not been 
concluded, creates, as has been repeatedly emphasized by Comrade 
N. S. Khrushchev, a great danger of conflict and clashes between the 
Powers, fraught with formidable consequences for the cause of peace. 
The proposals of the Soviet Government regarding the conclusion of 
a German peace treaty are aimed at eliminating this danger and by 
taking realistically into account the existing situation and first and 
foremost the fact of the existence of two sovereign German States, 
namely the German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic 
of Germany, at ensuring peace and security in Europe.

The Soviet Government has repeatedly stated, and we tried to con
vince our interlocutors in Geneva, that the best thing would be to con
clude a single peace treaty with the Democratic German Eepublic 
and the Federal Eepublic of Germany, or if the Western Powers pre
ferred, separate treaties with each of the German States. The Soviet 
Government has always emphasized that only in the event that the 
Western Powers themselves should hold aloof from an agreed solu
tion to the questions relating to a peaceful settlement of the German 
problem, would the Soviet Government and a number of other States 
have no alternative but—and without agreement with the Western 
Powers— t̂o sign a peace treaty with the German Democratic Eepublic 
which, like any other peace treaty, would put an end to the survivals 
of the occupation, including those in respect of West Berlin. And if 
anyone still thinks that it is possible to compel the Soviet Union to 
abandon this path and refrain from concluding a German peace 
treaty, he has obviously lost all sense of reality and may meet with 
•bitter disappointment. The Soviet Union stands for peace and a 
peace treaty. If, in connexion with this policy of the USSE, actions 
directed against the maintenance of peace should be taken, it cannot 
be doubted that a most resolute rebuiff would be given.

Comrade N. S. Khrushchev’s statement from the rostrum of the 
X X II Congress of the Comjnunist Party of the Soviet Union that 
the Soviet ITnion has not set any fatal deadline for the conclusion of a



GROMYKO ADDRESS, APRIL 24 441

German peace treaty was imbued with the desire to facilitate the 
search for a mutually acceptable agreement.^ This step by the Soviet 
Union which was undertaken with due regard to the contacts be
tween the Soviet Union and the United States, which were developed 
after the meeting between the Heads of the Governments of the 
USSR and the United States in Vienna, also had its effect during the 
subsequent exchange of views on the subject of a German peace treaty.

The United States Government, like the Governments of some 
other Western Powers, declares that although it will not be a party to 
a peace treaty, it wishes nevertheless to find jointly with us an agreed 
solution to a number of important questions connected with the liqui
dation of the vestiges of the second World War, including the situa
tion in West Berlin and access to it. The talks wliich took place 
with the United States Secretary of State, Mr. Dean Eusk, showed 
that there was a desire to bring closer together the positions of the 
two sides with due regard to the existing conditions in Germany, 
although it is perfectly clear that no few obstacles still remain.

Specifically, the question is that, simultaneously with the conclusion 
by the Soviet Union, and by such states as so desire, of a peace treaty 
with the German Democratic Republic, it is also necessary to reach 
an agreed solution to a group of questions arising in connexion with a 
post-war peaceful settlement. What are these questions? We have 
listed them.

There is the question of normalizing the situation in West Berlin by 
abolishing the occupation regime and replacing the occupation troops 
by troops of the neutral States or the United Nations for a definite 
period. Thus West Berlin would be converted from a military ad
vance post of NATO and a centre of subversive activity against the 
German Democratic Republic and other States, into a free city of 
peace and tranquillity.

There is the question of proper respect for the sovereignty of the 
German Democratic Republic without which, as the Soviet Govern
ment has repeatedly stated, agreement with Western Powers on mat
ters of interest to them is impossible.

There is the question of specifying and confirming the existing 
frontiers of the German States, including the frontiers between the 
German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany.

There is the question of neither German State being armed with 
nuclear weapons.

And finally there is the question of the conclusion of a non-aggres- 
sion pact between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty organization.

Such is the list of the main questions, without a solution to which, 
all good wishes for the consolidation of peace in Europe will remain

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament̂  1961, p. 534.
688-714— 63— vol. I------ 30
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good wishes and nothing more. Naturally, these questions have been 
and are being placed by the Soviet Government before the United 
States side, and there were talks on them in Geneva.

I  shall dwell briefly on these questions.
I  don’t suppose that in the whole world there is another place which 

has concentrated in itself in connexion with the changes that have 
occurred since the last war so great an explosive charge involving the 
danger of a conflict between the great Powers, as West Berlin.

The authorities of the Western Powers are trying to behave in this 
city as though nothing at all had happened since the capitulation of 
Hitlerite Germany. I t  is obvious that they still regard with fondness 
the occupation barriers, which have the occupation troops of the Three 
Powers by way of support, although life itself has long ago broken 
down in the east and in the west of the country the occupation regime 
which nobody intended to establish for ever.

We cannot ignore the fact that land and air conmiunications, which 
are used for relations with West Berlin, run across the territory and 
through the air space of a sovereign state— t̂he German Democratic 
Republic.

Western Berlin is not part of the Federal Eepublic of Germany and 
no one except the out-and-out revanchists in Western Germany and 
people who have lost all sense of reality consider it to be a part or a 
territory of the Federal Eepublic of Germany. Nevertheless, the au
thorities of the Federal Eepublic of Germany contiaue flagrantly to 
interfere in the affairs of this city and are conducting from the terri
tory of West Berlin a hostile campaign agaiast the German Demo
cratic Eepublic and other socialist countries.

To bring the situation in West Berlin into line with present day 
requirements and with the interests of ensuring peace in central 
Europe— t̂hat is the purport of the Soviet proposal to give West 
Berlin the status of a free city. Let West Berlin be free to choose its 
own way of life—the Soviet Government is prepared to respect the 
social system that obtains there. Let West Berlin be a viable city 
with a stable and flourishiag economy—the Soviet Union is prepared 
to help promote this. Let access to West Berlin be unhindered—the 
Soviet Union says yes, we too are in favour of this.

Some organs of the Western press write in connexion with the 
Geneva talks: “Let us suppose that the status of West Berlin is 
changed and the city becomes an independent political unit, a free 
city. But where”, we are asked, “is there any guarantee that its new 
status will be respected and that the interests of the West will not be 
threatened?” And they then add that to ensure the implementation 
of agreements, the presence of the occupation troops of the United
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States, the United Kingdom and France in West Berlin is absolutely 
necessary.

Some people even attempt to derive the right to an indeterminate 
occupation of West Berlin from the Allied decisions taken long ago 
at Potsdam.^ To this the Soviet Government replies: the USSE 
has never signed any agreement providing for a perpetual occupa
tion of Germany or West Berlin. Every occupation is a temporary 
phenomenon, and this was directly stipulated in the relevant agree
ments. Where is the document which justifies the indeterminate occu
pation of West Berlin. There was no such document, nor could there 
be any.

But as regards the obligation to conclude a German peace treaty, 
it has our signature, as well as the signatures of the United States, 
the United Kingdom and France. The Soviet Union will not shirk 
carrying out its duty in this regard!

The time for occupying German territory is past, and what remains 
of the military occupation must be eliminated.

As regards guarantees for West Berlin as an independent political 
unit, the Soviet Government, as is well known, has put forward its 
proposals on this subject, and they have been personally explained 
by Comrade N. S. Khrushchev more than once to the Western leaders, 
including the United States President, Mr. Kennedy, the United 
Kingdom Prime Minister, Mr. Macmillan, and the President of 
France, Monsieur de Gaulle. The Soviet Government proposes as 
one of the alternative solutions of the question of guarantees, that 
during a definite period symbolic contingents of troops of neutral 
States or the United Nations should be stationed in West Berlin.

The exchange of views at Geneva helped to introduce clarity into 
the question of ensuring unhindered communication between West 
Berlin and the outside world, to which the Western Powers say they 
attach great importance. The Soviet Government has clearly shown 
that it is possible to do so; it is only necessary to agree to observe the 
generally-accepted rules of international law in respect of the German 
Democratic Republic. In other words, the indispensable condition for 
unhindered access to West Berlin and from West Berlin is that the 
sovereignty of the German Democratic Republic be respected. With
out that, there can be no agreement between us and the West.

As a positive point, we may note the statement of the United States 
side that it sees no obstacle to combining free access to West Berlin 
with the requirement that the sovereignty of the German Democratic 
Republic be respected. That is a step forward.

 ̂A Decade of American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-1949 (S. Doc. 
123, 81st Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 34-42.
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As you know from the statement of Comrade W. Ulbricht, which 
was published in our press, the Government of the German Demo
cratic Republic has stated that, provided the troops of the three Pow
ers in West Berlin are replaced by the troops of neutral States or 
the United Nations, it is prepared to agree to the establishment of a 
special international body concerned with access, which would act as 
arbitrator in the event of difficulties arising in the practical imple
mentation of an agreement on free transit to West Berlin. Of course, 
this body should not have administrative functions in the territory 
of the German Democratic Republic or interfere in its internal affairs, 
as this would be incompatible with the sovereignty of the German 
Democratic Republic. I t  is clear that in this case, as in a number of 
others, there has been revealed the desire of the Soviet Union and 
German Democratic Republic to bridge the gulfs which separate the 
positions of the two sides on the questions under discussion.

That, in broad outlines, is how matters stand with regard to the 
situation in West Berlin, which should be normalized on the basis 
of the conclusion of a peace treaty.

There is no need to dwell at length on the importance which will 
attach to the appropriate specification and confirmation of the exist
ing frontiers of the German States, including the frontiers between 
the German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Ger
many. This is quite understandable.

In its proposals regarding the conclusion of a German peace treaty 
the Soviet Union insists on not allowing the two German States to 
be armed with nuclear weapons. The Government of the German 
Democratic Republic itself urges that neither the German Democratic 
Republic nor the Federal Republic of Germany should possess such 
weapons. As for Bonn, its appetite for hydrogen and atomic bombs 
is shocking and makes even the allies of Western Germany in NATO 
have second thoughts.

One has indeed to forget completely the lessons of history to con
nive at the claims of the Bundeswehr to possess nuclear weapons. We 
are sure that when the Soviet Government puts forward a proposal 
to provide that nuclear weapons shall not be handed over to the Ger
man States either directly or through third parties, or through any 
military organizations of which they are members, it expresses not 
only the security interests of our people but also the vital interests 
of the whole of Europe, and not only Europe.

Today it can be said that the United States side realizes the im
portance of settling this matter. This is a positive fact if, of course, 
these gleams of good sense do not die down under the influence of 
other trends.



GROMYKO ADDRESS, APRIL 24 445

I t  is natural that when an exchange of views takes place on a post
war settlement which is destined to serve as the basis of peace in 
Europe, the agenda could not fail to include the question of the con
clusion of a non-aggression pact between NATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty organization. The situation in Europe as a whole, and es
pecially in the territories of the two German States, where the armed 
forces of the NATO comitries and the Warsaw Treaty countries are 
in close proximity to one another, demands that the dangers inherent 
in this proximity be blunted, or, better still, removed.

I t  may be noted that in the course of the exchange of views between 
the Government of the USSR and the United States agreement has 
been reached in principle on the necessity of concluding in one form 
or another a non-aggression pact between NATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty organization.  ̂ This is a move in the right direction.

You may ask what are the results as a whole and the future pros
pects of the contacts between the Soviet Union and the United States 
on the question of the peaceful settlement of the German problem?

It is still too early to sum up the results, although there are cer
tain gleams which give hope that agreement will be possible; but the 
experience we have accumulated over many years of negotiation with 
the Western Powers on controversial international questions, compels 
the Soviet Government to be cautious in making assessments and fore
casts, until the matter is concluded.

I t was agreed in Geneva that, after reporting to their Governments 
and after consultation with their allies, the two sides would in the 
appropriate manner resume contacts on the German problem and the 
questions connected with it. Of course, we drew the attention of our 
partners to the fact that negotiations are needed not for the sake of 
negotiations but in order to solve those important international 
problems on the settlement of which the future of peace largely 
depends.

The Government of the USSR believes it necessary to emphasize 
that it stands for serious negotiations, for the continuation of con
tacts in order that the concrete results of the exchange of views could 
be submitted to the heads of Governments for consideration. If  
the other side also takes the same line and follows the path of a sober 
assessment of the situation in Germany and in Europe as a whole, it 
will be possible to achieve the results which all the peoples are ex
pecting and which will have a beneficial effect on the whole course of 
Avorld events.

Such are the main results of the negotiations which have taken place 
in Geneva on the questions of disarmament, the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapon tests and the peaceful settlement of the German 
problem.

 ̂Cf. Secretary of State Rusk’s comment of Apr. 26 {post, pp. 467-468).
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The Soviet Union pursues a policy of peace. With each passing 
year and, I may say, with each passing month, ever brighter and 
farther afield shine not only the beacons of our plans for economic 
and cultural construction but also the beacons of the Soviet State’s 
foreign policy, on the banner of which are written the words: Peace 
and friendship among peoples. Under the leadership of the Com
munist Party and its Leninist Central Committee, and under the per
sonal leadership of the First Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and Head of the Soviet 
Government, N. S. IQirushchev, which day-by-day and directly guide 
the foreign policy actions of the Soviet State, our land will advance 
further on this tested course.

Allow me to express the conviction that the foreign policy line of 
the Soviet Government on the questions of general and complete dis
armament, the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests and the peace
ful settlement of the German problem will meet with the unanimous 
approval of the Supreme Soviet of the USSE.

Statement by the Deputy Soviet Representative (Tsarap- 
kin) to the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee {Extract}, April 
24, 1962"

Let us see now just what the compromise put forward by the eight 
non-aligned countries consists of.  ̂ Mr. Godber said that the compro
mise would be between the two extreme positions. We have in fact 
before us two extreme positions. One of these is the position on 
which the Western Powers stand and which is defined in their draft 
treaty on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests of 18 April 
1961, ® as subsequently amended by them.  ̂ The other position is that 
on which the Soviet Union stands, and which is defined in its draft 
agreement of 28 November 1961.®

What is there extreme about these two positions ?

 ̂ENDC/SC.l/PV.lO, pp. 7-8.
 ̂The eight-nation memorandum is printed arutê  pp. 334r-336.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126, 161-162, 325, 327.
* See ante, pp. 351-382.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
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F irs t: the United States and the United Kingdom require that the 
treaty shall lay down a definite quota of twelve to twenty inspections 
a year. The Soviet proposal of 28 November 1961 does not provide 
for any inspection. Those are two extreme positions.

In  their memorandum the eight non-aligned countries permit visits 
to the territory of States where a suspicious and significant event has 
been located, or on-site verification. For that purpose the parties to 
the treaty could invite the international commission to visit their terri
tories and/or the site of the event the nature of which was in doubt.

This proposal of the non-aligned countries is, of course, a compro
mise between the two extreme positions— t̂hat of the Western Powers 
and that of the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union accepts this compromise proposal of the non- 
aligned States. Do the Western Powers also accept it? I t  is im
portant for us to know that. I f  they accept it, then we may be 
considered to have agreed on one of the most important compromise 
proposals made by the non-aligned States, and we can move ahead.

The second matter is the international authority. The Western 
Powers’ draft treaty provides for the establishment of an international 
control organization headed by a control commission directing a wide 
system of international control posts. The Soviet draft agreement 
does not provide for any international authority, since compliance with 
commitments is to be verified by each party, using its own national 
system of detection of nuclear and thermonuclear explosions, not by an 
international authority. There you have two more extreme positions.

The eight non-aligned countries propose in their memorandum the 
establishment of an international commission consisting of a limited 
number of highly-qualified scientists, possibly from non-aligned coun
tries, together with the appropriate staff. This commission should be 
entrusted with the tasks of processing all data received from the na
tional observation posts, and consult with States parties to the agree
ment on measures for clarifying and assessing a suspicious event.

This proposal of the non-aligned countries, as you see, is also a 
compromise between the Soviet Union’s position and that of the West
ern Powers. We accept the compromise proposal of the non-aligned 
countries. I t  is important to us to know whether the Western Powers 
are willing to accept it. I f  they are, then we can settle for a second 
very important compromise proposal put forward by the non-aligned 
States.

Furthermore, the non-aligned countries propose, in order to provide 
continuous observation and effective control, that, in addition to the 
existing national observation posts, new national posts should be estab
lished by agreement and that the data from these posts would also be 
supplied to the international commission for processing. The Soviet
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Union has likewise no objection to this proposal by the non-aligned 
countries; nor do we think that the Western Powers can object to it.

These are the fundamental compromise proposals of the eight non- 
aligned countries contained in their memorandum of 16 April 1962. 
The Soviet Government declared oflScially on 19 April that it was 
prepared to examine the proposals set forth in the memorandum of 
the non-aligned countries as a basis for further talks.^

We are noŵ  awaiting a completely firm answer from the Western 
Powers to the question whether they accept these compromise proposals 
of the eight non-aligned countries as a basis for further talks.

I f  Mr. Dean and Mr. Godber were sincere when they stated at the 
25th plenary meeting of the Conmiittee that they agreed to examine 
the non-aligned countries’ compromise proposals as one of the bases for 
further talks,^ and if the Western Powers are not going to try to cling 
to their old positions, as the representatives of India and other non- 
aligned countries have earnestly implored both them and us not to do, 
then the way to a rapid agreement between us will be opened. We 
very much hope it will be.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) 
to the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, April 24, 1962 ^

I  have listened with the greatest interest to the statements made 
today by the representatives of the United Kingdom and the Soviet 
Union.^ I  shall refer to them later in my remarks.

In our discussion of a test ban treaty at the twenty-fourth and 
twenty-fifth plenary meetings, we all agreed that we should give 
earnest consideration to the eight-Power memorandum submitted to 
us with respect to a proposed nuclear test ban treaty.® Each side, 
I  submit, has demonstrated by this act a certain spirit of initiative 
and a willingness to consider the ideas of the eight Powers repre
sented at our Conference. My delegation intends to approach tlie 
coming discussion in that same spirit, in the hope that tliis obje( t̂i\ (‘

 ̂See ante, pp. 396-399.
 ̂Ambassador Dean’s gtatememt is printed ante, pp. 419-423.
 ̂ENDC/SC.l/PV.lO, pp. 12-19.
 ̂For the Soviet statement, see supra.
®The eight-nation memorandum is printed ante, pp. 334-336.
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discussion will lead us to a mutually-acceptable solution of the 
problem of a nuclear test ban treaty.

We are indeed gratified that the Soviet delegation has apparent ly 
shown some willingness to re-examine its own position on this mat
ter. Nevertheless, in the view of my delegation, much exploration of 
the Soviet position will be required before the extent and scope of any 
real change in the Soviet position which this may involve becomes 
apparent.

I  believe it is now clear to all that the two sides have been unable 
to reach an agreement on the former bases of our negotiations. This 
does not mean, I  submit, that we should or could abandon all of our 
former carefully and patiently worked out scientific and technical 
ideas about location and spacing of control posts and detection and 
identification with respect to a nuclear test ban treaty. The ac
ceptance of the eight-Power memorandum as one of the bases, but not 
the exclusive basis, for negotiations means, however, I  take it, that 
we are going to begin in an objective spirit to explore in detail one of 
our bases for negotiation.

In this respect, therefore, the joint memorandum of the eight Pow
ers has brought a new approach to our negotiations. Much of that 
memorandum of course remains to be clarified and explored. My dele
gation conceives of such exploration and clarification as the next major 
task in our negotiations. Through this process—and I  say this hope
fully—we may soon reach the point where detailed negotiations can 
take place.

What Mr. Zorin said at the last plenary meeting, when he accepted 
the joint memorandum as one of the bases for negotiations, leads me 
to believe that he in part shares this view.  ̂ I f  this is true—and I  
hope it is—we shall have no difficulty in proceeding in our work of 
clarification and elaboration and further study of the joint memo
randum. This is exactly the process which my delegation believes the 
eight nations had in mind when they made their suggestions. We 
must of course examine with great care the document before us, learn
ing which of its elements both of our sides can accept and which of 
its elements can be built upon and elaborated to reach our goal of an 
adequate and effective nuclear test ban treaty. In the course of ex- 
l^loring the joint memorandum I  will want to discuss with my So
viet colleague certain of its elements upon which the views of the So
viet delegation, so far at least, are not altogether clear. I  shall by 
the same token be prepared at this and at our future meetings to ex
plain in detail the position of my Government on the various ele
ments of the joint memorandum. I  sincerely hope that my Soviet col-

 ̂ENDO/PV.25, pp. 13-21.
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league will, as soon as possible, embark on constructive and informal 
questioning and exchanges so that the process of making the positions 
of both sides clear can begin.

I  want to turn now to the joint memorandum itself. To begin with, 
what precisely is it that the eight nations are trying to suggest to 
us? My answer to this question is that after careful study there 
would appear to be four main elements in the joint memorandum 
which will have to be considered in working out an adequate and 
effective nuclear test ban agreement. These four elements are in 
fact basic principles which underlie the means for assuring the 
observance of a nuclear test ban.

I  believe the eight Powers have told us that in any verification 
arrangements we ought to provide fo r:

(1) Effective detection through an international network of con
trol posts which may be based on existing national systems, supple
mented by international stations or a combination of both;

(2) An international organ or body whose duty will be receiving 
and processing data from the control posts, and thereafter taking 
action on the basis of the data it receives and analyses from this new 
system of control posts;

(3) Some effective means of establishing the identity of any de
tected event where data from the detection apparatus are in them
selves inadequate to determine whether a nuclear explosion or a 
natural event took place; and

(4) An obligation— repeat, obligation—on the part of the coun
try on whose territory the unidentified event has taken place to allow 
this international organ or body the right to identify the event in 
the only way possible— t̂hat is, in the only way at present known to 
science— b̂y sending to the territory of the country where the un
identified event has taken place an objective, scientific inspection team 
which will report back to that international organ or body.

These last two principles are of course particularly important when 
we consider the problem of the identification of underground or un
derwater events. I  believe that both sides should be able to agree 
that these are the basic principles underlying the suggestion of the 
eight nations and the basic principles to which we must now address 
ourselves. They are certainly familiar principles, but our task now 
is to re-examine them in the light of the terms of the joint memo
randum to see if we can find answers to the questions as to their exact 
meaning which have arisen and will arise. However, agreement on 
the basic principles I  have mentioned only points the way towards 
the specific modalities that will have to be worked out in order to 
set up such a system of verification. I  believe we should also now
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explore in more detail, on the basis of the principles in the eight- 
Power memorandum, certain of the elements which will have to be 
considered when they are put to work in a verification system. I t 
is on this point that science and technology can come to our aid in 
our efforts to design, build, install and operate, at least in part, an 
adequate verification system. We realize that the eight nations must 
have had certain scientific technical ideas in mind when they con
ceived the broad outline of a verification system. For our part, we 
will certainly look forward to their participation with us in further 
exploration of those areas as we proceed with our negotiations.

I  would now like to discuss very briefly some of my delegation’s 
ideas with regard to each of the four basic principles. First let me 
consider the international control post network. To begin with, I  
would like to point out very briefly some of the elements which my 
delegation believes should be taken into account in the design of a 
network of control posts for the detection and identification of 
nuclear tests. In  the first instance, an effective system should be 
capable of detecting a sufficiently large number of tests in all environ
ments—outer space, high altitude or the atmosphere, on or under 
water and undergroimd—to give real assurance that a potential viola
tor will be deterred from undertaking clandestine tests. As I  have 
said in the past, the United States has an open mind on this subject, 
within the limits of available objective scientific data. We are will
ing to re-examine with all or any of the participants in the Eighteen 
Nation Committee—including such representatives of the eight na
tions as may wish to participate or as may be designated— t̂he type, 
manning, location and equipping of a control post network which 
will give all of us reasonable assurance that nuclear tests, wherever 
conducted, will be detected.

Now I  would like to say a very brief word about national detection 
systems. As is well known, the United States has always believed that 
internationally manned control posts would provide the most impartial 
and at the same time the most scientific and trustworthy arrangements 
for the collection and transmission of data on nuclear tests. Never
theless, in the interest of trying to conclude a nuclear test ban treaty 
with our Soviet colleagues, we are quite willing to examine carefully, 
objectively and scientifically the character of the system upon which 
we might eventually be able to agree. All we ask is that it be effective 
in detecting, locating and, where possible in the atmosphere, outer 
space, under water or underground, identifying nuclear explosions 
to ensure that testing has in fact ceased. The problems of standard
ized instrumentation, the spacing of control posts and the reliability 
of data-reporting have always appeared to us to Ibe greatly simplified
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and made more objective and scientific by an internationally built and 
manned system.

However, it may well be scientifically and administratively possible 
to construct, on the basis of the systems existing in many countries 
of the world, an international, supplemented or integrated control 
post network which will give the necessary degree of assurance and 
which, through mechanical, technical and other safeguards, will also 
provide reliable, scientific and trustworthy data. We are willing to 
examine this question. There are many aspects of this problem which 
will need to be explored carefully. I  can only say that we are cer
tainly prepared to go into all suggestions and to undertake in concert 
with others the objective technical examinations which may be 
required.

I turn now to a second point which appears to be implicit, if not 
explicit, in the joint memorandum. This is the principle of an inter
national scientific or headquarters body which would process and 
analyse data reported to it by the control stations. Here is an area 
on which there appears to have been a large measure of agreement 
between the West and the Soviet Union in the past and upon which 
I  hope we may quickly be able to build in drafting our nuclear test 
ban treaty. I t  is, it seems to me, a point of principle with which, in 
our last two plenary meetings, Mr. Zorin was apparently in agreement. 
What is required in our view is the creation of an international body 
which will be:

(1) armed with an agreed and objective series of criteria against 
which to check recorded data from properly placed control posts with 
appropriate instrumentation in order to determine, wherever possible, 
that a nuclear test has or has not taken place;

(2) provided with agreed criteria with which to isolate those data 
which are only indicative of the fact that a test could have taken place, 
where it is not possible by the use of data from detection systems instru
mentation to ensure that a test has not taken place;

(3) equipped with procedures and methods to ensure that the data 
showing testing could have taken place are adequately investigated so 
that the true nature of a particular unidentified event is scientifically 
established; and

(4) staffed with impartial, scientific personnel so that all partici
pating States can have confidence and trust in the objectivity of what
ever conclusions the body may draw.

A third point which will require elaboration will be the solution 
to the problem of identifying those events or happenings which are 
detected but which cannot be identified by the control post network. 
Here, the international control body should be able to perform a



DEAN STATEMENT, APRIL 24 453

useful function by exercising its impartial and scientific judgement 
as to what events require identification.

I  believe there are no divergent views among us on the necessity 
for determining whether a nuclear test has taken place. In  that one 
aspect of the problem I  certainly hope that all members of this 
Conference are in agreement.

But the process of establishing the nature of any particular detected 
event has been the subject of differing views on both sides. My dele
gation has not asked and does not now ask that all questionable events 
be identified. I t  does hold the view, however, that there must be a 
capability to identify positively a limited number of doubtful cases. 
We defer to science and to technology to tell us how that identifica
tion can be accomplished. We have, however, felt that the manner 
of selecting cases for identification and the number so selected should 
be determined scientifically and objectively, in such a way that a 
potential violator would be deterred from conducting clandestine tests.

We accept the fact that the joint memorandum is put forward as 
one of the bases for our negotiation, as a political compromise in this 
respect, the details of which are left for the Sub-Committee to work 
out. We feel, nevertheless, that any political compromise on this sub
ject must accomplish the single objective of stopping all tests for ever 
and that there must not be constant suspicion that tests are taking 
place that cannot be detected and identified. This is the reason we 
believe that inspection and control should provide a reasonable degree 
of deterrence. For, if we accepted an inspection arrangement which 
allowed clandestine tests to proceed without a reasonable chance of 
discovery, we would be tossing aside the substance of an agreement for 
the mere shadow of it. This would neither satisfy nor reassure the 
people of the world of our most serious intention to stop all nuclear 
tests in all environments.

In  this respect my delegation shares with Mr. Gromyko the view 
that we should not be called upon to trust the word of any one State.^ 
I  think all the eight nations are agreed in th is; otherwise they would 
not have provided for a system of verification in the joint 
memorandum.

To recapitulate the position of the United States on the question of 
■on-site inspection is as follows: (1) We believe that certain events will 
be detected but remain unidentified. (2) We believe these events must 
be identified in sufficient numbers to ensure that a test ban treaty is 
not being violated. (3) As of the present, our best scientific advice is 
that on-site inspection of unidentified events is the only way in which 
positive identification can be assured. (4) But we have an open mind

 ̂See ante, p. 99.
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on the subject and we are willing to see this identification carried out 
by any means demonstrated to be scientifically feasible and effective.
(5) We believe that, in the absence of other proven scientific methods, 
a test ban treaty should include an obligation— repeat, an obliga
tion—on the part of the participating States to permit an effective 
number of inspections on the basis of agreed criteria to identify such 
detected events. We also believe that adequate identification is fully 
provided for by the joint memorandum, and we hope that the Soviet 
Union will feel itself guided by the joint memorandum in this respect 
as well.

Let me conclude my remarks by summarizing the views of the 
United States on the issues contained in the joint memorandima:

(1) There appears to be agreement now between the two sides that 
the joint memorandum can be an effective and useful document and 
that it can be one of the bases, but not an exclusive basis, for further 
negotiations.

(2) There is also, on the basis of the joint memorandum, apparent 
recognition of: (a) the necessity of an international network of con
trol posts; (b) the requirement for an international scientific head
quarters body; and (c) the need for an effective means to identify 
certain events which might be nuclear explosions.

The United States delegation will approach these negotiations for 
a nuclear test ban in a spirit of objective scientific examination.

My delegation intends and is indeed anxious to explore, on the basis 
of the joint memorandum, any scientific aspects of the verification sys
tem which may be required. Much remains to be done in our work 
of concluding a test ban. The Soviet Union has promised speedy 
agreement on the basis of the principles set forth by the eight new 
members of this Conference. I  await with real interest what the 
Soviet Union will be able to tell us in this respect. I  say with regret 
that I  do not think that we have heard this as yet from our Soviet 
colleague. I  can assure the Soviet representative that the United 
States stands ready to continue our work to reach a conclusive agree
ment in the same spirit of give-and-take negotiations with which we 
have always faced the problem of concluding an effective nuclear test 
ban treaty.

I  come now to a point with which I  believe that you, Mr. Chairman, 
have already dealt adequately and effectively. After the plenary 
meeting last Friday, I  wanted to be sure that the representative of 
India had correctly understood the substance of your remarks at the 
Sub-Committee meeting on the previous Thursday afternoon.^ When

 ̂For the U.K. remarks of Thursday, Apr. 19, 1962, see ENDC/SC.1/PV.9, pp.
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I  was listening to you in the Sub-Committee on Thursday afternoon, 
it seemed to me very clear that you were making a sharp distinction 
between the 1958 report of the Geneva experts,^ which held that every 
suspicious event had to be identified by on-site inspection, and the 
Soviet Union position of 28 November 1961.̂

I t  seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that, as the Indian representative 
noted on Friday last,^ you were actually contrasting the position held 
by the experts in 1958 that all unidentified events had to be subject 
to on-site inspection with the fact that the Soviet 28 November posi
tion provided for no on-site inspections.

The nuclear test ban draft treaty which the United Kingdom and 
the United States tabled on 18 April 1961  ̂was, of course, already a 
compromise between the two extreme positions mentioned by our 
United Kingdom colleague, in that we only called for on-site inspec
tion for a limited number of unidentified events. While I  fully rec
ognize that there might be a difference of opinion about the various 
positions in our draft treaty as compared with the completely changed 
position of the Soviet Union of 28 November 1961, the fact is that 
we believe that our draft treaty was already an attempt to meet the 
Soviet point of view.

In fact, we moved towards the Soviet point of view in some twenty 
respects. But far from moving forward from its agreement last year 
to fifteen control posts and three on-site inspections,® the Soviet 
Union suddenly, in its proposal of 28 November 1961, said it would 
accept no international system and no on-site inspection.

Therefore, I  think it is somewhat unfortunate that the eight new 
members of the Conference, or even those who have taken part in 
previous disarmament talks, should feel that we were saying that we 
had continued to put forward an extreme position in relation to an
other extreme position. I  fidly realize that people may have differ
ent points of view about this situation, but I  did not wish to remain 
silent and to have that silence interpreted as an agreement that our 
position of 18 April 1961 was or is an extreme position. I  think we 
have tried in every way to meet the points of view of our Soviet col
leagues. We have done our best, within the limits of our present state

 ̂See Documents on Disarmamenty 1945-1959  ̂vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
^IMd.,1961,v^6M,
® After quoting a U.K. statement describing the eight-nation memorandum as 

a “compromise between those two clearly-defined positions,” the Indian repre
sentative said: “I want to say that I entirely agree with him in that interpreta
tion of the joint memorandum submitted by the eight nations” (ENDO/PV.25, 
p. 45).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325,327.
® See ihid,, 1960, p. 309.
® See pp. 178-179.
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of scientific knowledge, to arrive at a nuclear test ban treaty which 
would not go beyond scientific necessities and at the same time would 
not unduly trespass upon Soviet terrritory or in any way constitute 
espionage. Again, I  realize that anyone could have a different point 
of view, but I  did want to make sure that no one would think from 
reading the verbatim record of our Sub-Committee meeting that we 
had acquiesced in a view that our 18 April draft treaty position was 
an extreme position.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Resumption of American Atmospheric Tests, April 
26, 1962 ^

This is a day the United States had hoped would not have to come. 
The resumption of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere has been 
undertaken by my Government with the utmost regret and the deepest 
reluctance. The security requirements which underlie this decision 
have been made clear by the President of the United States.

We are certain that the representatives at this Conference do not 
need to be told of the unsparing efforts we have made to achieve a 
safeguarded test ban agreement that would'put a stop for ever to the 
deadly competition in the testing of nuclear weapons. This has been 
prevented by the adamant position of the Soviet Union which has, 
successively, broken the three-year informal truce on nuclear weapon 
testing, rejected the fruits of three and a half years of most pains
taking negotiation—reversing its own position in the process—and, 
in unequivocal terms, repeated its unwillingness to accept the very 
principle of international verification.

In taking this position the Soviet Union has claimed it must do so 
to protect itself against Western “espionage”. We have carefully 
explained why we believe this charge to be without foundation and 
we have repeatedly asked the Soviet Union to specify precisely the 
basis for its fears so that we may try to find ways to eliminate any 
legitimate objections the Soviet Union may have. I t has failed thus 
far to do so.

The Soviet Union has claimed that the international control sys
tem which had been carefully worked out was no longer necessary

 ̂ENDC/PV.28, pp. 5 -6.
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because of new technical developments. Yet they remain silent in the 
face of our repeated requests to produce any new technical data or 
evidence available to them.

The United States believes that we must press on in this Conference 
in our efforts to achieve a nuclear test agreement with international 
safeguards and the necessary rights of inspection. When such an 
agreement is signed, tests can be ended with confidence. We believe 
that the joint memorandum of the eight new members of this Con
ference should be explored on an urgent basis in order to determine 
what possibilities for agreement it presents.

Short of a safeguarded agreement, however, the United States can
not accept a situation where it voluntarily refrains from testing and 
which leaves the Soviet Union free to do as it did in September 1961 
when it betrayed the hopes and expectations of mankind by launching 
a massive, secretly-prepared series of nuclear tests. The last year has 
taught us with great clarity that such a situation is not compatible 
with the national security requirements of the United States, and we 
do no propose to gamble with our security.

The United States delayed resuming nuclear tests in the atmosphere 
for many months after the Soviet Union broke the moratorium last 
September. We continued to hope that an agreement could be reached 
which would take nuclear weapon testing out of the arms race. We 
were willing to fo r^o  a further series of tests despite the military gains 
made by the Soviet Union in its own series. This has not been possible 
and, therefore, the United States must treat the testing of nuclear 
weapons in the same way it approaches any other aspect of defence 
preparations.

I t  remains a prime objective of United States policy to end all 
nuclear weapon testing permanently and as quickly as possible. We 
are fully aware that the security conferred on us by the arms race is 
a most precarious one, and we must spare no effort of will or imagina
tion in our search for an alternative. We firmly believe that negotia
tions on this matter must go forward. We will use our best efforts to 
see that these negotiations are continued until an agreement has been 
reached which will give all countries a true assurance that nuclear 
tests, in all environments, have in fact ended and which will not leave 
as dupes or victims those who are prepared to show goodwill and good 
faith.

I  would ask that this statement be distributed as a Conference 
document.^

* The statement was distributed as ENDC/35.

688-714— 63— vol. I-------31
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Resump
tion of American Atmospheric Tests, April 26, 1962 ^

The Soviet delegation proposed that a plenary meeting of the 
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament should be held on the 
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests because the action of the 
United States has faced the Committee with an entirely new situation. 
Yesterday a United States nuclear bomb was exploded in the Pacific 
area. This explosion marks the start of a new major series of nuclear 
weapon tests by the United States. In taking this step the United 
States acted in defiance of the whole world, of all the peoples of the 
world who are insistently demanding the discontinuance of all nuclear 
weapon tests and an end to the nuclear arms race. This action by the 
United States of America is bound to meet with the strongest condem
nation from all peace-loving mankind.

By this aggressive action directed against peace the United States 
has not only precipitated a new nuclear arms race but is pushing the 
world even closer to the brink of atomic war. The inevitable con
sequence of this action by the United States is a further deterioration 
in the international situation which is already strained by tension 
in relations among States. There can be no doubt that the United 
States Government was very well aware of what the consequences of 
its resumption of atmospheric nuclear weapon tests would be. How
ever, it deliberately took this step because it is motivated not by a 
wish to ease the international situation but, on the contrary, by a 
policy of kindling war hysteria and creating an atmosphere for in
tensifying the arms race.

The United States Government has torn off its mask with its own 
hands. The resumption of nuclear tests by the United States has no 
justification. Official United States assertions regarding the impossi
bility of concluding an agreement on the discontinuance of tests sound 
particularly hollow now that, thanks to trie initiative of the non- 
aligned States, an initiative which has met with a positive reception 
from the Soviet Union, a reasonable and realistic basis is available 
for the conclusion of such an agreement.

The United States representative said today that the United States 
had hoped that an agreement could be concluded and that these hopes 
had not been fulfilled.^ For this reason the United States has gone on 
to conduct nuclear tests. But it is reported in today’s Press that the

 ̂ENDC/PV.28, pp. 6-10.
® Supra.
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State ^Department has announced that the United States has decided 
that the atmospheric nuclear tests will go on even if the Soviet Union 
now announces its willingness to accept a controlled test ban treaty.^ 
And this is in fact the case. I t is not a question of the S6viet Union 
not having made it possible to conclude an agreement. Quite the 
contrary.

The explosion of a United States nuclear bomb took place before 
the Committee had even had time to begin a detailed examination of 
the compromise proposal of the eight non-aligned States.^ These 
States have made great efforts to arrive at this compromise, to provide 
a new basis for a mutually acceptable settlement of the que^ion of 
the discontinuance of nuclear tests. We are grateful to them for 
the great efforts they have made, and the Soviet Government, which 
is anxious to put an end to nuclear tests and to the nuclear arms race, 
immediately gave a favourable answer to their proposals. The real 
answer of the United States and the United Kingdom to the proposals 
of the non-aligned States was a nuclear explosion in the Pacific Ocean, 
not the hypocritical words which the United States and United King
dom representatives have uttered in this conference room.

Now everyone can see the purpose of the manoeuvres to which the 
United States and United Kingdom representatives resorted over the 
proposal of the non-aligned States. Their aim was to avoid at all 
costs the possibility of reaching agreement and to prevent any re
strictions on the freedom of action of those military circles in the 
United States which have now succeeded in bringing about nuclear 
bomb explosions in the Pacific. They were not even prepared to do> 
the minimum which the peoples of the whole world demanded—not 
to carry out tests at least while the negotiations were in progress at 
Geneva.

The series of nuclear tests started yesterday by the United States is 
not an isolated phenomenon. I t is one of the manifestations of the 
general course of United States policy, the purpose of which is to 
keep the world in a state of feverish military preparations. Those 
who cling to the bankrupt position-of-strength policy, those who are 
interested in an arms race do not need an easing of tension, an agree
ment on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests or an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament. Here in this Committee we are 
witnessing the application of this policy and see it reflected in the 
attitude which the United States delegation adopts on all questions

 ̂Ambassador Dean made the foHowing comment: “It is my information that 
the version of the statement quoted here by the representative of the Soviet 
Union is not correct” (ENDC/PV.28, p. 11).

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
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connected with disarmament and the establishment of normal con
ditions in the world.

I t  is no accident that the United States is putting forward proposals 
which in no way ensure either the prohibition or the elimination of 
nuclear weapons. I t is no accident that the United States delegation 
is stubbornly opposing discussion of the question of preventing further 
dissemination of nuclear weapons and is declining even to consider 
the question of establishing nuclear-free zones in various parts of the 
globe, although specific resolutions have been adopted on these ques
tions by the General Assembly of the United Nations.

What is the United States trying to achieve by taking up this 
attitude? There can be only one answer— t̂he Government of the 
United States would like to keep the threat of nuclear war hanging 
over the peoples of the world for ever. This policy was initiated at 
the time of Hiroshima when the United States counted on intimidat
ing the peoples with nuclear weapons and on imposing its will upon 
them. The same object is served by the persistent refusal of the 
United States to agree to the dismantling of military bases—the 
springboards for aggression which it has established in foreign terri
tories. Nuclear weapons stationed at these bases are aimed at key 
centres in the peace-loving States. United States generals cynically 
state that, in order to deal a crushing blow, they must pinpoint and 
identify objectives for bombardment in the territory of a probable 
enemy. What United States diplomats call control is intended to 
serve as a means of identifying such objectives in the plans of the 
nuclear war strategists.

This is what accounts for the United States demand, made in the 
form of an ultimatum, for acceptance of its proposals for so-called 
international control and inspection over the discontinuance of nuclear 
tests, although this is, in fact completely unnecessary. What it has 
in mind is intelligence work and only intelligence work. This is why 
they have to all intents and purposes rejected the compromise pro
posal of the non-aligned States, which would make it possible to settle 
the question of the discontinuance of tests without installing such an 
espionage network.

What those need who are pursuing a policy of preparing for a new 
war is not the cessation of war propaganda but the psychological 
preparation of the population for war. They need to instil in the 
peoples of the world the idea that war is inevitable and that the arms 
race cannot be halted. This is the only possible explanation for the 
reluctance of the United States delegation to accept any decision which 
would force governments to put an end to war propaganda, to propa
ganda fomenting hatred among the peoples of the world, although 
an absolute majority of the members of the Committee has shown 
itself in favour of taking such a decision.
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Instead of trying to co-operate with other States in attempting to 
reach a settlement of urgent questions, which would improve the 
international situation and open the way to the solution of the prob
lem of general and complete disarmament, the United States is strik
ing a new blow at the negotiations by resuming its tests. The respon
sibility for all the consequences of such actions rests squarely with the 
Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom. This is 
a responsibility they bear not only towards their own peoples, but 
towards the peoples of the entire world.

The Soviet Government cannot remain impassive in the face of these 
aggressive actions of the United States and its ally, the United King
dom, and it has been compelled to undertake, as it has announced 
more than once in the past, the necessary steps to strengthen its defen
sive capacity and to contain the aggressive forces which are threaten
ing peace. Furthermore, the Soviet Union also considers that it has 
a duty to the peoples to unmask the intrigues of the enemies of peace, 
of those who for their own seU&sh interests are whipping up the arms 
race and bringing the peoples of the world to the brink of war. As 
Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, the Chairman of the Council of Ministers, said 
in his reply to Prime Minister Macmillan on 12 April 1962:

We shall not fold our arms and wait passively; we shall bend all our efforts 
towards unmasking the aggressors, unmasking the people who are playing at 
war and juggling with the fate of the peoples.^

The foreign policy of the Soviet State consistently pursues the 
defence and consolidation of peace. The programme of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union, which is the banner and the guiding 
star of the Soviet people, aims at safeguarding peace for the peoples 
without armaments and without war. The Soviet Government will 
spare neither energy nor effort in order to achieve this aim in the 
interests of the life and well-being of the peoples of the world. I t  will 
wage an even more resolute struggle for general and complete dis
armament and for the ending of the nuclear arms race.

We are convinced that all peace-loving peoples, all those who are 
interested in the maintenance and consolidation of peace will redouble 
their efforts to prevent further dangerous developments and to put 
an end to the actions of the aggressive forces which are threatening 
peace.

The Soviet delegation believes that the Committee cannot pass over 
the shameful fact that the United States has taken actions which 
undermine the foundations of peace, and that it will indicate its atti
tude with regard to the new situation which these aggressive actions 
have brought into being.

 ̂Ante, p. 328.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk 
{Extracts}, April 26, 1962 ^

IBefore I  take your questions, I  should like to make a few com
ments on nuclear testing. First, I  should like to urge all of you to 
study again carefully the address to the Nation ma;de by President 
Kennedy on March 2 on this subject.- In that statement, he essen
tially did two things: He set forth with great clarity the reasons why 
it would be necessary for us to undertake a certain number of tests 
in the absence of an international agreement banning nuclear tests 
with adequate assurance; and, secondly, he indicated, without any 
doubt whatever, that it is a major objective of American policy to 
bring an end to nuclear testing immediately and permanently through 
arrangements which would give all of us assurance that testing had, 
in fact, been abolished.

We have had in the last several hours strident language from the 
Communist Bloc which reflects the weakness of their position on the 
merits.^ And I  should like to remind you of the nature of the 
obstacle which stands between us and the abolition of nuclear weap
ons testing. In essence it is the refusal of the Soviet Union to accept 
the kind of international verification which would remove from the 
problem the element of blind trust and give arrangements which 
would themselves lay a basis for reasonable confidence among nations.

You might wish to refer to my statement of March 23rd at the 
Geneva Disarmament Conference on this matter of espionage.^ The 
proposals made by the United States and the United Eingdom in
volve the location in the Soviet Union, the United States and else
where, of a limited number of control posts. Those would be staffed 
by i]iternational personnel. The actual location of a post in the 
Soviet Union would be made on the basis of agreement with the Soviet 
Union, within a range of a considerable number of square miles of the 
area selected by the control organization.

The Soviet Union would Imve to agree on the exact location of 
a control post. The personnel wUl be limited to that control post, 
and would not be free to wander around the countryside.

Our proposals also included a necessary number of on-site inspec
tions. Those inspections would be necessary to clarify the data which

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, May 14,1962, p. 795.
 ̂Ante, pp. 66-75.

® Supra.
* Ante, pp. 171-172.
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would be picked up by the instruments at the control post to deter
mine in fact whether such an event as recorded might be a nuclear 
explosion or a natural event such as an earthquake.

On any on-site inspection inside the Soviet Union, personnel would 
use Soviet transportation. They would identify in advance the exact 
location of the area which they wish to observe, they would be accom
panied by as many Soviet observers as the Soviet Union wished to 
have alongside, and they would be limited in fimction to the precise 
job of verifying what had in fact occurred at the time of the so-called 
suspicious event.

We cannot ourselves find in any such arrangements any substance 
whatever in the notion that these procedures could involve espionage. 
In fact, as I  pointed out in Geneva, on-site inspections would take a 
look in any given year at less than l/2000th of Soviet territory. In 
strumentation, of course, in the control post would be much more ex
tensive in its coverage of so-called suspicious events.

We find no substance whatever in the idea that that kind of inter
national inspection could involve espionage.

I  think it is also relevant to point out that under the conditions of 
modern warfare, espionage in the old-fashioned sense is largely ir
relevant because all of the great powers today know enough about each 
other to know how to inflict crippling blows in the event of a general 
war.

So that the incidental kind of information which might be picked 
up would have little or nothing to do with the kind of strategic prob
lems with which the modern world is faced. The acceptance, there
fore, of that amount of international machinery, seems to us to be a 
minimum contribution which the Soviet Union can make to the halting 
of the nuclear arms race.

It is hard for us to understand why that contribution cannot be made 
in the interest of mutual confidence, in the interest of the allaying of 
suspicion, when the alternatives are so unpromising, because the alter
natives are an arms race, with a commitment of increasingly massive 
resources to that problem, an increasingly instable strategic situation 
over the years to come. There were solid reasons behind President 
Kennedy’s determined effort to achieve a nuclear test ban treaty.

There is another element which is of concern to us, and that is that 
if this amount of inspection is unacceptable, it provides a very gloomy 
prospect for advance in the field of general disarmament. The Soviet 
side has repeatedly indicated its readiness to accept rigorous inter
national inspection. Thus far, apparently what they mean is that 
tliey will permit inspection of T̂ hat. has come to be called the bonfire,
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that is, those weapons which are destroyed, but not inspection of armed 
forces or production which remain.

Well, this, obviously, is not a basis on which disarmament can go 
forward. Secrecy and disarmament are basically incompatible. No 
government will turn over the future of its nation to reliance upon 
something going on behind a veil in another country. No government 
will turn over the future of its people to decisions made somewhere 
else, on the basis of announced policies which free people cannot ac
cept. Therefore, we hope very much that these are questions which 
will be broadly reviewed, and that attitudes will change, and that some 
progress can be made.

Now, where do we go from here? We move in two directions. On 
the one side, as indicated in the March 2nd statement of the President, 
we shall conduct, in the absence of an adequate treaty, a series of se
lected and sophisticated tests.

These will be considerably less in megatonnage or fallout than those 
conducted by the Soviet Union last autumn. There will be no tests 
for political or psychological reasons. These tests will be aimed at the 
security of the United States and the Free World.

At the same time, we shall make every possible effort to achieve a 
nuclear test ban treaty at the earliest occasion. As far as we are con
cerned, we are ready to continue and will continue the negotiations 
looking toward the possibility of such a treaty. I  understand that the 
general view in the present conference at Greneva is that talks should 
continue and that every effort should be made to bring this arms race 
to an early and permanent conclusion insofar as nuclear weapons are 
concerned.

Q. Mr, Secretary^ Senator Keating of New Torlc says reaction to 
atmospheric testing wUl indicate who om* friends really are, WovZd 
you agree with this?

A. I  think that we can assume that there is generally aroimd the 
world a deep regret that atmospheric testing continues. But I  think 
also that there is general recognition of the circumstances under which 
these American tests must go forward. We ourselves regret— n̂ot the 
decision under the circumstances—we regret the necessity for the deci
sion, and we would have preferred arrangements which would have 
made it possible not to proceed with these tests. But we have to meet 
our responsibilities and we do so as a matter of necessity.

I  think that when we talk about world public opinion, we must look 
at it in its broadest aspects. We must look at it as including our more 
than forty Allies. We must look at it in terms of those neutrals who
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recognize that the possibility of neutrality depends upon the strength 
and the policy of the United States and its closest Allies.

Yes, there is general regret in this country and abroad, but I  think 
also there is general understanding of the circumstances under which 
these tests are being held.

Q. Mr. Secretary^ m  view of the interest which exists arov/nd the 
toorld in this series of tests^ can you or other officials of the Oovem- 
ment he more specifw as to the deration of the test  ̂ the nv/rriber of 
weapons to he exploded^ and other precise information which wovld 
perhaps contribute to public v/aderstanding?

A. No, I  think it would not be for me to disclose the possible num
bers of such tests or the duration of the series. In  the President’s 
March 2nd speech, he indicated that our tests would be considerably 
less in megatonnage and fallout than those conducted by the Soviets 
last autumn, but that information, I  think, is not for me to provide 
today.

Q. Mr. Secretary.^ on another subject.  ̂ would you care to gi/oe us 
your assessment or interpretation of Chairman Khrushchevas appwrent 
ahout-fa/)e on the question of Summit meetings in which he appears 
now to a^ree with the American position that some agreement and 
preparation is necessary? What do you thinh has caused this 
apparent change in his position?

A. Well, 1 would not, myself, emphasize the element of change in 
his position. Mr. Khrushchev did propose, as you recall, a meeting 
of 18 Heads of Government at Greneva in connection with the disarm
ament proposal.^ But I  think there is a sober realization on all sides 
that sunmiit meetings have to be handled with some care; I  was inter
ested in his remarks on this subject. I  think it is reasonably clear 
that summit meetings should produce a positive result rather than 
a negative result, because such meetings cannot occur and leave the 
situation just where it was before they convened.

Q. Mr. Secretary^ on the question of test han negotiations in the 
future^ is it our position at this point that the ovUy hind of treaty we 
are interested in is one which hans all types of tests^ or̂  given this cur
rent rou/nd of tests on our part and the expected Soviet tests  ̂is there a 
possibility that we might again propose^ as we have before^ a ban on 
atmospheric tests alone?

A. The objective certainly ought to be to ban all nuclear tests. I  
would not wish to comment on what the long-range future might hold, 
but the present object ought to be to ban all nuclear tests in order to 
put a ceiling, a limitation, on the nuclear arms race. We shall go

 ̂See ante, pp. 32-36.
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ahead oix that basis and try our best to get an agreement on that basis. 
One of the reasons we think so is that, quite honestly, we believe that 
it is in the national interest of all nuclear powers to find some way to 
end thi^ massive diversion of resources, and this injection of unstable 
elements into the general world situation, to get on with the tests.

Q. Mr. Searetary^ this happem to he almost exactly the 15th anni- 
versary of the 'publication of the Acheson-Lilienthal Report? In  
other words^ we have gone down this road for 15 years a/nd it has heen 
a totally sterile road  ̂apparently. Do you ha/oe any comment to make 
on that?

A. i  think my principal comment would be that events since then 
have demonstrated the great wisdom of the efforts made by the United 
States just after World War I I  to bring atomic energy under inter
national control and to prevent the competitive kind of atomic arms 
race, which was then predicted, which was then predictable, and which 
has, in fact, taken place.

One recalls with certain regret that when those proposals were made 
just after World W ar II , the phrase used to describe them by the 
other side was “atomic blackmail,” and that expression continues to be 
used at the present time by the other side.

No, these secrets of nature could not be kept secret from man. This 
was known when this weapon was first developed. The most strenu
ous efforts were made to prevent just what has occurred. I  think my 
principal comment is that we must pick up the problem—try once 
more—^because the future of man depends upon it.

Q, Mr. Secretary^ with respect to picking up the problem again 
of new negotiations^ would we he disposed to conMer some altemMe 
plan as contrasted with the one you just mentioned. A t the Geneva 
negotiations a number of our good Allies did offer a number of 
alternate plans^ such as Canada. Would it be our position that we 
would stamd on the plan you haA)e just outlined.  ̂or would we consider 
some other plan?

A. This is a question which is somewhat vexing for a government 
which tries to find reasonable answers to problems and has some repu
tation for trying. Since March of last year, we can honestly say that 
we have made many, many adjustments in our proposals to take into 
account what we had understood to be the Soviet position.

Report on the International Control of Atomic Energy (Department of 
State publication 2498,1946).
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As late as the Geneva conference we made additional proposals in 
that direction to eliminate the threshold, for example, and to include 
all underground tests without an increase in the inspection machinery,, 
to locate the control posts in the Soviet Union in direct relationship to 
the seismicity of the areas which, as it turns out, would mean that 
very considerable, very large areas of the Soviet Union would not 
have control posts in them because there is little or no earthquake 
activity and the control posts would be concentrated in those areas 
where earthquakes are more frequent.^

Having gone through all of that, we feel we are very close to, or at 
the point, where further compromise on the verification would under
mine confidence. We do not want machinery the only effect of which 
would be to multiply suspicion. We do not expect the Soviet Union 
to trust us or the Western world. We do not believe on these matters 
that we can trust them but trust should be irrelevant. What we need 
is machinery which gives confidence so that these suspicions do not 
build up, where all of us on both sides can give assurance to our 
peoples that the situation is as it is reported to be and agreed to be 
under treaties.

So, having made many, many adjustments we can’t keep dividing 
the difference, we can’t keep coming up with new proposals just 
because someone else continues to say ‘̂ no,” and particularly when 
they now say ‘‘no” on things which they earlier agreed to.

I  was forced to comment in Geneva that the faster we tried to move 
to the Soviet position the faster they seemed to abandon their own. 
We can’t move beyond the point where we cannot in good conscience 
to ourselves and our own responsibilities, and to our people and to 
our Allies say we think these arrangements give us adequate security 
for the future of our nation and for the Free World.

Q, Mr, Secretary^ Mr, Gromyko said in his speech the other day 
that agreement had'been reached in frincifle on one or two foi/nts^ 
including,^ I  l>eli&oê  agreement on a n/m-aggression pax)t between 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact group,^ Is this correct?

A. There has been no agreement formulated on any particular 
point, but it is a matter that has been well known for many years, 
that NATO does not intend to commit aggression on anybody. I t has 
also been known since 1945 that the United States does not favor, 
for example, the diffusion of nuclear weapons in the hands of govern
ments who do not have them. These are matters which are stated

 ̂Ante, p. 150.
 ̂See ante, p. 445.
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policies. They have been discussed, but there has been no agreement 
formulated on them.

There are a number of these points which probably could fall into 
place, because of standing policies of the two sides, if the central 
issues could be disposed of, but if the central issues are not disposed 
of, then I  think these other questions will remain in the air.

Q. Mr. Secreta/ry^ what do you see as the point of going on with the 
general disarmament talks m  Geneva? Yon have told us today that 
trust should he irrelevant—this is one of the pillars of the Soviet 
policy—a/ad you have also said that their attitude towards inspection 
is not a hasis on which disarmament can go forward. What can you 
hope to get out of these continuing tdlhsf

A. Well, I  think you have to ask the question the other way around 
as well. What do you hope to get out of stopping them? What do 
you hope to get out of quitting the effort? I t  is so important in the 
long run that we try to make advance in this field if we can, that we 
should not be discouraged, despite the fact that we have had 16 years 
of discouragement, despite the fact that more than 30 resolutions have 
been passed in the United Nations on disarmament without, so far, 
perceptible advance on disarmament. What we hope to accomplish 
in the serious proposal that we made at Geneva is to begin the process.

Now, we are imder no illusion that far-reaching disarmament lit
erally involves the transformation of the nature of international rela
tions, and this means after thousands of years of history. This is not 
going to be e a^  or simple. I t  isn’t  strange that it might take some 
time, but it is going to take persistent effort to make a start. We 
wotdd like to see a start made in a way that is consistent with the 
security of everyone concerned, to try to find a way to bring this arms 
race down. So, we are not going to give up, as far as we are concerned. 
But there are certain elementary aspects which cannot be abandoned. 
One of them is that you don’t  turn the fate of your country over to 
someone else by not knowing what is going on in this field of disarma
ment when you sign a treaty on the subject. So we have to have some 
way of assurance that the steps that are agreed to are, in fact, being 
taken. But we will continue to tiy.
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Statement by the Canadian Representative (Burns) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Soviet 
Delivery Vehicles Proposals, May 3, 1962 ^

On behalf of the Canadian delegation we should like to echo the 
Chairman’s expression of gratitude to the Acting Secretary-General 
of the United Nations for coming here and giving us this summary of 
the view which is taken, from his high position, of the proceedings of 
this Conference to date, and for his words of encouragement and in
spiration to continue in our task.^

Yesterday we had a discussion which ranged over a considerable 
area and related to the provisions for disarmament in the first stages 
of the United States and the Soviet Union plans, respectively; and 
it was agreed at the close of the meeting that we should continue today 
discussion of the same subject. The Canadian delegation would like 
to put forward some thoughts and ask some questions arising out of 
our study of the plans put forward by the two sides.^

Our delegation is of the opinion that the most important difference 
between the United States and the Soviet Union plans for disarma
ment, as revealed in the draft treaties they have placed before the 
Committee, lies in the respective provisions for the reduction and 
elimination of the means of delivering nuclear weapons. This is a 
difference which must be resolved if we are to have general and com
plete disarmament. I t  therefore becomes the most urgent task of this 
Committee to explore these differences fully, examine the viewpoints 
and dilBS ĉultî  of each side, and compare possible solutions, if we 
are to make serious progress in our principal tlisk of drafting an 
agreement.

Today we feel it necessary to put forward a number of questions 
in regard to the Soviet Union proposal for the elimination of all 
means of delivering nuclear weapons in the first stage of disarmament 
as they are set forth in articles 5 to 8 inclusive of the Soviet Union 
draft treaty.

At our twenty-sixth meeting held on 24 April I  made some general 
observations on the Soviet conception of disarmament control as it 
was revealed by the representative of the Soviet Union in his state
ment at our twenty-first meeting. I  then said that the principle which 
the Soviet Union had been advocating, which is expressed simply 
by the phrase “control over disarmament only”, is not compatible with

 ̂ENDO/PV. 30, pp. &-13.
"*7&i(?.,pp. 5-6.
®The Soviet and U.S. plans are printed ante, pp. 103-127 and 351-382, 

respectively.
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the necessity to give all parties to the disarmament treaty, and the 
world generally, the assurance that all are fulfilling their obligations 
in some of the vital sectors of the disarmament process, and of course 
the most vital of these sectors is that which relates to eliminating the 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons.

In  my speech I  referred to Mr. Elhrushchev’s statement that—
The Soviet Union is prepared to adopt any proposal on control over disarma
ment that the Western Powers may put forward, if they will accept the 
Soviet proposals on general and complete disarmament.^

I  said at that time that there were at least three possible interpretations 
of this statement.^ As yet, we have not been told by Mr. Zorin which 
of the three I  suggested was the correct one or, if none of them was 
correct, what the real interpretation should be. However, for the 
present I  shall assume that the meaning is that if the West accepted 
s, given measure of disarmament contained in the Soviet plan, the 
Soviet Union would accept whatever control provisions attached to 
those measures the Western Powers would propose.

So let us examine in that light the problem of verification of the 
Soviet Union proposals for eliminating nuclear weapon vehicles. We 
note that in article 2, paragraph 5, of the Soviet draft treaty it is 
stated th a t:

The States parties to the treaty shall in good time submit to the international 
disarmament organization such information about their armed forces, arma
ments, military production and military appropriations as are necessary to 
carry out the measures of the corresponding stage.

In connexion with the proposed abolition of all means of delivery 
of nuclear weapons, as envisaged in the Soviet plan, this naturally 
will be taken to mean that the parties to the treaty will at the appro
priate time give complete information about their various means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons, such as rockets, aircraft, artillery, sub
marines, and so forth—information which would be required for 100 
per cent elimination of these armaments.

Article 5, paragraph 3, of the Soviet Union draft treaty reads:
Inspectors of the international disarmament organization shall verify the 

implementation of the measures referred to above in paragraphs 1 and 2.

Paragraphs 1 and 2, of course, refer to the elimination of nuclear- 
weapon-carrying rockets and all their related facilities and equipment, 
and the stopping of their manufacture.

Articles 6, 7 and 8 apply respectively to the elimination of military 
aircraft carrying nuclear weapons, the elimination of naval vessels

^Statement by Ambassador Zorin (END0/PV.21, p. 27) of views expressed 
by Premier Khrushchev on various occasions.

" See ENDC/PV.26, p. 16.
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and submarines capable of discharging nuclear weapons, and the 
elimination of artillery capable of firing nuclear shells. Each of 
these articles has a paragraph 3 referring to the duties of the inspectors 
of the international disarmament organization and using the same 
language as I  have quoted.

I  think it must be admitted that these paragraphs, which state the 
duty of the international disarmament organization in controlling the 
measures proposed in articles 6 to 8 inclusive, are general in the ex
treme. I  am sure that the representative of the Soviet Union and our 
other colleagues on the Committee will understand the necessity for 
a fuller explanation of how the complete elimination of all these means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons is to be organized, carried out and 
verified. I  repeat that the Canadian delegation feels that this prob
lem of eliminating nuclear weapon vehicles, which the Soviet Union 
draft treaty and the United States draft treaty propose to solve in 
different manners, is probably the crucial problem of disarmament. 
I t is crucial to have some agreement upon it if we expect to move for
ward in regard to many provisions which must be included in the draft 
treaty that we are endeavouring to prepare.

The Canadian delegation finds it very difficult to conceive how the 
Soviet Union proposes to have the 100 per cent elimination of nuclear 
weapons vehicles carried out in one and a quarter years and controlled 
in a manner which will satisfy all the parties to the treaty, and the 
world generally, that in fact all means of delivering nuclear weapons 
have been eliminated and that none of them is being retained any
where. In this connexion I must again refer to the statement of the 
representative of the Soviet Union at the twenty-first meeting which 
I  quoted at the twenty-sixth meeting:

We are not prepared to take anyone at their word . . . .  We ourselves do
not ask that we should be taken at our word/

I t  is therefore necessary to be completely specific and concrete about 
the methods to be used to prove tp both of the great Power blocs, and 
to all the world, that each and every disarmament measure which is 
agreed to and which is supposed to be put into execution is actually 
being carried out in good faith by both sides, without the need to 
depend on any party’s good faith or unverified assurances.

Now let us try  to understand how the Soviet Union is going to 
convince the West, and how the West is going to convince the Soviet 
Union, that all inter-continental ballistic missiles, intermediate-range 
ballistic missiles and other means of delivery of nuclear weapons will 
be destroyed at a given time. We can understand the concern of the 
Soviet Union, that until there is some guarantee that the West is

 ̂ENDC/PV.21, p. 27. Cf. Foreign Minister Gromyko’s statement of Mar. 15 
(ante, p. 99).
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actually in the process of abolishing its nuclear carriers, the inter
national disarmament organization should not put into effect control 
measures of a kind which would give the West full information on the 
location of all the Soviet Union’s ballistic-missile sites and other bases 
for delivery systems which would lay the Soviet Union open to surprise 
attack. On the other hand, the location of a large proportion of the 
nuclear carriers on which the West relies as a deterrent is public knowl
edge, so the West may be said to be already subject to the danger of a 
surprise attack on its deterrent capability by inter-continental ballistic 
missiles.

The Soviet Union must, of course, realize that the secrecy which 
it maintains as to the location and all other details of its nuclear strik
ing force obliges the West to contemplate the possibility that the Soviet 
Union force could be used in a surprise attack.

The Soviet draft treaty, articles 6 to 8, proposes that the manufac
ture or fabrication of all the means of delivery of nuclear weapons 
shall be discontinued in the first stage, and it would appear that it is 
intended that the inspectors of the international disarmament organi
zation should establish themselves at the factories and shipyards, and 
so forth, to ensure that production actually does cease. What happens 
next, in order to carry out and verify the destruction of all means of 
delivering nuclear weapons? From some previous Soviet statements 
on the subject one would get the impression that it is contemplated that 
the parties to the treaty who possessed military equipment which could 
deliver a nuclear weapon would provide the international disarmament 
organization with full information concerning this equipment and 
the location of their respective airfields, launching sites or bases, in 
order that the inspectors of the international disarmament organiza
tion could proceed there to verify their destruction. And presumably, 
after the inspectors had arrived at the sites and checked the equipment 
against the information provided, the next action to be desired would 
be that all nuclear weapons should be destroyed simultaneously, imder 
the control of the inspectors. But in fact such destruction or dis
mantling would take a considerable time—certainly it could not be 
instantaneous.

So now we come to a major difficulty: when the international dis
armament organization has been notified that all nuclear weapons 
vehicles are at specified sites, how is the West to know that other 
rockets or other delivery vehicles are not hidden somewhere in the 
great spaces of the Soviet Union ? And how is the Soviet Union to 
know that a number of delivery vehicles which belong to the Western 
Powers are not concealed somewhere? Would the Soviet Union be
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willing to let international inspectors visit every part of its territory 
to ensure that nothing existed outside of the declared sites; and, if so, 
when would this be done ? Obviously the inspection of all territory 
to determine that nothing is concealed must precede, and not follow, 
the destruction of these nuclear weapons; otherwise one side might 
pretend to collect and destroy all its nuclear vehicles while hiding a 
sufficient number of them in uninspected territory; and if the other side 
honestly collected and destroyed all its nuclear vehicles it would find 
itself at a considerable military disadvantage—to put it in the mildest 
possible language.

Inspection of territory other than the declared bases or centres of 
assembly for destruction cannot be simultaneous with destruction, 
because such wide-reaching inspection would take time. Therefore 
the territory must be inspected before the reduction of the nuclear 
weapon delivery capability below the level of deterrent which now 
exists, or which would exist after the reduction.

I t  might also be mentioned that the inspection for hidden missiles 
and nuclear war-heads should probably extend over the territory of 
adjacent States; because it must be remembered that after the First 
World W ar Germany evaded some of the disarmament restrictions 
by transferring manufacture to other States. I f  all Soviet nuclear 
vehicles were at locations known to the international disarmament 
organization, and hence known to the West, would this not create the 
situation which the Soviet Union professes to fear— t̂hat is, the West’s 
being in possession of intelligence which would enable it to carry out 
a surprise nuclear assault to destroy the Soviet Union’s nuclear de
terrent capacity? How could the Soviet Union accept such a con
dition? This would seem, to the Canadian delegation at any rate, 
to be an insuperable obstacle to the Soviet plan for the destruction 
of all carriers in the first stage. I t  would seem to make it necessary 
instead to plan for a programme of more gradual reduction and elim
ination, such as is contained in the United States draft treaty, which 
would enable the agreed principles of maintaining security and bal
ance between the Powers as disarmament proceeded to be applied.

There is another objection to complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons vehicles in the first stage. Even if the difficulties which I  
have cited could be ovej*come—and we should like to hear a very clear 
explanation of how they could be overcome— t̂here would remain the 
problem of ensuring that nuclear weapons which still existed could 
not be delivered by some improvised means. Under the Soviet plan 
no nuclear weapons are eliminated until the second stage, nor are 
they all eliminated imder the United States plan until after the
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second stage. I  would remind our colleagues that rockets built for 
purposes of scientific exploration of space would remain in existence 
and that it would be possible to fit war-heads into these. A number 
of aircraft not specifically designed for carrying nuclear weapons 
would remain, and we all know that the first atomic bombs were 
dropped by a conventional bomber which had been converted for the 
purpose. There would even be the possibility of converting civil 
transport aircraft to carry nuclear bombs, though doubtless such con
verted aircraft would be of limited efficiency. In other words, the 
nuclear threat would remain even if the Soviet proposals for the 
elimination of all nuclear weapons vehicles now known to be spe
cifically designed for the purpose were possible of implementation.

Would any nation which now possesses nuclear weapons and the 
means to deliver them wish to eliminate all of its means of retalia
tion— t̂he deterrent upon which it now primarily relies to prevent 
the actual use or threat of use of nuclear weapons? Would it wish 
to dispose of all these in the early stages, when there were still very 
many nuclear weapons in existence and when confidence in good 
intentions in regard to disarmament and the creating of a peaceful 
world had yet to be established and consolidated ?

I t  seems to me that this is another very strong argument, and per
haps the decisive argument, for the reduction and the eventual elim
ination of nuclear weapon vehicles to take place by stages tod to be 
final and complete in the last stage of disarmament.

I  hope that the representative of the Soviet Union will consider 
carefully the questions I  have posed and the arguments I  have ad
vanced. I  hope also that he will give clear and detailed answers to 
the questions at an early date and explain what the Soviet Union has 
in mind in order to overcome the difficulties I  have cited.

Canada is not a nuclear Power; nor are the majority of the members 
of this Committee; but we all realize the vital importance of establish
ing with all clarity what the problem of eliminating nuclear vehicles 
really is and of exploring the proposals for a solution which must 
conform to the agreed principles of balance and ejffective international 
control. At this stage in our negotiations we may not be able to 
find an answer to this problem which can be accepted by all the 
nuclear Powers and their allies. But we can and we miist face the 
issue squarely, realizing that agreement on this point is the prime 
essential if the whole programme of general and complete disarma
ment is to become a reality.
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Statement by the Nigerian Representative (Atta) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, May 4, 
1962 ^

Before commenting briefly on some of the points which appear to 
us significant in the plan of the Soviet Union  ̂as well as in the plan 
of the United States^ on general and complete disarmament now 
before us, I  should like to congratulate their authors for their hard 
work not only in connexion with the preparation of the plans now 
under close examination here, but also for their untiring efforts to 
explain the most significant features of these plans to us. Those of 
us who have listened to the many speeches which have been made 
in the past few days in connexion with these plans and who have 
also given close attention to the plans realize only too well the com
plicated problem which their authors were trying to solve. Our pass
ing remarks should not be taken as a sign of lack of understanding 
of the problems which faced them; rather it should be regarded as 
a sincere attempt to close the area of misunderstandings so as to reach 
an agreed goal.

The first point which occurs to my delegation is the difficulty of 
Ending a common basis for comparing the two plans. For instance, 
in terms of time—and time is an important element in any disarma

ment discussion—stage I  and stage I I  of the Soviet Union plan almost 
fit into or correspond with stage I  of the United States plan. The 
-differences in the concept of time are not a yardstick of the sincerity 
or insincerity of either of the plans, but it does make true coniparison 
difficult if not impossible. Certainly, it has helped to widen the dif
ferences which in themselves are not so significant. Our primary task 
would be to agree on a timetable for each stage of disarmament and 
to relate to each stage what is practicable and feasible and what may 
be mutually acceptable. I t is not the length of each stage which mat
ters. What matters is whether each party to the treaty sincerely be
lieves in general and complete disarmament from stage I  to stage III, 
coherently, and has the will and the confidence to carry out disarma
ment measures from the first stage to the last stage. By all means, 
therefore, we should strive to reach a common basis for a timetable for 
each stage of disarmament, but the real issue is not the time limit as 
such but what we can achieve during the stages.

This argument takes me to what we have described in the past as 
^confidence-generating measures. We have so far agreed in theory

" ENDC/PV. 31, pp. 5-9.
“ Antey pp. 103-127.
® Ante, pp. 351-382.
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to the need for confidence-building measures; in practice we did 
measure up to our ideas when we strove to discuss collateral measures. 
We have had few concrete proposals so far about how to build up 
confidence between the two parties. I t  has been suggested that when 
arms were actually being destroyed the parties to the treaty would 
gain automatic momentum in their enthusiasm to disarm completely. 
We have heard the other argument that any half measures of dis
armament which carries with it strict control over armaments may in 
fact encourage the possibility of war. I t  is not my task to say which 
is right or wrong. However, my delegation believes that verification, 
confidence-building measures and disarmament are one and the same 
thing. These three elements must rise or fall together. Total veri
fication, total disarmament and total confidence-generating measures 
are one and the same. I f  therefore we accept a small measure of 
disarmament, in our opinion, we must be prepared to accept a small 
measure of verification, and mutual confidence. I t  is left to us to 
choose what we may in the course of this Conference.

In referring to the two plans now before us, I  should like to sug
gest that both the United States and the Soviet Union give further 
thought to those parts of their plans which relate to military expendi
ture. Under the Soviet plan it is not until stage I I I  that appropria
tion of funds for military purposes in any form would be discon
tinued. In stages I I  and I I I  military expenditure would be reduced 
in proportion to first and second stage reductions in arms and armed 
forces. This proportion does not help us very much in the sense that 
we do not know whether reduction of expenditure is related to recur
rent cost or capital cost. I f  it is related to both, then it is possible 
that the sum total of military expenditure in any given year may be 
greater than the value of the arms reduction: for example, in effecting 
the 100 per cent reduction in stage I  of the Soviet plan. Equally 
difficult to understand is the United States proposal in stage I  which 
makes no concrete suggestion but refers to examination by the parties 
to the treaty of questions relating to the verifiable reductions of mili
tary expenditure.

The view of my delegation is that military expenditure should be 
reduced in stage I  to a level which would just be sufficient to maintain 
the forces and the equipment retained at the end of stage I  or at the 
beginning of stage II. Our reasons for holding this view are as 
follows: first, reduction in military expenditure will affect all dis
armament measures, in particular production; second, reduction of 
military expenditure will bring immediate benefits to all the people 
of the country concerned and hence assist to build further confidence; 
third, reduction of military expenditure does not involve any elaborate



ATTA STATEMENT, MAY 4 477

system of verification. I t  is conceded here, however, that a different 
form of verification may be necessary in accordance with each different 
economic and political system. For example, a cut in the military 
expenditure in a democratic State implies an automatic cut in the 
production of war weapons in that State. This may not necessarily 
mean the same in a State in which all the means of production are 
owned by the State. However, it is the view of my delegation that 
the problem of control here is not insurmountable.

The other vital issue is that of the method of a cut in equipment 
and weapons. In considering a cut ranging from 100 per cent to 30 
per cent for categories of weapons or types within each category, we 
have so far assumed a certain uniformity of cut either within the 
category or within types in a cat^ory of weapons. In the view of 
my delegation we must explore the possibility of changing these 
rigid formulae for more flexible ones which would help to give bal
ance and purpose to our measures. This means that we must be 
prepared to use different formulae for each type within a category 
of weapon if that will help the solution of our problem. For in
stance, we must be prepared to use the method of quantitative cuts or 
variable percentage cuts within types in a category of weapon. This 
means that, in practice, if we are convinced, for instance, that nuclear 
delivery vehicles pose the most urgent question we could, if we wanted 
to, reduce the existing vehicles by, say, 60 or 60 per cent and not neces
sarily by 30 or 100 per cent. Similarly we may decide to reduce all 
available nuclear weapons carrying aircraft, say, to 200 instead of 
reducing on a percentage basis. The real point here is that we would 
be adhering to a method which was flexible and not rigid and which 
would thus enable us to maintain balance at each stage of disarmament.

So far I  have referred only to the need of utilizing budgetary con
trol as a means of generating confidence towards disarmament and 
of effecting disarmament, and also of introducing further flexibility 
into our method of approach. Speaking generally on the plan of the 
Soviet Union and that of the United States, it would appear that 
despite some occasional agreement on a broad basis there must be 
give-and-take before we can hope to make any further progress. What 
we have before us are plans designed to suit each national strategy 
for the purpose of maintaining military superiority over the other at 
each stage of disarmament. I t  is the task of this Conference to seek 
to maintain a proper balance through impartial deliberation.

In  the view of my delegation, the United States should give further 
thought to its plan, taking into account the following possibilities: 
first, the removal of the threat of nuclear war before stage I I I  is 
reached. Secondly, the transition from one stage to the other must be 
removed from national politics. The threat of nuclear war should
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not hang over our heads for the next nine years, especially since the 
destructive power of such a war would remain largely undiminished.

The disarmament measures in respect of nuclear war proposed for 
stages I  and I I  are just sufficient to prevent us from flogging the 
dead horse; they do not, in my opinion, prevent us from killing the 
horse. I f  we removed the threat of conventional war to a degree 
which would make it impossible for one side to overrun the other,, 
within a short period of time we should be able with confidence to 
destroy all nuclear weapons and means of delivery before stage I I I  was 
reached. The real deterrent will not be the nuclear weapons or their 
means of delivery: it will be the realization that, with the existing 
know-how and industrial potentials of the two sides, a large scalê  
conventional war over a period of time will ultimately result in a 
nuclear war, even if all existing stockpiles are destroyed.

It is my humble opinion, in connexion with the second point, that 
once the treaty is signed all the obligations contained in it must be 
accepted as a whole. I f  we permit each party to the treaty to 
determine at each stage whether , or not it wishes to continue with 
the second stage, I  submit that national political forces will hamper 
our efforts towards general and complete disarmament. Disarmament 
measures must be made difficult for each country to break with impu- 
nity, and indeed to succeed they must have the force of constitutional 
laws since non-compliance with these measures would affect the basis 
of national security.

The plan of the Soviet Union, on the other hand, suffers from 
over-compression. There are also obvious weaknesses relating 
to measures of inspection of armaments. National disarmament is 
simple, but all international disarmament measures require careful 
preparation b^ause there are external super-impositions. A period 
of four years for complete disarmament would have to be considered 
in the light of the problems which we have not yet resolved and of 
the magnitude of which we are not fully aware.

With regatd to verification and control, I  revert to my previous 
contention that verification, disarmament and confidence are one and 
the same thing. The less we had of one the less we should have of 
the others. In this regard I  will support the view that 100 per cent 
reduction involves 100 per cent inspection. The problem, as I  see it,, 
is that if we decide to have a 100 per cent cut in respect of our most 
lethal weapons, we should have not only 100 per cent inspection of 
the weapons which are being cut, but 100 per cent inspection of other 
less lethal weapons. This must be so if we ever hope to achieve the 
necessary balance.

Again, suppose we decide to have a 30 per cent cut of certain arms. 
Ho's  ̂ do we determine 30 per cent inspection measures? We are told
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that inspection should relate only to the arms being destroyed or on 
the production, line. I f  we destroy a very small percentage of arms, 
say 5 per cent each year, I  am prepared to accept the argument that 
there will be no point in verifying what remains. As soon as we 
begin to destroy a significant percentage, however, what remains be
comes very important. In my opinion, a 30 to 40 per cent cut is such 
a significant figure. Whether or not we should agree to the non
inspection of the remaining arms until we reach a significant cut is a. 
matter, to be discussed.

The real point I  am getting at is that we must give further close 
study to the proposal for zonal inspection, or similar proposals which 
would enable us to carry out verification of armaments at a significant 
level. In the opinion of my delegation there is a need to study further 
the proposal for zonal inspection in relation to the organization^ 
composition and functions of the international disarmament organiza
tion. The more it is a game of chance the more confidence it will 
generate. What matters, however, is that the powers of an inspection 
body should be obligatory but not necessarily selective.

Statement by the Mexican Representative (Padilla 
Nervo) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit
tee: Cessation of Nuclear Weapon Tests, May 9, 
1962^

We have examined the records of the latest meetings of the three 
nuclear Powers, held on 24 and 26 April and 3 May, and I  must say 
that reading them has renewed our anxiety concerning the present 
state and the future of the negotiations in the Sub-Committee. Nor 
were the particularly important statements we heard on 7 May any 
more satisfactory, since they revealed the negative results of these 
negotiations. We disapprove of the direction the debate has taken,, 
and we hope that all members of the Committee can contribute to 
changing it.

We regret that it has not yet been possible to bring the negotiations 
into harmony with the aims suggested by the eight delegations in 
document ENDC/28, for it is contrary to their noble purpose to make 
this memorandum an occasion for major disputes between the nuclear 
Powers or for conflicting interpretations.^

" ENDC/PV.34, pp. 13-19.
* See Qnie, pp. 396-399.
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Both parties have declared that they accept our suggestions as a 
starting point or a basis for new negotiations— n̂ew, I  suppose, in the 
sense of having a different approach to the problems that divide them. 
We are gratified at the cordiality with which they have expressed 
their willingness to examine our memorandum in order to find some 
help in it. But it appears from the arguments advanced that their 
acceptance of the memorandum is a qualified acceptance; in other 
words, they accept provided that certain assumptions are correct and 
that they are accepted as correct by the other side. What does this 
mean? What is meant by qualified acceptance? Is it acceptance as a 
starting point for negotiations, or acceptance subject to the condition 
that the interpretation of the eight-nation memorandum given by one 
of the parties should be accepted by the other party, which in turn 
gives its own interpretation.

In  examining the eight-nation memorandum, the parties have 
stressed the aspects that suit them and which they consider to be its 
basic principles. I  am speaking as the representative of Mexico and 
commenting on the attitudes of the members of the Sub-Committee of 
nuclear Powers, but I  cannot and shall not give an interpretation of 
the common views expressed in the memorandum of the eight delega
tions, on whose behalf the representative of India has just made a 
statement. I  add this parenthesis in order to avoid any misunder
standing.

We have endeavoured to help the nuclear Powers out of an impasse, 
and in my opinion our memorandum should not be used to help main
tain the original positions; on the contrary, it should be used to justify 
and promote a move towards conciliation from a different starting 
point.

I  do not think any useful purpose can be served by arguing about the 
meaning of the eight-nation memorandum with a view to determining 
whether it favours the view of one or other of the parties. As the 
interpretations differ, there can be no solution unless one of the parties 
accepts the viewpoint of the other or both parties submit to the deci
sion of a third party.

I  now ask: Are the members of the Sub-Committee prepared to 
accept—and by “accept”, I  mean undertake to abide by— t̂he decision 
of the eight delegations on the disputed points raised by the interpreta
tive study of the memorandum submitted ? I f  the answer to this ques
tion were in the affirmative, it would be a reasonable and useful move 
towards attaining the objectives we all have at heart to ask the eight 
nations to give a joint opinion on the points in dispute, for our opinion 
would then put an end to the controversy and make it possible soon 
to conclude a treaty under effective international control banning all 
nuclear tests for warlike purposes.
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In this connexion it can be said that, so long as the great nuclear 
Powers are unable and unwilling to accede to the requests of world 
opinion in this matter, it would be a negative and sterile gesture to 
seek individual statements of opinion, which might favour one or other 
of the conflicting views but would not be used to promote their recon
ciliation.

In spite of the unfortunate deadlock in the discussions of the Sub
committee on points or questions of principle which the parties con
sider it essential to settle before examining and agreeing on other 
important questions also referred to in the memorandum of the eight 
delegations, we believe it would be very useful for the members of 
the Sub-Committee to study some of the suggestions contained in 
the memorandum, which have not yet been considered as carefully 
as they deserve, and try to reach agreement on them; for agreement on 
these suggestions could help to settle the questions which are causing 
the major differences at present.

Both parties have declared that they accept the memorandum as a 
whole as a starting point for new negotiations. I t  would therefore be 
logical—and I  think we have a right to expect this—for the Sub-Com
mittee to study all the ideas and suggestions contained in the memoran
dum with a view to reporting the results of its negotiations on all of 
them to this Conference.

For instance, we need to know whether they agree or differ on the 
following points:

F irst: the establishment of ‘‘a system for continuous observation and 
effective control on a purely scientific and non-political basis”. I  quote 
this sentence from the text of our memorandum. I  ask: How do the 
parties envisage this system with respect to the number and specifica
tion of the “existing networks of observation posts” to be “designated 
by agreement” to supply data and reports on their observations to the 
“international commission” of “highly-qualified scientists” ?

Secondly: What, in the opinion of the members of the Sub-Commit
tee, will be the composition of the international commission of scien
tists ? What countries would be asked to designate scientists to serve 
on the international commission? In what capacity would they be 
appointed and to whom would they be responsible? Would they or 
would they not be politically independent ? Would they or would they 
not be regarded as international officials with exclusively scientific 
functions ? Is a scientific, non-political function compatible with rep
resentation of a government ?

Thirdly: I f  the parties declare that they accept the paragraph of 
the memorandum which suggests establishing a system for continuous 
observation and effective control, does that mean that they accept the
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principle of international control in the form of the system suggested 
and that, consequently, they will act in accordance with that accept
ance?

We <x)uld mention other matters which the Sub-Committee should 
-examine with a view to informing the Conference which of them it 
has been able to agree on, and which are the areas of disagreement in 
mch case. Several questions of this kind suggested by the memoran
dum of the eight delegations have already been put by Mr. Dean, the 
representative of the United States, and Sir Michael Wright, the 
representative of the United Kingdom. The problems raised by such 
questions should be discussed in the Sub-Committee and the result 
submitted to the Conference for consideration.

There is no doubt that the answers to the questions I  have ventured 
to suggest for study, and to the questions put by other delegations, 
would influence the attitude of the nuclear Powers as regards the 
authority that they are prepared to grant to the international com
mission of scientists, and as regards the commission’s functions, con
clusions, reports and requests for information, its determination of 
future clarification measures in consultation with the party concerned 
and, in general, its decisions.

I t  may reasonably be expected that the nuclear Powers will have 
different views about what the international commission could do, 
depending upon whether it is intended to be a scientific body, a politi
cal body or a mixed body. In view of these considerations it seems 
necessary for the Sub-Committee to consider these additional matters 
and to suspend, for the time being, the discussion of those points on 
which there appears to be a deadlock—which we hope will not prove 
impossible to break.

In view of this situation, it seems to us that it is becoming increas
ingly urgent and essential every day to draw up an agreement fixing 
now—I repeat, now—the date for the discontinuance of nuclear tests, 
even if this cannot be before the conclusion of the series of explosions 
already begun and before the beginning of the answering series an
nounced by the Soviet Union.^ The plans of both parties for carrying 
out explosions must have an end, and this end should be fixed now 
in a treaty, because it is dangerous to wait until both series of tests 
are finished before negotiating an effective agreement that will put 
a stop to the nuclear arms race.

If  we await the conclusion of both series of explosions before nego
tiating a treaty, it will be very difficult to avoid renewed recourse by 
both parties to the same reasons of military balance as are being

^On June 14 Ambassador Padilla Nervo said that the date for ending tests 
might be January 1963 (ENDC/PV.96, p. 51).
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invoked now to justify these tests. When the scientists and military 
leaders of a nuclear Power discover that the rival Power has obtained 
important knowledge or made technical and scientific progress that 
can be used to perfect nuclear weapons or for defence against them, 
and when they argue that this entails a nuclear disequilibrium or 
military advantage, the Governments of both Powers will be incapable 
of resisting the scientific and military pressures impelling them to 
answer one series of tests with another, and so on ad infinitum, Whio 
•or what could then stop their descent into the abyss?

We have never tired of repeating that we condemn tests by either 
side and we regret that the voice of world opinion has not yet been 
able to stop them. But although the nuclear Powers have persisted 
in ignoring the vehement demand of all the peoples, deceiving them
selves with the mirage or lure of a lasting military advantage, we 
must all endeavour to help them fix an agreed date now, before the end 
of the series of tests by the two parties, so that this year or the begin
ning of next year may see a definite end to the senseless nuclear 
competition.

Any treaty freely concluded between sovereign States is based on 
the assumption that it will be faithfully observed. No State volun
tarily signs and ratifies a treaty with the deliberate intention of vio
lating i t ; but it is natural that the parties to a treaty should accept 
its obligations only after taking all possible political and legal pre
cautions against its violation or evasion. I t  must nevertheless be 
recognized, however, that there is no possible provision whose inclu
sion in a treaty can provide an absolute guarantee of its observance. 
In the last analysis the essential, and the strongest, safeguard for 
the parties is submission to the rule of international law and ethics 
and respect for the pledged word.

In the case of an international instrument such as the one we are 
now considering, an act directly violating one of its clauses and an 
act giving rise to doubts or suspicions of clandestine violations would 
have the same effect. The inevitable result would be the resumption 
of nuclear tests by both parties and the continuation of a race or 
competition which it is to the advantage of all the nuclear Powers 
to stop in the highest interest of their own peoples and of all mankind.

With the present machinery of international co-existence, it is not 
possible to guarantee the observance of a treaty by coercive means. 
The only sanction for its violation is the moral condemnation of 
public opinion and the fact that the injured party is automatically 
released from the obligations it has contracted. I f  reciprocal honesty 
and good faith had to be dispensed with entirely. States could not 
conclude any freely-negotiated treaty and there would only be treaties 
imposed by the victor on the vanquished.
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I t  also seems relevant to mention that tests in the atmosphere are the 
most serious form of rearmament, because they lead to the improve
ment and proliferation of the most expensive and destructive weapons.

The nuclear arms race will end by destroying the very idea of dis
armament. Our slowness and difficulties in reaching agreement give 
public opinion the impression that we are losing sight of the gravity 
of the nuclear arms race, and there are some who think it would be 
well for this Conmiittee negotiating on disarmament, including the 
Sub-Committee of the nuclear Powers, to ask permission to move to 
Christmas Island and, if need be, to the testing grounds of the Soviet 
Union, so as not to lose its sense of the dramatic urgency of the world’s 
concern. I t  is also thought that the delegations of the eight nations 
could emphasize their desire to co-operate by trying to present their 
views direct to the governments in Moscow and Washington.

Nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere and in the stratosphere, both 
in themselves and by their effects, are the greatest stimulus to the arms 
race, and hence to the race towards a crisis. This consideration alone 
should be enough to persuade the great Powers to stop them, in their 
political interests and those of their own peoples, seeing that the danger 
of radioactivity and the outcry of humanity have not been able to 
prevail so far.

Moreover, atmospheric tests are those that entail the heaviest eco
nomic burden for the peoples, which have to bear the cost of the 
enormous and increasing military budgets. We all know that atmos
pheric tests can be recorded and identified without any doubt. Both 
the scientists and the Governments of the nuclear Powers have said so. 
If  the question of atmospheric tests was not linked with that of under
ground tests it would have been possible to ban them long ago.

In the atmosphere of confusion, anxiety and doubt created by the 
nuclear arms race, there is one evident tru th : we here have no right 
to lose hope, or to resign ourselves or to grow accustomed to the situa
tion, for the peoples who are watching us are not falling asleep or 
growing accustomed to it. World opinion is wide awake and vigilant. 
We shall not be able to perform the duty that is ours if we continue to 
mark time on the same spot, because we shall not be moving towards 
any goal but the state of absolute and eternal rest in which we should 
be left by the turmoil of a nuclear war. I t is therefore urgent, and it 
should be possible, to explore the question from other angles with a 
different approach and settle it on new bases. Such is the hope of the 
Mexican delegation, as it is of all the others.
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Statement by the Acting Swedish Representative (Ed- 
berg) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit
tee: Questions on United States and Soviet Programs, 
May 11, 1962 ^

The Swedish delegation has carefully studied the two drafts or out
lines of a treaty on general and complete disarm am entand has also 
listened with the greatest interest to the comments made by their 
sponsors on both their own proposals and the other party’s proposals. 
We have also been most interested in the comments made by other dele
gations from both the non-aligned and the aligned countries.

I t is obvious to everyone, as Mr. Bums said the other day, that al
though both proposals have the same starting point, namely, the 
Agreed Principles, and the same final aim, namely general and com
plete disarmament, the solutions are very different, and that there is a 
considerable lack of understanding between the sponsors both with 
regard to what is actually meant by the proposals in the drafts and 
with regard to the motives behind them.^

At this juncture it would be presumptuous for me to try and put 
forward any proposals for compromises in one respect or the other. 
But I  feel strongly that some of the lack of understanding stems from 
lack of clarification in the drafts and in the conmients on them. This 
is not a criticism of obscurity in writing or speaking; it is only meant 
to show what an utterly complex problem we are dealing with. Today 
I  will only try to touch upon a few sectors of our problem on which I  
find that more clarification would do a lot of good.

My first point concerns the problem of confidence. Several speakers 
have said that confidence is fundamental to any disarmament measure. 
When I  heard Mr. Bums reminding us that we all start out from the 
same point and must meet at the same point, I  could not help thinking 
of the personal problem that we all have when we have to decide what 
means to use to travel from “A” to “B” ; for instance, from Europe 
to America. The choice depends so much on confidence in the carrier 
and on how much of a hurry you are in. Fifteen years ago you had 
to be in a great hurry to have confidence in an aeroplane for your 
Atlantic crossing; otherwise you preferred a slow boat. Nowadays 
hardly anybody considers the personal risks connected with air travel 
when choosing between air or sea.

 ̂ENDG/PV.35, pp. 28-37. For Soviet and U.S. comments, see infra.
^The Soviet and U.S. plans are printed ante, pp. 103-127 and 351-382, 

respectively.
" Of. ENDO/PV.33, pp. 23-26.
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I  would submit that disarmament at the present time is even less 
developed than Atlantic air crossings fifteen years ago. But as surely 
as confidence grew in the aeroplane, confidence in disaimament will 
grow once we have started to disarm and realize that the other fellow 
is also doing it. This, however, cannot be achieved without taking- 
some risks. One hundred per cent security is hardly attainable: judg- 
ing from experience in other walks of life, it is advisable to start 
comparatively slowly and then gradually increase speed as you 
gather momentum or, in this case, confidence.

This leads me to my first question. Would it not be worth consider
ing, for example, making the time period for the first disarmament 
stage a little longer than in the Soviet proposal, and making the- 
l>eriods of the second and third stages a little shorter than in the 
United States proposal ? Could we at least have a more specific ex
planation from the Soviet delegation of how it could achieve so 
much in so short a time, and one from the United States delegation 
of why it cannot go faster after stage I  ?

Before I  leave the subject of confidence, I  merely want to add that. 
I  am fully aware that its existence or non-existence is related not 
only to disarmament measures but also to the political tension which 
may exist at a given time. But we are here to speak of disarmament 
and not of how it could be facilitated by a general relaxation in politi
cal tension.

My next point is that of military balance. We are all aware of' 
point 5 of the Agreed Principles, which lays down that at no stage 
should any State or group of States gain military advantage and thus, 
offset the balance.^

Now what indeed is military balance? Is it a state of equilibriimi 
in case of war, so that neither side could be sure of a victorious result? 
Or is it a state of affairs in which each side would know that even a so- 
called victory in war would have a disastrous result?

I  would submit that there is no such thing as a mathematical mili
tary balance, and I  think history has proved this view to be right.. 
Therefore, my second definition seems to be more valid in the present 
world. I f  that is so, my second question arises, namely: is it not worth 
considering whether the exact percentagewise reduction of armaments* 
by categories or types, as in the United States proposal, would really 
uphold the so-called balance better than, say, a higher reduction in 
some armaments such as atomic weapons or weapon carriers and a 
lower one in others? Also, knowing that wars fought with conven
tional arms have been full of horrors and tremendous loss of life—as, 
for instance, in the Soviet Union during World War I I—would it not 
be worth considering a higher reduction of conventional armaments-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament̂  1961̂ p. 441.
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such as tanks than is envisaged in the Soviet proposal for stage I? 
To a country which has a land frontier in common with another 
country that has a concentration of tanks near the same frontier, such 
a potential for a conventional attack,may seem nearly as disquieting 
as a potential for a nuclear attack.

To enable us newcomers to understand better the meaning of the 
word “balance” as used in the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles^ 
it would be of considerable interest to hear from the two sides how 
they would define this term and how, in accordance with this definition^ 
they feel they have implemented this principle in detail in their 
drafts.

I hope my colleagues will bear with me if I  put forward some more 
questions. I  have foimd myself in full agreement with representa
tives who, more often than not, have begun their statements by a decla
ration that they have “listened with interest” to the statements made 
and have promised to “ponder over them carefully”, but have still been 
unable to grasp the full significance of some of the proposals. In 
particular, I  have not been entirely clear about the ideas on verifica
tion and control of disarmament measures put forward by the two 
sides.

I  think it would be helpful to have even more detailed explana
tions of the very interesting proposal for a zonal inspection system. 
We have, on the one hand, the declared United States intention that 
zonal inspection aims at extending only gradually over the surface 
of the countries that disarm, so as not to aim at more inspection than 
is said to correspond to reduction in armaments.

As we understand it, this correspondence between inspection and 
disarmament is not absolute and exact. Thirty per cent disarmament 
does not necessarily entail full inspection of exactly 30 per cent of 
the territory. I t means, if we are not mistaken, that a small degree of 
disarmament will be subjected to full inspection of a limited area of 
the territory, while ensuing greater degrees of disarmament will have 
to be controlled by full inspection of a larger area of the territory ; 
and complete disarmament would be controlled by inspection of the 
whole territory. On the other hand, we have the Soviet impression 
that the zonal inspection system involves the opening up of territories 
for foreign controllers before the process of disarmament begins.

This leads me to my third question; would it not be possible, in the 
view of the Soviet delegation, so to construe a zonal system along the 
suggested lines that there would in its opinion be a significant differ
ence between the opening up for control of a limited area and the 
opening up for control of a whole territory? In this connexion, 
would it not be of a certain importance for military security that the 
deployment of forces and arms in uninspected zones would remain 
unknown to all outsiders?
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This also leads me to my fourth question—which has already been 
touched upon by Mr. Atta, who said that, while there is no point in 
verifying what remains after a 5 per cent cut, what remains after a 
significant cut of, for instance, 30 or 40 per cent is important, and 
that the question of non-inspection of the remaining arms before 
reaching a significant amount would be a matter for discussion.^ My 
question is th is: would it be possible, in the view of the United States 
delegation, to defer declarations as to each particular zone, and inspec
tion too, during the first stage until a significant cut had already been 
effected? I f  so, what, in the opinion of the United States delegation, 
would be a significant cut ?

Now if I  may further discuss aspects of the zonal inspection plan, 
it is stated in section G, article 3.c. (3) of the United States draft 
th a t:

The zones to be inspected would be selected by procedures wMcli would ensure 
their selection by Parties to the Treaty other than the Party whose territory 
was to be inspected or any Party associated with it.

That the party a zone of whose territory is to be inspected is not 
itself to be allowed to pick the zone is understandable, for otherwise 
it might well pick a zone in which it had perhaps declared no reduc
tion at all or which, for some reason, was militarily insignificant. On 
the other hand, if the selection is to be left to the other parties to the 
treaty, and perhaps, if I  may say so, to the ^^opposite” side, would it 
not be possible for them at the moment of the first selection to select 
a zone for inspection which, for various reasons, they suspected of 
containing the most important military bases and armaments in that 
country, and thereby lay bare important information regarding arma
ments before much disarmament had yet been effected ?

The representative of India, Mr. Lall, felt that the zonal inspection 
plan was a bit like a game of chance, and he said he had no objection 
to that.^ The representative of Nigeria, in his interesting statement 
on 4 May, suggested that a further close study should be devoted to 
the proposal for zonal inspection or similar proposals. In this con
nexion he said:

The more it is a game of chance the more confidence it wiU generate.*

There may well be merit in this observation.
This leads me to my fifth question: Would it be possible, in the 

view of the United States delegation, to arrange the selection of 
zones for inspection not, as suggested in the United States plan, by 
parties to the treaty but rather, as Mr. Lall described it, by pulling

 ̂Ante, p. 479.
* ENDO/PV.30, p. 25.
 ̂Ante, p. 479.
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something out of a hat? Would this be a possible way of avoiding 
the possible risk that selection by the parties would result, so to speak, 
in choices that were too good?

The zonal inspection system also contains a most interesting feature, 
namely, the self-declaration of the level of armament in each zone. 
Such a declaration would constitute a considerable deviation from 
traditional policies on military secrecy and security, at least in many 
countries. An undertaking to give such a declaration would evidence 
a certain belief in the will of other Powers to honour the treaty. As 
such it could be a confidence-creating factor of great value.

When pondering the control systems as they appear to me in the 
two documents, I  cannot help making a comparison between disar
mament control and the customs control at a national border. Usually 
the customs officer wants to know from the traveller, even if he has 
a diplomatic passport, whether he has any articles subject to duty. 
I f  we draw the parallel with the control system suggested by the 
United States, the customs officer would ask the traveller to declare the 
articles subject to duty that he had in each suitcase. He would then 
select at random one of the suitcases and say, “Let me have a good 
look at the contents of that suitcase. Maybe I  shall find something 
there which is not in your declaration.” The rest of the suitcases 
he would leave alone. Again, under the system suggested by the So
viet Union as I  interpret it, the customs officer would say, “Let me 
see all the goods that you have which are subject to duty, so that I  
can estimate their correct value”. The traveller produces these ar
ticles, and the customs officer does not even look into the remaining 
contents of the suitcases, or in suitcases from which no goods have been 
produced. Now one may have different opinions as to which customs 
system is to be preferred. The traveller and the representatives of 
governments may, for instance, take very different views of the two 
systems.

I t  would be of interest to hear—and this is my sixth question, 
which is directed to all of us—if the principle of self-declaration 
would raise any insurmountable difficulties of military security. More 
specifically, the problem is, how important is secrecy concerning 
quantity as compared with secrecy concerning deployment?

Furthermore, we have heard from the Soviet delegation that 100 
per cent disarmament—for instance, of nuclear weapon delivery 
means—would be accompanied by 100 per cent inspection. In  order 
to form an opinion on this offer, we would be interested to hear in 
more detail how this 100 per cent inspection would be operated. So 
I  come to my seventh question: when, during stage I, would the in
spection system start to operate? Would it be from the very be
ginning? And where would the inspection take place? Would it

688-714— 63-HvoI. I----S3
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be Oil the place where units and armaments were located, or would 
it be at special depots at which units to be disbanded and armaments, 
to be destroyed were to be concentrated.

I  now have a few words to say about armed force levels. Both 
drafts have figures on intended levels of armed forces. The United 
States document explains in detail what sort of personnel the re
duction is aimed at, whereas the Soviet draft has no such provision. 
I  wish my colleagues to pay attention to the fact that the personnel 
build-up of armed forces is made in accordance with entirely different 
principles in different countries. On the one hand we have countries 
like my own that have a rather limited cadre of regular personnel,, 
particularly in the army, which is used to train the conscripts and 
reserves who, after having completed their training, are sent back 
home. Under such a system the army cannot develop its full strength 
until after a call-up of the field units. On the other hand, under 
another system—such as that used, for instance in Canada—all the 
forces consist of regulars, who are true professionals. Obviously,, 
the impact of a reduction in numbers of regular personnel would be 
much stronger, and would be felt more rapidly, under a system built 
on conscripts and reserves, because it might lose its core, than in a 
system built on professionals only. On the other hand, a reduction of 
non-regular personnel on duty would be felt comparatively little 
under the conscript system and would not mean much as a reduction 
of the fighting capability.

From this point of view, it would be interesting to hear—and this 
is my question number 8—what sort of personnel reduction is aimed at 
in the Soviet proposal. Does the reduction include both regulars and 
conscripts and, if so, in the same proportion between these two cate
gories as in a field unit ?

Although the United States plan is more developed on this point, 
it would also be of interest to hear how the United States delegation 
views the problem of selection of xmits to be reduced. Would it be a 
reduction across the board of the military organization or would it 
give room for cutting more of the tail than of the teeth?

My next problem concerns the so-called foreign bases. The Soviet 
proposal lays considerable stress on the necessity to eliminate foreign 
bases, because it views them as particularly menacing and endangering 
the peace. However, it may be asked whether some national military 
bases in one country could not be regarded as equally menacing to the 
security of a neighbouring country. An imaginary country may, it 
seems, feel as insecure because of such neighbouring national bases as 
another country may feel embarrassed by what have been termed 
foreign bases. This is actually a result of geography, history and the 
political situation of today.
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Tliis brings me to my ninth question: it would be interesting to hear 
from the Soviet delegation whether similar considerations should not 
apply to the geographical location of some bases as to the nationality 
of some other bases.

Equally, it would be interesting to hear more about the United 
States approach as to how the zonal system would be applied to the 
foreign bases.

My next question concerns nuclear weapon carriers. In the Soviet 
draft all nuclear weapon carriers will be eliminated in stage I, while 
in the United States draft the nuclear weapon carriers will be reduced 
gradually and on percentagewise.

Now, what is a nuclear weapon carrier? As Mr. Burns pointed out 
the other day, many types of ships and airplanes, indeed nearly all, 
could be potential weapon carriers. In  the Soviet draft there is a 
definition of nuclear weapon carriers which I  understand to take into 
consideration only those rockets, ships, airplanes and so on which are 
actually built and equipped for carrying nuclear weapons, whereas 
the potential weapon carriers referred to by Mr. Burns are not 
mentioned. I  have the feeling, although my delegation has no access 
to atomic secrets, that the modifying of any ship or airplane into an 
atomic weapon carrier is a fairly complex teclinical process which 
cannot be accomplished in a hurry. I f  that is so, perhaps the reduction 
of actually existing nuclear weapon carriers as defined both in the 
Soviet and in the United States plan will have to suffice as a dis
armament measure. A complete elimination of all potential nuclear 
weapon carriers seems to be practically impossible to effectuate. I f  the 
existing military nuclear weapon carriers were to be eliminated, either 
as in the Soviet plan at an early date or as in the United States plan 
more gradually, this elimination would result in a most considerable 
reduction in fighting capacity.

I t would be interesting to hear, however—and this is my tenth 
question—how the two sides would more closely define nuclear weapon 
carriers. We were told by Mr. Zorin:

. . .  as regards verification of the 100 per cent reduction or elimination of 
means of delivery, we agree to such verification throughout the territory of 
the Soviet Union.^

The implication of this statement and the Soviet plan on this point 
has perhaps not been clearly understood and may even now not be 
entirely clear. Different interpretations on this point have, it seems, 
been offered by various speakers in the course of the debate, and my 
eleventh question would be to ask Mr. Zorin for a further clarification 
on this point.

" ENDC/PV.31, p. 50.
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My twelfth and last question concerns chemical and biological 
weapons. These weapons are, to my mind, rightly included in the 
term ‘Weapons of mass destruction”, and their existence implies a 
capability for war of a most sinister type. However, in neither of the 
two documents before us is the elimination of these weapons envisaged 
until stage II. I  would submit that there could be good reasons for 
reduction or elimination of these weapons, also, already in stage I, 
although I  realize that the control of such a measure could be difficult 
in practice. I t  would be interesting to hear from both sides some com
ments as to the timing of their disarmament measures with regard to 
the chemical and biological arsenal.

I t  is said that, while some people find solutions for every difficulty, 
others find difficulties in every solution, I  hope that my numerous 
questions today have not put me in the second category. We are all 
painfully aware that the problem of general and complete disarma
ment is an immensely complex one. My remarks and questions today 
must not be interpreted in any way as a criticism of the two plans 
that have been submitted to us. My delegation is keenly aware of 
the goodwill and the sincere intentions that lie behind both of them, 
as it is aware of the tremendous amount of work and thought that 
have gone into them. We are appreciative of the results that have 
been achieved by these efforts, and our only desire is to contribute to 
even greater clarification and a ra'pfrochement which we hope will 
result in one single draft.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Lall) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, May 14, 
1962^

I  would like to make a few comments today on some remarks made 
at previous meetings, particularly at the meeting held on 11 May. 
This may be an appropriate time to make them because tomorrow, 
if the occasion arises, we may wish to offer a few comments on outer 
space.

First, may I  say that we thought a very valuable statement was 
made on 11 May by Mr. Dean, the United States representative. This 
statement was remarkably frank and put certain issues squarely 
before us. For example, near the beginning of his statement Mr. Dean 
dwelt at some length on the fact that at present the world military

"ENDO/PV.36, pp. 27-31.
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picture is that of two great military alliances and he spoke of some 
of the geographic and other factors involved in their positions.

We think it is valuable for us to be reminded every now and again 
of these factors because they obviously play a part in the thinking 
of the United States, and undoubtedly in the thinking of the Soviet 
Union, in drawing up plans for disarmament and in suggesting 
measures to us. They also colour the views of the two delegations 
regarding such important matters as balance in the diminution of 
armament until we reach zero, as we hope to do in the course of a full 
disarmament plan. Therefore, we welcomed the frankness of our 
United States colleague.

I  would like tt> draw attention in particular to the following re
mark made by Mr. Dean, with which we find ourselves very much in 
agreement:

It is precisely because of this that both sides find themselves overwhelmingly 
dissatisfied with the amount of national security which each gets from its 
vast armaments and from the armaments race. That is why we have this 
great impetus towards general and complete disarmament. Let me say clearly, 
without equivocation, that the United States is 100 per cent for general and 
complete disarmament. Let there be no doubt on that point.^

We welcomed that statement not only because some doubts had pre
viously been expressed— l̂et us be frank—about positions in this Com
mittee, but also because it reiterates the United States position and 
makes clear that there is to be no veering from the goal of general 
and complete disarmament.

I  would like to comment now on a somewhat different kind of point 
which emerged from the same statement. At two places Mr. Dean 
seemed to introduce a new concept into the consideration of the whole 
question of general and complete disarmament. For example, he said:

My delegation is firmly convinced, however, that we must not disturb the 
existing military pattern while we are carrying out the process of abolition.*

Later in his statement he again said, in commenting upon the 100 
per cent elimination of delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons pro
posed by the Soviet Union:

. . .  we would have a result that unbalances the existing military pattern 
by liquidating delivery vehicles . . .®

The Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Ne
gotiations speaks in paragraph 5 of the need to preserve balance as 
we go through the process of disarmament,^ but it does not speak of

" ENDC/PV.35, p. 7.
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* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 441.
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the need to preserve the existing military pattern. I  would like to 
make this point because, while I  do not in principle disagree with the 
United States representative that the pattern may bear some correla
tion to the balance, it is not precisely what we are asked to do. We 
are not asked to preserve a pattern of armament. In fact, if we were 
asked to do so, it might be argued later—and that is another reason 
why this point is of great importance—that when we had disarmed 
fully we should still preserve in our national militia and so on the 
same pattern of arnxament, namely nuclear weapons and other weap
ons of mass destruction. That is a view to which the delegation of 
India is opposed. We do not think that weapons of mass destruction, 
and particularly nuclear weapons, should be preserved throughout 
the process of disarmament. Certainly we do not think they should 
be preserved at the end of the disarmament period when we are con- 
templatmg what will be the content of national forces and of forces 
to be placed at the disposal of the United Nations.

So we would like to think that the main emphasis of the delegation 
of the United States will remain on the terms of paragraph 5 of the 
Joint Statenxent of Agreed Principles as it was accepted both by the 
United States and the Soviet Union and, later, by the United Nations 
through a General Assembly resolution. I  would welcome at some 
point, not necessarily today—perhaps even at an informal meeting— 
some clarification of this particular issue.

I  turn now to another aspect of the speech, in which Mr. Dean ex
pressed the view that while the United States plan had frankly put 
a veto provision into the transitional items which appear between the 
stages of disarmament, and indeed at the end of the third stage of dis
armament also, the Soviet Union had achieved the same purpose with
out actually saying so. I  would like to raise this question with our 
Soviet colleague and ask him to clarify the position of the Soviet Union 
on this particular point, as to whether or not there would be veto provi
sions between the stages of the disarmament plan. In asking for this 
clarification, I  would add that our view would tend to be that a veto 
provision would not be necessary.

We would agree with the representative of the United States in 
essence that unless the first stage had been satisfactorily completed it 
would be unrealistic to expect the United States and the Soviet Union, 
particularly, as leaders of the two great military alliances today, to go 
forward to the subsequent stage of the plan. We accept that view, 
which is essentially realistic. But surely, if we had the normal voting 
arrangement of the United Nations, namely, a two-thirds majority in 
the control body or in the international disarmament organization, that 
provision would give suJEcient assurance that there would be no in
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cautious or blind movement from one stage to another without due con
sideration of the progress which had been achieved in the first stage of 
the plan and then, later, in the second stage and so on. We do not 
see why it is necessary to invoke the veto provisions of the Charter in 
this matter, and we would hope that some further attention can be 
given to this view.

Furthermore, while one would agree that both sides must be bro-adly 
satisj&ed at the end of each stage that the progress of disarmament 
warrants going forward to the next stage, one must remember that the 
Security Council veto provisions cover more than just the two sides, 
and indeed there is no knowing whether after a few years the Security 
Council may have more permanent members; I  am not saying it will, 
but it might. Is it necessary to give the right of veto to all permanent 
members of the Security Council in the context of our disarmament 
plan? We would think it would not be necessary, and we hope that 
the matter can be reconsidered, as I  said.

Meanwhile, we would also welcome clarification from our Soviet 
colleague on the precise thinking of his government, as incorporated 
in the Soviet draft plan, regarding this important matter. I t  is most 
important because it affects the continuity of the disarmament plan. 
We are persuaded to the view expressed here by other members of this 
Conference that the continuity of the plan, once it has been adopted, 
must be maintained.

I  should like to make another brief set of remarks, relating to the 
very important question of control or verification measures. We feel 
that we can now say that there is some groping towards, some ap
proaching of, common ground and a further understanding between 
the two sides regarding this important matter. I  would like to draw 
attention to certain statements which were made by our Soviet col
league on Friday when he quoted from Mr. Dean’s statement. This 
was a very important quotation in which Mr. Dean, commenting on the 
question of the destruction of delivery vehicles, said th a t:

the international disarmament organization could watch the destruction of 
each delivery vehicle that the Soviet Union was prepared to offer for destruc
tion, but . . .  it could not—I repeat, could not—verify that all vehicles had 
in fact been offered.^

In other words, Mr. Dean raised a very important point: and he asked 
how we were to know that every single vehicle for the delivery of 
nuclear weapons had been destroyed.

To this question Mr. Zorin replied by saying that he would like to 
ask Mr. Dean on what grounds he made these statements. Mr. Zorin 
went on to say:

" BNDC/PV.33, p. 40.
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When and where did the Soviet delegation say that the international disarma
ment organization, in the course of the complete elimination of the means of 
delivering nuclear weapons, would not be in a position to ascertain that all 
such means were actually being eliminated? ^

I t  seems to us that at the very least this statement by Mr. Zorin 
means that the Soviet Union is of the opinion that measures of control 
should be such that we all have assurance that every single vehicle for 
the delivery of nuclear weapons will in fact be eliminated, or that the 
Soviet Union has this matter under study and will clarify its position 
even further when we come to the details of control measures for each 
particular item of disarmament. We are glad that this approaching 
of the two positions appears to be taking place, although, of course, 
it does not seem to be complete at this time.

I  do not wish to burden the Committee with further quotations be
cause members have the verbatim record before them. I t  will be seen 
that at one point Mr. Zorin also said, when talking about the search 
for hidden weapons, that in principle we are all in favour of it; but 
he asked other members of the Conmiittee how they proposed to make 
such a search for every single hidden weapon over the whole length 
and breadth of the United States and the Soviet Union. We hope that 
in the course of the next few days, and perhaps in the course of the 
forthcoming informal meeting, it will be possible for our colleagues to 
clarify further these issues of control. They are very important issues, 
and we in the delegation of India are glad that the process of clarifica
tion is taking us slowly forward to agreement.

Before I  close, may I  say that we too were very interested in all the 
questions which the representative of Sweden raised last Friday  ̂and 
hope we will soon have some clarification of those questions from the 
delegations of the United States and the Soviet Union.®

May I, however, express the view—and I  hope the representative 
of Sweden will not mind my saying this— t̂hat his very interesting 
points on the question of nuclear delivery weapons were slightly dif
ferent from the point which we are considering. Whereas we are con
sidering the question of the elimination of vehicles for the delivery 
of nuclear weapons, our colleague from Sweden raised the point of 
carriers of nuclear weapons. I  submit that the carriage—the trans
port—of nuclear weapons is something slightly different from the 
means of delivery, the vehicle for the delivery of nuclear weapons, 
the difference being, quite clearly, that carriage means the taking of 
the weapon from point “A” to point ‘‘B”, whereas a vehicle for 
delivery is not only a means of carriage from point “A’' to point “B”

" ENDC/PV.35, p. 59.
* Supra.
® See infra.
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but a means of using the vehicle effectively as a weapon at point '‘B”.
I  think this is a matter of relevance, because it does simplify to some 

extent—a small extent— t̂he question of the relevant control measures.
I  say “to a small extent” because I  realize that in any event the ques
tion of verification measures is a complex one; but I  am glad to feel, 
myself, that it is a little simpler, perhaps, than was indicated in that 
particular question of our colleague from Sweden.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Replies to 
Swedish Questions, May 14, 1962 ^

The representative of Italy has expressed his displeasure once al
ready at the fact that the Soviet delegation speaks at too late a stage 
and delays the discussion of a question. I  must therefore apologize to 
the representative of Italy for also asking to speak now, although 
it is after midday. As, however, there is a full hour left before lunch,
I  think I  shall be able to use this time without causing any delay 
and even leaving time for the representative of Italy to reply, should 
he wish to do so.

I  should like to present some preliminary views of the Soviet dele
gation on a matter that was touched upon at our last meeting on
II May by the Swedish representative.^ Since Mr. Edberg, the repre
sentative of Sweden, put a number of questions to the Soviet and 
the United States delegations, we thought it might be useful if we 
tried to give our answers to these questions if only in a preliminary 
and perhaps incomplete form. As we have some time left, I  shall 
take the liberty of doing so today.

At the meeting on 11 May, Mr. Edberg, the representative of 
Sweden, addressed a number of questions to the Soviet and the 
United States delegations in connexion with their proposals on 
general and complete disarmament. We should like to give prelimi
nary answers to these questions today. The first question which Mr. 
Edberg asked was:

Would it not be worth considering, for example, making the time period 
for the first disarmament stage a little longer than in the Soviet proposal, 
and making the periods of the second and third stages a little shorter than 
in the United States proposal? ®

" ENDC/PV.36, pp. 32-41.
 ̂See ante, pp. 485-492.
 ̂Ante, p. 486.
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Mr. Edberg went straight on to ask the Soviet delegation to explain 
its proposals with regard to time-limits.

Our position on time-limits is governed by the two following consid^ 
erations, which in our opinion are decisive. First, it is obvious that the 
main objective at present is to deliver the peoples as speedily as pos
sible from the danger of a nuclear war and the burden of the arma
ments race. I t  is quite clear that the sooner we achieve general and 
complete disarmament, the better the cause of peace will be served, the 
sooner the peoples will be liberated from fear of the future and the 
sooner States will be able to use their human and material resources 
for the development of their economies. Even from the standpoint of 
what may be termed the internal requirements of disarmament—the 
need for control and the need to safeguard the security of States—a 
more rapid disarmament process has definite advantages. I  shall not 
repeat the convincing arguments put forward on this subject by Mr.. 
Lall, because you are all familiar with them.^

The second consideration which the Soviet Government took into- 
account was the practical feasibility of implementing general and com
plete disarmament. We certainly do not wish to set ourselves or other 
States impossible tasks and, in making our calculations, we took careful 
account of all the available data on this point. In this connexion, I 
shall mention several facts drawn from experience of reconversion 
after the Second World War. As we all know, virtually all States suc
ceeded in reducing their enormous armed forces and converting their 
economies to civilian production in the extremely short period of ap
proximately two to three years. By May, 1945, the Soviet Union had 
11,365,000 men in its armed forces. A month after Victory Day, thir- 
teen older age groups were demobilized from the forces on active serv
ice. In  September, 1945, or about three months after the end of the 
war, ten more age groups were demobilized. In March, 1946, the next 
six age groups were demobilized. As a result, the strength of the So
viet Union’s armed forces was reduced to 2,874,000 men by 1948. Thus, 
in a period of approximately two to three years, 8.5 million men were 
demobilized. This figure gives some idea of the immense task which 
was accomplished in a short period of time. I t  was, after all, not a 
question of simply releasing men from the army, but of finding them 
jobs, resettling them in civilian employment. Yet, I  repeat, all this 
was done within a period of only two to three years.

We know that other States also had similar achievements to their 
credit. According to information available in the Press, the United 
States demobilized approximately 10 million and the United King
dom approximately 4 million men during the same period of two to

" END0/PV.5, p. 27; ENDC/PV.18, pp. 38-39; ENDC/PV.30, pp. 14-17.
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three years, that is, from 1945 to 1948. I  am referring to the figures 
for the strength of the armed forces. But it is also well known that 
during the war years the industry of these States was essentially a 
war industry and that a high proportion of plants and factories was 
engaged in arms production. During the same period of two to three 
years, these plants and factories were converted to peaceful produc
tion.

I  would now ask the representatives here in this chamber to consider 
the proposal made by the Soviet Union in its draft treaty,^ in relation 
to the scale of the reduction after World War I I  and the period of 
time in which it was carried out. I  am sure each of you will realize 
how well founded and realistic are the time limits we have proposed 
both for the individual stages of disarmament and for the programme 
as a whole.

In  this connexion, we are surprised at the position taken by the 
Western Powers and primarily by the United States and United King
dom, whose representatives in the Committee are persistently harping 
on the idea that we should not hurry with disarmament and that it 
cannot be carried out within the time-limits proposed by the Soviet 
Union.

The second question raised by Mr. Edberg concerned the balance to 
be preserved during the process of disarmament. He asked us to ex
plain how the principle of balance is implemented in our proposals on 
general and complete disarmament. Where the first stage of disarma
ment is concerned, this principle is specifically reflected in the fact that 
our proposal for the complete elimination of the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons is linked up with the dismantling of foreign bases 
on alien territory and with a major reduction of armed forces and so- 
called conventional armaments.

I  shall not go into the reasons wliy it is necessary to eliminate the 
means of delivering nuclear weapons during the first stage. I  have 
given a sufficiently detailed explanation on this point.

I t  is, however, quite obvious that if only the meaiis of delivery are 
eliminated. States having bases in foreign territories will gain cer
tain military advantages. Therefore, in order to exclude such ad
vantages and to preserve the balance between both sides, it is necessary 
to eliminate foreign military bases in alien territories. As we know, 
however, attempts are made to justify the existence of foreign military 
bases in alien territories by reference to the alleged superiority of 
the Soviet Union in armed forces and conventional armaments.

While we consider such assertions, gromidless, they are neverthel^s 
made. Therefore, in order to give the other side a sense of confidence.

 ̂AntBy pp. 103-127.
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we propose that armed forces should be drastically reduced to a level 
which would allay any apprehensions of tihe other side.

Mr. Edberg, in explaining his question, asked whether it would 
not be possible to make a higher reduction of conventional armaments 
than is envisaged for the first stage under our plan. The Soviet 
delegation has already drawn attention to the fact that the Soviet 
Union proposes a considerably greater reduction of armed forces and 
conventional armaments than does the United States. In  the specific 
case of conventional armaments, including tanks, as a result of the im
plementation of the first stage measures, States are to retain only such 
quantities of these weapons as are necessary to equip the remaining 
armed forces, i.e., 1.7 million men each for the Soviet Union and the 
United States respectively.

I  have already explained the reasons why we stopped at the level of 
1.7 million men. This level was at one time suggested by the United 
States and we decided to accept it in order to avoid needless disagree
ment. Nevertheless, as I  have already said, the Soviet Union is pre
pared to agree to a more drastic reduction of armed forces and con
ventional armaments, if the United States and the other Western 
Powers would also be prepared to do so.

Mr. Edberg’s third, fourth and fifth questions concerned the system 
of zonal inspection advocated by the United States. We have already 
indicated our general attitude towards this proposal, and see no need 
to restate it. I t does not solve the problem of control, nor does it fa
cilitate the attainment of agreement.

I  should merely like to draw the Committee’s attention to the fact 
that, as is apparent from the Swedish representative’s statement, he 
himself is aware of the negative aspects of the proposal for zonal 
inspection. He quite rightly points out that zonal inspection by no 
means eliminates the danger of important information being dis
closed which might be used to the detriment of the security of States. 
To put it bluntly, zonal inspection can only develop into a more highly 
organized system of military intelligence work, carried out square by 
square, so to speak, in the zones that present the greatest interest.

Referring to the fact that before disarmament begins. States will 
have to submit declarations or statements about their armaments and 
armed forces to be reduced or eliminated, as provided in the Soviet 
draft treaty, the representative of Sweden noted:

An undertaking to give such a declaration would evidence a certain belief 
in the will of other Powers to honour the treaty. As such it could be a 
confidence-creating factor of great value.^

 ̂Ante, p. 489.
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This remark rightly points to the source of the changes for the better 
in relations among States that will be brought about by general and 
complete disarmament.

This might well be borne in mind by those who not only view gen
eral and complete disarmament in the distorted mirror of the present 
relations of distrust between States, but are even doing their utmost 
to exaggerate the question of lack of confidence and to imply that 
States intend to begin violating and by-passing the treaty the day 
after it has been signed.

I  shall not deal fully with the Swedish representative’s sixth ques
tion, which is moreover framed in such a way that it can lead us into 
a maze of futile debate. There is, however, one point I  would like to 
stress. As I  have already mentioned^ under the Soviet draft treaty, 
States would have to submit information on their armed forces and 
armaments that are subject to reduction. But we cannot submit 
information on the location of armed forces and military installations, 
and we do not demand that other States should do so. I t is self-evi
dent that so long as nuclear weapons and the means of delivering 
them exist, it might be extremely dangerous for States to disclose 
their vital centres. In  order to avoid controversy, I  shall not quote 
statements by United States military men about the present impor
tance of specifying targets for bombing. I  would merely like to say 
that the United States proposals for a so-called percentage reduction 
of delivery vehicles, accompanied by control for the purpose of de
tecting concealed weapons, would lead to a situation where, before the 
completion of general and complete disarmament— îf this ever takes 
place at all under the United States plan— t̂he danger of a nuclear 
blow would not only remain, but would become infinitely greater, be
cause the United States proposals on control mean providing oppor
tunities to locate targets for attack. I t  is precisely for this reason 
that the United States proposals cannot provide a basis for the so
lution of the disarmament problem.

The Swedish representative’s seventh question was when the inspec
tion system would start to operate in stage I  and how it would be 
carried out. Under the Soviet proposals— Î draw the Swedish repre
sentative’s attention to article 19 of the Soviet draft treaty— t̂he stage 
I  of disarmament begins six months after the treaty comes into force.

On the expiry of the six-month period, the international disarma
ment organization must be ready and start to exercise its functions, 
and it must be ready not only at headquarters but also in the field, 
that is, in the territories of States. Before disarmament begins, that 
is, before the six-month period has elapsed. States will provide the 
International Disarmament Organization with such information about 
their armed forces, armaments, military production and military ap-
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propriations as is necessary for the implementation of the stage I  
measures.

Six months after the treaty comes into force. States will begin imple
menting disarmament measures, which are to be carried out, from 
first to last, under the supervision of inspectors of the International 
Disarmament Organization. Thus, under our proposals, inspection 
and control would begin from the very outset of disarmament.

Mr. Edberg also asked where the inspection or control would take 
place, whether it would be carried out in the actual place where units 
and armaments were located or at some other place or point where 
military units were disbanded and armaments destroyed.

I  think that a full answer to this question is given in the Soviet 
draft treaty. We adopt a practical approach to this question. In 
the case of fixed installations, for instance, enterprises engaged in 
the production of military equipment that is to be destroyed or elim
inated, launching pads, rockets, etc. inspection and control must be 
carried out where these installations are located. In  the case of 
movable installations, the Soviet delegation believes that we should 
simply agree on the most rational procedure for controlling them. 
I t  may prove far more convenient to transfer some types of military 
equipment to specific localities for destruction rather than to destroy 
them on the spot. I t  is quite obvious that the actual process of 
destruction may require the use of some industrial capacity; instead 
of reducing rockets, aircraft, etc. to scrap metal in the places where 
they are located, for example, in depots or at airfields, it may therefore 
prove more rational to transfer them to specific localities where it 
would be easier to destroy them.

In  short, we believe that this is a purely practical question and 
one on which we could easily reach agreement after we have settled 
the main issue, namely, what we are going to destroy, when we are 
going to destroy it and in what quantities.

Mr. Edberg’s eighth question was as follows:
. . . what sort of personnel reduction is aimed at in the Soviet proposal?
Does the reduction include both regulars and conscripts and, if so, in the
same proportion between these two categories as in a field unit? ̂

We provide for the reduction of all types of armed forces and of 
all categories of military persomiel. The main emphasis in our pro
posal is on the disbanding of entire military units, and this is an 
essential stipulation if the re-establishment of armed forces is to be 
prevented. At the same time this method of reduction makes it pos
sible to circumvent the problem of variations in the organization of 
armed forces in different States. In  passing, I  should like to point

 ̂Ante, p. 490.
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out that there are no grounds for the apprehensions expressed by 
the United States and some other Western representatives that the 
Soviet draft treaty will leave room for transfers of some kind within 
armed forces and categories of armaments. This fear is baseless. 
I  doubt whether there is any strategist who would arm the troops 
remaining at his disposal with, say, only tanks or only artillery. 
Such an army would not be equipped for either defensive or offensive 
action and consequently would not ensure the security of a State. 
In  every army there will have to be a correlation between branches 
of the service and categories of armaments that is satisfactory for 
the army concerned. We take this into accomit in treating reduction 
and destruction primarily in terms of the armaments of complete 
military units.

Mr. Edberg’s ninth question was on the subject of bases^ Our 
Swedish colleague correctly pointed out that the Soviet proposal 
lays stress on the necessity to eliminate foreign military bases in alien 
territories, because the Soviet Union views them as particularly 
menacing to peace. However, as I  understood him, he has the idea 
that the military importance of any base, whether foreign or national, 
is a result of geography, history and the political situation of today. 
In this connexion, he asked whether, in view of their geographical 
location, national military bases should not be placed on the same 
footing as some foreign military bases in alien territories. In other 
words, the purpose of Mr. Edberg’s question was to find out whether 
we could not make some differentiation in our approach to the dis
mantling of military bases, depending upon the degree of danger 
which a particular base presents to peace.

We agree that this problem calls for the most careful differentiation 
and we have repeatedly made this point in our comments and explana
tions. We continue to maintain that no defence interests are served 
by foreign military bases which have been supplied with the forces 
and equipment for aggressive action or have been prepared to accom
modate such forces and equipment and which are situated many thou
sands of miles from the frontiers of the State concerned. These are 
bases for aggression, spring-boards for attack. Surely, gentlemen, 
this does not require any special proof.

I t  will be recalled that, during the aggressive operations against 
Egypt and the countries of the Near and Middle East, the armed 
forces of the United Kingdom, France and the United States used 
NATO naval and air bases in Italy and in a number of other XATO 
countries. I t  will be recalled that the United States military air 
base in Adana (Turkey) was used for concentrating and despatching 
interventionist troops during the aggressive operations by the United 
States in Lebanon. I t  will be recalled, finally, that United States air
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bases in Norway, Turkey and Pakistan have been used by the United 
States for aggressive operations against the Soviet Union, examples 
of which were the U-2 espionage flights over Soviet territory.

I  would point out, gentlemen, that it was not the Soviet Union 
which undertook aggressive operations against the countries of the 
Near and Middle East or against the United States from its bases 
in Trans-Caucasia, but the United States which undertook such oper
ations against Lebanon and the Soviet Union from its bases in Turkey 
and Pakistan. Surely the difference must by now be obvious between 
a foreign military base in Turkey and a national base of the Soviet 
Union in Soviet Trans-Caucasia, about which questions are so often 
put to us.

Here you have the results of geography, history and the political 
situation of today. Here you have the difference between foreign 
military bases in alien territories and national military bases. In  the 
light of all these considerations, we can reply to our Swedish colleague 
as follows: No foreign military base can be pilaced on the same footing 
as any national military base. That is why all foreign bases must be 
dismantled first and as early as the first stage of disarmament. But 
we nevertheless fully support Mr. Edberg’s idea about the need to 
take account of geography, history and the political situation of 
today. I t  is, of course, possible and necessary to differentiate between 
foreign military bases from this standpoint. For example, considera
tion of these three factors must inevitably lead us to the conclusion 
that foreign military bases situated in Europe should be dismantled 
first, at the very outset of the first stage of disarmament.

In  his tenth question the Swedish representative asked how we 
would more closely define nuclear weapon carriers. We consider that 
our draft treaty contains the necessary definition of nuclear weapon 
carriers and that this definition is fully adequate for the purposes of 
an agreement on general and complete disarmament. I t  seems to us 
that the problem of specific types, categories and forms of nuclear 
weapon carriers will solve itself, siace, under our draft treaty. States 
must submit iaformation on nuclear weapon delivery vehicles before 
a start is made on the implementation of the first stage measures.

This information will, of course, include data on the weight and 
other characteristics of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles so that in 
our opinion, no difficulties should arise in this matter.

In  referring to Mr. Bums’ observations about so-caUed potential 
nuclear weapon carriers,^ the Swedish representative quite rightly 
pointed out that the conversion of ships or aircraft into nuclear 
weapon carriers is a complex technical process. Generally speaking,

 ̂Ante, pp. 470-474.
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the ideas put forward by Mr. Burns are somewhat unrealistic and, in 
our opinion, academic. One only needs to take a quick look at the 
Soviet draft treaty to appreciate the artificiality of the problem raised 
by the Canadian representative. We are in jfact providing for the 
establishment of control over enterprises engaged wholly or partly 
in the production of nuclear weapon carriers. In  these circumstances 
how would it be possible to undertake the conversion of passenger 
aircraft or merchant ships into nuclear weapon carriers? Such an 
operation would obviously be quite inconceivable.

We now come to Mr. Edberg’s eleventh question. I  think that my 
statement at our meeting on 11 May to all intents and purposes an
swered this question and I  therefore see no need to cover the same 
ground again.

The Swedish representative’s last question was largely concerned 
with his idea that it might be feasible to transfer to the first stage the 
elimination of such means of mass destruction as chemical and biologi
cal weapons. We appreciate the Swedish representative’s desire to 
ensure the earliest possible elimination of weapons of mass destruction 
and we share his view on this point. I  have already had an opportu
nity to explain why the Soviet proposal provides for the elimination of 
nuclear, chemical and other types of weapons of mass destruction dur
ing the second stage. We were at one time prepared to agree to the 
destruction of these types of weapons at an earlier stage; as you know, 
the key to the matter is the position of the Western Powers.

We believe that nuclear weapons should not be singled out from other 
types of weapons of mass destruction but should be eliminated during 
the same stage. Clearly until nuclear weapons have been destroyed, it 
is extremely difficult to solve the problem of control over the liquida
tion of chemical and biological weapons.

The Soviet delegation has thus given preliminary replies to the 
questions put by the representative of Sweden. These questions, of 
course, deserve attention. However, I  should like to stress the main 
requirement which must be met if any progress is to be made in solv
ing the disarmament problem. I f  we are to reach agreement, we must 
adhere strictly to our main objective and first come to terms on the 
questions of principle, that is, on the actual disarmament measures to 
be carried out during the first, second and third stages. I f  we succeed 
in doing this, we shall have no difficulty in reaching agreement on 
other questions arising out of these questions of principle.

The Soviet delegation therefore believes that we must try to con
sider here and now Vhether and to what extent we can reach substan
tive agreement on the nature of the basic disarmament measures in the 
first and subsequent stages. This is the only correct procedure, which 
we must adopt unless we want to turn the Committee into a body per

688-714—.63—^vol. I-------34
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petually engaged in the discussion of points of detail but achieving 
nothing.

These are the views I  felt compelled to express today. In order to 
avoid prolonging the discussion and to give the Italian representa
tive an opportunity to use the remaining twenty minutes for a reply if 
he wishes to do so, I  shall not deal with the other matters brought up 
today by the representatives of the United States and Italy. I  shall 
reserve my answer on these matters until our next meeting.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit
tee: Replies to Swedish Questions, May 15, 1962 ^

Today the United States delegation would like in turn to suggest 
some preliminary answers to the questions posed at our thirty-fifth 
plenary meeting by the representative of Sweden in regard to the 
Soviet and United States plans for general and complete disarma
ment.^ I  say “preliminary” because in a very real sense we cannot 
provide definitive replies on some of these questions until there has 
been further discussion in this Conmiittee which will involve examina
tion in depth of many important problems.

The first question the representative of Sweden asked, on time limits 
for each stage, is one which has already received considerable atten
tion from many speakers at many of our meetings. We agree that this 
is a major issue. Indeed, it is an issue on which definite answers will 
have to be agreed before we can conclude a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament. The United States is clearly committed to the 
idea that each stage will be tied to a fixed time limit in the final treaty.

Nevertheless, for our part, we believe that at this juncture it is 
premature to devote too much time to a consideration of the time limits 
for each stage. In our view, the limit for each stage will have to be set 
in the light of the measures that we decide and agree to incorporate 
into that stage; and here we are thinking not only of the disarmament 
measures themselves, not only of the problems of demobilizing men 
and destroying armaments, but also of the problems both of initiating 
and carrying out the essential accompanying measures of control and 
of developing the concomitant peace-keeping machinery.

The latter two factors are among the reasons why, the experience of 
many countries in national demobilization after World W ar I I  is not

 ̂ENDO/PV.37, pp. 5-13. For the Swedish questions, see ante, pp. 485-492.
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particularly relevant to our problems here with disarmament. Those 
countries were acting in the framework of national policy, not inter
national agreement. There were no serious problems of control ar
rangements or of international commitments for peace-keeping insti
tutions. There were not the same psychological difficulties, the 
ingrained thought patterns about national military establishments and 
the international suspicions which so complicate disarmament efforts 
today. The enemy had been vanquished and the animosities which 
still existed were of little importance because victory liad been 
achieved.

The physical destruction or conversion to peaceful uses of arma
ments, we submit, is among the lesser problems of disarmament, and 
time limits for the stages of disarmament cannot be based primarily 
on these factors. I  suggest as an analogy which has some relevance 
here the experience in the test ban negotiations. We can all agree that 
the actual cessation of nuclear weapon tests would itself take little or 
no time, but the establishment of a verification system to enforce this 
measure could take several years. Let me repeat what Mr. Dean said at 
our thirty-fifth plenary meeting:

I must say, however, that when I hear my Soviet colleague claim that the 
entire world can be totally disarmed in four years I am reminded of the Soviet 
delegation’s adamant insistence in 1960 and 1961, during the nuclear test ban 
Conference, that not enough of the international control system could be 
constructed quickly enough to permit any control operations to begin in less 
than four years after the entry into force of the test ban treaty.^

The basic thought behind the United States plan, as I  shall discuss 
in more detail in a moment, is to avoid increasing instability in the 
world by the very process of disarmament. Unrealistically short time 
limits could do just that. At the same time we do not doubt that 
over-long time limits could also be harmful, as Mr. Lall has said on 
several occasions, by stretching out disarmament over an unduly long 
period. This is why my delegation is eager and anxious to arrive at 
time limits which are as sound and reasonable as possible in the light of 
all considerations. This is also why we believe that fruitful discussion 
of this or that number of years can take place usefully only at a later 
phase of our deliberations, after we have seen in much more detail the 
types of measures of disarmament, control and peace-keeping which 
we will ultimately wish to put into each stage. We think it is prema
ture to say this now, but it may be possible to progress more rapidly 
with disarmament provided that the pace of development of verifica
tion arrangements and peace-keeping measures keeps up with the pace 
of disarmament.

'ENDC/PV.35, p. 12.
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Our present estimate for stages I  and I I  are based on the measures 
that we have suggested for each of those stages. These estimates are 
subject to modification later, if that seems called for. Moreover, we 
do not exclude the possibility that even after that treaty has been 
drafted with fixed time limits there will be the opportunity for an 
annual review by the international disarmament organization, to see 
whether future implementation could perhaps be speeded up in the 
light of successful past implementation.

We agree with the assumptions behind the second question posed 
by Mr. Edberg, that an approximately proportional reduction of arma
ments is more in accord with the agreed principle of balance than is 
a deep cut in key weapon systems. This is particularly true when 
some States have more of some types of weapons and other States 
have more of other types.

At one point in his statement yesterday, Mr. Zorin also appeared 
to recognize this when he said:

I doubt whether there is a strategist who would arm the troops remaining 
at his disiK>sal with, say, only tanks or only artillery. Such an army would 
not be equipped for either defensive or offensive action and consequently 
would not ensure the security of a State. In every army there will have to be 
a satisfactory correlation between branches of the service and categories of 
armaments that is satisfactory for the army concerned. We take this into 
account in treating reduction and destruction primarily in terms of the 
armaments of complete military units.^

The United States has in view precisely this interpretation of the 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles  ̂ in stating that the general 
existing military pattern should not be disturbed while we are in the 
process of disarming. I  should like to assure our colleague from India 
that this preservation of the existing pattern of military power during 
the process of disarming—and not once general and complete disarma
ment has been achieved— îs what we mean by the use of the term “pat
tern”- This, we believe, is not an extension of or deviation from the 
agreed principle of balanced reductions, but merely an attempt to spell 
it out in different words, in terms of what we believe is the most work
able way of implementing the principle. We believe that the addi
tional complexities of trying to negotiate composition, as well as level, 
of forces and armaments remaining at each stage would only delay 
and complicate our efforts.

The third question which Mr. Edberg raised was addressed to the 
Soviet delegation. We agree with its theme, that there is a significant 
difference between opening up all of a country and opening up a limited 
area. I t  was precisely this consideration that led the United States

 ̂Supra,
D̂ocuments on Disarmament, 1961 ̂ pp. 439-442.
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to propose joint exploration of the concept of progressive zonal in
spection. The preliminary reply by the Soviet representative—if 
indeed we can call it a reply—seemed, we submit, to shed more heat 
than light on the matter. We still await—as we presume, does the 
Swedish representative and all other representatives—a real and 
reasonable Soviet response.

The fourth question, also on the zonal inspection system, was di
rected primarily to the United States delegation. The question evi
dently takes as a point of departure the suggestion that there might 
be initial overall declarations of the total inventories of armaments 
within a country without regard to zones, but that declarations by 
zones, and inspection of the selected zones, might be deferred for part 
of the first stage, until a significant cut had been effected. We have 
proposed that the initial declarations by zones should be made at 
the outset, and that inspection should proceed gradually. In  the 
case of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, for example, under our 
scheme the parties would make a declaration at the beginning of the 
first year of the first stage. During the first part of the first year, 10 
per cent of the nuclear weapon vehicles would be placed in a depot for 
destruction. During the second part of the first year, verification of 
the retained level would proceed in accordance with the zonal inspec
tion method. This is one way that inspection might begin. We are 
quite prepared to discuss detailed proposals such as this one, and we 
ourselves will have additional suggestions to make. However, we 
must confess that the initial Soviet response to the general suggestion 
of progressive zonal inspection has been so negative that we hardly 
consider it fruitful to attempt at this time to negotiate details or 
changes in our suggestions.

Mr. Edberg’s fifth question is also addressed to the establishment 
and operation of the zonal inspection scheme. As I  have already 
noted, the references in the United States treaty outline to zonal in
spection, found in paragraph G 3 c of stage I  in our document ENDC/ 
30, are rather general. We put this forward in the form of a sugges
tion. Much remains to be spelled out, and that is why we solicit from 
our colleagues serious and constructive comments which are directed 
towards enhancing the acceptability of the plan to all delegations.

The problem of how zones will be chosen for inspection is one 
of the issues left open. The United States language is merely the 
following:

The zones to be inspected would be selected by procedures which would ensure 
their selection by Parties to the Treaty other than the Party whose territory 
was to be inspected or any Party associated with it.̂

 ̂Ante, pp. 363-364.
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In these circumstances, before a careful discussion here, we do not 
want to rule out any method of selection, including that of drawing 
by lot. However, there are many other possibilities.

I  should point out in this connexion that one method of applying 
our proposal would be to put the responsibility on each party to divide 
up its territory, as it thinks most equitable and desirable, into an 
agreed number of zones. Thus it is that, at least in the larger nations 
such as the United States and the Soviet Union, zones should be ap
proximately equal from the standpoint of containing military objects. 
In  such a situation, if a party had itself expertly divided up its own 
territory, there should be no reason to deny the opposite side the right 
to choose which zones should be inspected and in which order the 
zones should be inspected. In  fixing the zones, each country would 
presumably take into account the deployment of its forces and arma
ments. We have no fixed ideas as to what the criteria for drawing 
zones might be, how large zones might be, whether they should have 
any particular shape, and so forth. We should like to explore all 
these matters a great deal further. But, assuming for the moment 
that it is up to the country to be inspected to divide itself up into 
zones, we think it follows that it should be up to the countries inter
ested in seeing that adequate inspection takes place to take part in 
choosing the zone.

Let me give an example in simple terms. A farmer has two sons who 
are to share equally in a division of the family farm. What is the 
best way of making a division which will produce two areas which^ 
while not identical, will be equal in value? Probably the most satis
factory way would be to let one of the sons divide the farm and the 
other son choose which part he wanted. This method can lead to very 
real exactitude and little groimd for complaint. The zonal definition 
and selection system could be a parallel. However, I  want to stress 
that these are preliminary observations; they are not at all final state
ments of the United States position. Our position will not be firmly 
fixed until we have thoroughly reviewed the problem here.

Some of the same comments apply to our Swedish colleague’s sixth 
question as well. Nevertheless we feel we should add a few words 
about the problem of declarations in connexion with control meas
ures. As Mr. Zorin said yesterday, both the Soviet and the United 
States disarmament programmes have provisions which call upon 
the parties to furnish various types of declarations at, appropriate 
times to the international disarmament organization regarding speci
fied facts and facets of their military establishments. I t  is clear, there
fore, that neither side regards declarations per se as being damaging to
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military security, if they apply to the armed forces of a country as 
a whole.

The question arises, however, whether military security might be 
adversely affected if declarations applied not to the total armed 
strength of a country but only to certain geographical fractions of that 
strength. In other words, the Soviet Union might be willing to dis
close its total strength in heavy tanks to the United States in the 
course of implementing a treaty on general and complete disarmament, 
but it might not be willing to say how many such tanks were in or 
around each major Soviet city or position.

The United States zonal scheme, however, does not contemplate the 
creation of a vast multiplicity of small zones. I f  it did it might well 
be said that a declaration about military strength within each zone 
would provide useful information on the deployment of armed forces 
and armaments. However, if the zones are fairly large in let us say, 
the United States and the Soviet Union, then it seems to us quite 
obvious that a general declaration about military strength in a zone 
would tell little or nothing about deployment which would be useful 
to any opponent for target use. The information supplied would 
be useful solely for later cross-checking when the particular zone was 
chosen for inspection.

Let me turn now to the seventh question. I  have already made 
some comments in connexion with the fourth question, concerning 
when inspection might begin. The seventh question also asks where 
inspection would take place: whether it would take place where units 
or armaments were located or at special depots at which units and 
armaments could be concentrated. In  our outline treaty we have in
dicated flexibility concerning this point. Permit me to call attention 
to paragraph 3 a of our document ENDC/30. In  that paragraph 
it is stated that the international disarmament organization would 
verify reduction of armaments at “agreed depots” and reduction of 
armed forces “either at the agreed depots or other agreed locations”.̂

Practical considerations would obviously have to be paramount. We 
would have to agree on what would be the most sensible and efficient 
place for verifying reduction of particular types of armaments or 
reduction of armed forces. The answer might vary from case to case. 
Clearly in cases of installations such as missile launching pads and 
military production facilities, as our Soviet colleague stated yesterday 
inspection would have to be on the spot. The same might be true in 
the case of inspection of airfields and the like to ensure that they were 
converted to exclusively civilian uses. In the case of nuclear delivery 
vehicles, our draft proposes destruction at selected depots under

Ante, p. 363.
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supervision by the international disarmament organization. Other 
armaments would be treated similarly.

I  have assumed that the question related only to the verification of 
reductions and not to the matter of retained levels. The latter might, 
of course, be carried out pursuant to the zonal system under our 
proposal.

Turning now to the eighth question, as I  have mentioned in con
nexion with our reply to the second question the United States delega* 
tion believes that for overall force levels it is not necessary or desirable 
to define precisely how the reductions would be apportioned. We say 
this in connexion with our plan, which as it now stands, is obviously 
designed to deal in the first instance with problems concerning dis
armament of the forces of the United States and the Soviet Union. 
For these forces, and in most cases, despite differences in systems of 
conscription, it does not seem necessary, at least with our present 
knowledge, to distinguish between career personnel and conscripts 
performing their required full-time active duty. We recognize that 
the problem may be of more concern to some other States, for example 
those with neighbours which have Forces very differently composed, 
and we believe such problems should be faced at an appropriate time. 
But it is our belief that as far as the forces of the United States and 
the Soviet Union are concerned it is not necessary to complicate our 
task by introducing the question of precisely how the reductions would 
be apportioned. We would welcome, however, any proposals by 
States which are particularly concerned with this problem.

The ninth question is posed to both the Soviet and the United States 
delegations. We shall try to reply directly and constructively. Quite 
frankly, there is a problem in determining the best means to apply a 
zonal inspection approach to overseas bases. We see several possible 
solutions to this problem, and we would welcome constructive sugges
tions from others, as well as discussion of these possibilities. In most 
cases, we believe, it should be possible to consider such bases as part 
of the defence arrangements of the country in which they are located 
under mutual defence agreements, and subject, therefore to zonal 
arrangements for inspection within the host State. In  some other 
cases, for example where the host country did not initially adhere 
to the disarmament agreement, that State might none the less be will
ing to negotiate access arrangements with the international disarma
ment organization to permit inspection of the base in question. We 
would certainly urge any country in whose defence we were obligated 
to assist to do so. Finally, in certain cases it might be possible to 
assimilate overseas or non-territorial bases to certain zones in the home 
country and arrange for their inspection through access agreement
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between the host country and the international disarmament 
organization.

The tenth question concerned the definition of nuclear weapons 
carriers or, as clarified at our last meeting, delivery vehicles. We 
believe that it is important to deJ&ne this category in terms of types 
of weapons in order to be as precise as possible in meeting the principle 
of balanced reductions. As will be recalled, the United States draft 
treaty outline lists categories of vehicles and specific types within 
such categories. Mr. Zorin stated yesterday that this problem was:

, . . solve itself since, under our draft treaty, States must submit informa
tion about the nuclear weapon delivery vehicles before a start is made on 
the implementation of the first stage measures.

This Information will of course include data on the weight and other 
characteristics of the nuclear v^eapon delivery vehicles, so that in our opinion, 
no difficulties should arise in this matter.^

I t  appears that Mr. Zorin does not intend to provide such informa
tion until after the treaty is signed. We would respectfully submit 
that, without declaring now the numbers of vehicles in each category, 
nor their location, the Soviet delegation should be willing to specify 
now the categories and types within categories, as they are specified 
in the United States draft outline.

Turning to the more specific problem of potential nuclear weapons 
delivery systems, we are unable to agree with our Soviet colleague 
when he dismisses lightly the possibility of converting aircraft or 
ships not designed to deliver nuclear weapons into nuclear delivery 
systems. To be sure, there is a difference between efficient and in
efficient means of delivery of nuclear weapons to targets, but it is 
not “obviously unthinkable”, as the representative of a Power pos
sessing sophisticated nuclear weapons should know.

What is the solution to this problem ? We cannot destroy all air
craft and ships. What we can do, and what the United States 
plan in fact does, is to provide for the gradual phasing down, at the 
same time, during all three stages, of military vehicles designed for 
delivery of nuclear weapons; of other military vehicles capable of 
carrying such weajyons, whether or not so designed; and of nuclear 
weapon stocks. The United States plan does not permit an alleged 
100 per-cent cut of weapon vehicles while nuclear weapons are still 
being produced without restriction or limitation, as is the case under 
the Soviet plan. The United States plan does not permit a situa
tion in which these ever-growing nuclear stockpiles could be used 
by a potential aggressor whose society featured secrecy, under which 
clandestine conversion of fleets of civil aircraft and ships into nuclear 
weapon delivery vehicles could take place. We believe that the United

* Supra.
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States plan gives the most reasonable assurances by reducing, through 
steady, progressive stages, both delivery means and the destructive 
means to be delivered.

The eleventh question of the Swedish representative was addressed 
exclusively to the representative of the Soviet Union, and we note 
that other voices have been added to ours in seeking clarification 
of this important question, which the Soviet representatives, we sub
mit did not even pretend to answer in his preliminary reply yester
day. The question was: Does the Soviet Government agree to com
plete inspection of the USSR to verify that all nuclear delivery 
vehicles are destroyed and that none is being produced clandestinely ?

Finally, in regard to the twelfth and last question posed by Mr. 
Edberg, we should like to recall the proposal in the first stage of 
our draft treaty outline to find the most rapid ways possible to 
prohibit, and verify the prohibition, of chemical and biological 
weapons. Of course, as Mr. Edberg brought out, very difficult prob
lems are connected with verifying the elimination of stockpiles and 
the cessation of the production of chemical, and especially biological 
and bacterial, weapons. The United States has therefore called for 
an examination of this problem in the first stage. In an effort to 
advance our work still more rapidly we declare our readiness to 
participate in an expert study group even prior to stage I. We are, 
in fact, prepared to begin at any time in order to determine whether 
measures sufficiently effective and workable can be devised in time 
to be implemented in stage I.

In conclusion, we would like to say that we very much appreciate 
the initiative of our Swedish colleague in raising those questions, 
which we believe help to clarify issues and to advance our work. We 
believe that these questions constructively sharpen our understand
ing and we hope that they will help to bring us all closer to agreement.

Statement by the United Arab Republic Representative 
(Hassan) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee, May 21, 1962 ^

The Committee may have noticed that I  intervene the least in the 
disarmament discussions. This is not due, of course, to any indifferent 
attitude on my part, but due rather to the complexity of the subject, 
fis well as to our desire to listen to all the arguments.

 ̂ENDC/PV.40, pp. 12-18. For Soviet and U.S. comments, see post, pp. 532- 
544, and 560-573, respectively.
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For almost a month our work has been mainly concentrated on dis- 
<5ussing the first stage in the two draft treaties before us.  ̂ We have 
heard many speakers explain their provisions, make a comparison 
between them and draw our attention to certain characteristics or 
supposed drawbacks in one or the other draft.

'While reviewing this first stage we came across many important 
problems, such as the question of the theory of strategy behind the 
Warsaw and NATO alliances and their bearing on the two drafts, 
the question of military balance, the scope and phasing problems, con
tro l and zonal inspection, the time-table of disarmament, confidence, 
foreign bases and the like.

As we followed the discussions very closely, we came to realize that 
many points were still new to us. My delegation was not always in a 
7>osition to formulate a definite opinion on some vital problems. I  may 
cite, for example, the question of whether either of the two drafts—as 
lias been suggested by some—aims at perpetuating one side’s superi
ority or interests at the other’s expense. I t  was also difficult for us 
to  decide whether any party was practising what in the past has some
times been called “the gamesmanship of disarmament”, or whether the 
two drafts were reconcilable and in what respects. These, as well as 
many other questions, have come to our mind; and it is our intention 
today to share our thinking, or rather our thinking aloud and self- 
questioning, with the Committee. Usually this process helps to crys
tallize one’s thoughts.

At least some ideas have emerged from last month’s and especially 
last week’s discussions with more clarity and precision. Each party 
has reviewed at length the strategic lay-out of its defences, its arma
ment and disarmament theories. We have been given a full picture of 
where both East and West apparently stand on disarmament, control 
and other problems. Each party has accused the other party’s plan 
of aiming at upsetting the actual military power balance between 
them.

One is tempted to ask oneself some questions on this subject of bal
ance of power. Supposing that the West’s concern in principle over 
verification of the destruction of all the means of delivery and reduc
tion of armies in the first stage were satisfied, what measures can be 
thought of, what new ideas can be adduced by the Soviet Union to 
satisfy the West’s fears of the Warsaw Pact’s emerging superiority in 
the conventional means of warfare? •

I t has been suggested that disarmament measures will be equally 
applied to both parties; but what about the time and space factors—

" See ante, pp. 103-127, 351-382. •
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all too well known—of military strategy ? Could not the forces of the 
Warsaw Pact countries be deployed in such a manner as to minimize 
those differences of time and space ?

Again, in the same order of questioning on power balance, one is 
tempted to ask oneself a question relative to the United States plan 
calling for the destruction of 30 per cent of the means of delivery in 
stage I. Because of the possible numerical differences in each side’s 
inventory of delivery vehicles, might not the resulting 70 per cent ratio 
aggravate the imbalance by accentuating the differences near the more 
dangerous minimum safety line or the famous “second-strike 
capability” ?

When we think of these advanced Western foreign bases, another 
question comes to our mind. In order to satisfy Western requirements 
for extra time and for making up for the differences in space, while 
at the same time relieving the pressure of these bases on the Warsaw 
Pact countries, might not one of the many schemes for partial disen
gagement from points of friction, suggested by both East and West at 
different intervals, or a variant thereof, be devised to suit the legitimate 
requirements of both parties ? Could not a partial disengagement or 
thinning out of Western foreign bases in stages, beginning by 30 per 
cent coupled by a similar gesture of equal value and meaning from the 
other side, satisfy those elements of security ?

While my delegation wishes to put on record its opposition to the 
theory of maintenance of bases on foreign territory, and while we 
would like to see all foreign bases liquidated as soon as possible, yet 
some provision has to be made for this purpose in our search for a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament. We believe that this 
provision must make room for the important principle that such 
liquidation—which we advocate wholeheartedly—should be done in a 
manner acceptable to all parties and commensurate with their security.

We must confess that the total elimination of all nuclear weapons in 
stage I  has its attraction and merits. But since we are newcomers to 
this field our minds are still fresh and therefore perhaps retain some 
of the history of disarmament negotiations. We are, therefore, fa
miliar with past projects which did not provide for total destruction of 
all means of delivery from stage I. Instead, those projects had envis
aged their gradual abolition. Along the same line, past disarmament 
programmes had envisaged the liquidation of foreign bases in two 
stages; and indeed one particular programme even suggested that 
their liquidation should begin in stage II.

When a newcomer like my delegation comes across these facts, rather 
than being totally discouraged by those shifts in the position of both 
parties we draw hope from them, because if it was possible for the
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same party to hold different opinions at different times, this may be 
indicative of possibilities of yet newer adj ustments.

In this regard we would also want to ask one further question: I f  
the proposal for the destruction of all means of delivery in stage I  
were to be accepted, would this not leave all foreign bases without 
nuclear delivery weapons, and, therefore, would not those bases repre
sent less of a threat than they now do?

Also, along the same line of argument on past shifts of positions, 
there is the fact that in 1957 the United States was willing to cut down 
its forces to 1.7 million rather than 2.1 million.^ As a matter of fact, 
it has been suggested by Western speakers that the West now relies 
more on its atomic deterrent than on its conventional forces and that 
it is the other side which has a superiority of conventional armaments. 
Yet one is puzzled to note that it is the other side which is actually 
suggesting the reduction to the lower force level previously suggested 
by the United States.

Mr. Godber, the Minister of State of the United Kingdom, speaking 
on 2 May, suggested however that there was only a minor difference 
between those two levels and that he was hopeful the difference was 
negotiable.^ This is our hope, too.

Again we ask ourselves what was the idea of the United States pro
posal for reduction of means of delivery by a specific 30 per cent. 
Since previous United States projects did not specify the reduction 
percentage, and if there is a validity in the argument that it is possible 
that a reduction of these vehicles by a percentage might aggravate or 
accentuate the imbalance at the minimum safety line, what other 
solution can be thought of?

If  the West’s requirements for inspection of the retained weapon 
vehicles or those vehicles “hidden under the jacket” are not satisfied, 
where does this leave us ? Has any thought been given to the reduction 
of nuclear weapon vehicles by an agreed figure, beginning in the first 
year of the first stage by destruction of a certain number agreed by 
both sides, under controls which in this instance will meet Soviet 
specification, and proceeding with the elimination of ever-increasing 
numbers each year ? Might not we start this process for some time as a 
confidence-building measure ?

One other question crosses one’s mind. The United States treaty 
outline proposes the ending of the production of fissionable materials 
in stage I. On 24 April Mr. Dean, the representative of the United 
States, suggested that this measure would necessarily entail the estab
lishment of a full measure of control.® How does the United States

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959j vol. II, pp. 868-869.
" ENDO/PV.29, p. 9.
® ENDO/PV.26, p. 6.
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define this full measure of control? For upon this definition depends 
to a great extent our ability to reconcile what looks like 100 per cent 
control over the above-mentioned measure with the 10 per cent control 
proportionate with the 10 per cent elimination of weapons in the first 
year of stage I.

While we are on atomic weapons, perhaps our co-Chairmen could 
tell us how their plans for disarmament envisage the application of 
control over their proposal of the non-transfer of atomic weapons to 
non-nuclear Powers, and over the non-dissemination of the informa
tion relative to their manufacture among non-nuclear States. What 
sort of verification is needed for compliance with the non-transfer-of- 
information clause, and with the non-acceptance by non-nuclear 
Powers of atomic weapons on their territories ?

Speaking of atomic weapons leads one to think of the necessity for 
their elimination. The United States plan provides for the estab
lishment of a committee of scientific experts in stage I  to study the 
reduction and the elimination of stockpiles of nuclear weapons. We 
would appreciate more information as to the exact nature and purpose 
of the studies and as to the nature of the obligations, if any, of 
the States towards this committee and towards abiding by its 
recommendations.

The Soviet Union, which before 1961 advocated the initiation of 
such studies, on 24 April came out against the inclusion in the treaty 
of such a provision.^ Mr. Zorin, the representative of the Soviet 
Union, later explained that he does not exclude the possibility of suck 
studies, but that his country is against making the transition from 
stage to stage conditional on the results of those studies.^

My delegation ventures to recommend that such studies, if agreed 
by both parties, should begin right away so that the results could be 
assessed well before the signature and ratification of the treaty on 
disarmament. But once that treaty is signed and ratified there should 
be no room for hinging its implementation on any other conditions.

United States projects in the past were content to leave to the inter
national disarmament organization the decision as to the satisfactory^ 
execution of the measures embodied in one stage, and as to the readi
ness of the machinery of the next stage to go into operation. I f  the 
Soviet Union draft has left this decision to the international disarma
ment organization and has provided in its project for decisions with
in the international disarmament organization council to be taken by 
a two-thirds majority—making it possible for the Soviet Union, as 
Mr. Dean said, to block passage of any decision by its one-third of

‘ IMd,, pp. 23-24.
" BNDC/PV.40, p. 24.
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the votes plus one vote or one abstention by a neutral State—would 
not the very same position work in favour of the United States as 
well ? Or, if there is no difference in actual practice or in substance 
between the two projects, as the United States delegation has con
tended, could not this similarity lead to the acceptance of a joint 
formula ?

We should like to clarify one more point. The United States plan 
provides for the reduction of weapons by types within categories. 
One of these categories includes armed combat aircraft having an 
empty weight of 40,000 kilogrammes or greater, as well as missiles 
having a range of 5,000 kilometres or greater, submarine-launched 
missiles, and so on. Would it be possible for a State under the United 
States plan to elect to reduce its production of those aeroplanes more 
rapidly than required by the treaty and be entitled to retain existing 
missiles and submarine-launched missiles, and even go on producing 
certain amounts of these missiles within stage I? I f  so, would not 
the resulting weapons inventory be somewhat different from the 
initial declaration made public at the beginning of the process? 
And would this difference be made known to or receive the prior 
approval of the other party or the international disarmament orga
nization ? And would not some of these shifts result in altering the 
balance existing at the time of the initial declaration ?

Again, speaking of suspicion and confidence, Mr. Zorin told us he 
doubted very much whether a great Power could destroy 1,000 missiles 
or tanks imder IDO inspection and proceed stealthily to the produc
tion of 1,000 new ones. He suggested that some minimum amount of 
confidence should exist and stated that the Soviet Union was not 
asking for any controls over retained armaments in the United States. 
For our part, we welcome this show of confidence and wish that every
body had as much confidence in everyone else. Yet if both great 
Powers were to content themselves with asking for verification and 
control only on eliminated armaments— l̂et us say, delivery vehicles 
in stage I—, such verification would not need to be established in large 
areas of the world where nuclear weapon vehicles did not exist.

Even if the great Powers, by a magnanimous show of confidence 
and good will, were not concerned over this problem, might not some 
States show concern over the following illustrative eventuality: might 
not a great Power have a secret cache of missiles and atom bombs 
in those parts of the world where there was no control which it might 
use, or threaten to use, after the whole world had disarmed, and so 
upset the world balance ? Need I  repeat that many States in the non- 
aligned world do not want to see that balance upset ? How, then, can
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we solve this problem? Surely the prospect of hundreds and thou
sands of inspectors roaming around in search of a secret cache of de
livery vehicles or atom bombs in all comers of the universe staggers 
the imagination. But in the absence of confidence-building collateral 
measures, such as the cessation of nuclear tests, measures to reduce the 
risk of surprise attack, and so forth, what alternative is left? Could 
we not give more thought to other techniques of disarmament and 
inspection as has been originally suggested and already discussed by 
Soviet and United States scientists? Should we not also, at the same 
time, give more attention to the establishment of confidence and the 
lessening of tensions ?

In our modest opinion, control and verification should be consid
ered the safety valves of the disarmament machinery. On their ade
quacy, effectiveness and strictness depend the amount of confidence 
generated and the final success of the operation.

Before concluding, I  wish to deal very briefly with the question of 
outer space. As has been recalled by Mr. Lall, a joint resolution re
lating to the peaceful uses of outer space was sponsored by Burma, 
India and the United Arab Eepublic in the General Assembly in 1958.̂  
We hope that outer space will be spared the evils of the arms race and 
that the United Nations Charter will be expanded to cover that very 
vital territory of human endeavour. The sooner this is done, the bet
ter in order to avoid the intracacies which will inevitably result from 
any further delay. We note with gratification that both the Soviet 
and the United States draft treaties contain many similar provisions 
in stage I  relating to possible measures for the prohibition of weapons 
of mass destruction and for peaceful co-operation in outer space.

Our questions may be found to be very frank, and sometimes very 
elementary. For this reason I  would be grateful to representatives if 
they would excuse us for any lack of imderstanding, as we are not 
fully acquainted with the subject. Despite such drawbacks, I  hope 
the sincerity of our motives is appreciated since our sole object is to 
seek the truth in the light of which we could help to contribute to
wards finding an appropriate answer to such a delicate and difficult 
problem.

^General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Annewes, Agenda 
Item 60, p. 6.
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Statement by the Burmese Representative (Barrington) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, May 
21, 1962 ^

The delegation of Burma has followed with the closest attention 
the debates of our Committee on the subject of general and complete 
disarmament. As the two sides have presented their proposals and 
their explanations of them, we have become more and more concerned. 
Why should this be so? Because it is becoming clearer and clearer 
to us that, while each side needs and sincerely does want general and 
complete disarmament for itself, it does not believe that the other 
side wants it; and that while this state of mind lasts there can be no 
prospect of our breaking out of the impasse in which we all now find 
ourselves.

Let me amplify this a little. In  his brilliant speech last Friday, 
our Brazilian colleague brought into sharp focus the heart of the mat- 
ter.2 This is the hypothetical problem of hidden weapons. The 
United States and its allies hold that the proposals on control con
tained in the Soviet Union draft treaty  ̂do not ajftbrd adequate guar
antees that no weapons will be hidden during the process of disarma
ment. This would, they claim, place them at the mercy of the So
viet Union if, on the completion of the disarmament process, they 
found that the Soviet Union had in fact not destroyed all those weap
ons which it was supposed to destroy under the agreement. In other 
words, the Western Powers have no faith in the intentions and mo
tives of the Soviet Union.

For their part, the Soviet Union and its allies claim that this is a 
needless fear. They say that it is imthinkable that great nations 
which are actually engaged in the process of destroying powerful 
armaments in large quantities are going simultaneously to cheat with 
a view to gaining an unfair advantage. Therefore, they add, the 
concern of the Western Powers over the alleged possibility of hidden 
weapons stems not from any real such possibility, but out of a desire 
to send agents into the territory of the Soviet Union and its allies to 
seek military information which could assist them in planning a sur
prise attack at an opportime moment. In other words, the Soviet 
Union and its allies have no faith in the intentions and motives of the 
Western allies. This was stated eloquently and unequivocally by

 ̂ENDC/PV.40, pp. 31-36.
® See ENDC/PV.39, pp. 11-21.
* See antCy pp. 103-127.
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Foreign Minister Gromyko at the very beginning of our Conference 
when he said:

Our country does not intend to take anyone at his word . . . Nor do we ex
pect others to take us at our word/

I t  is not very often that Western representatives find themselves in 
agreement with statements made by Mr. Gromyko. The fact that this 
particular statement has met with the approval of the Western Powers^ 
and that there is hardly a meeting at which it is not quoted or referred 
to, even after ten weeks of negotiations here, points to the intractable 
nature of the problem which we face. Put bluntly, it is that neither 
side really believes that the other wishes to disarm generally and com
pletely. Each thinks that the other is not above using the process of 
general and complete disarmament to steal a march over it. I t  is often 
referred to as lack of confidence. To my delegation it seems that it is 
even worse than th a t: it is out-and-out mistrust.

I t  would be tempting and easy for those in a position like our own 
to throw up their hands and say that there is no prospect of success for 
our efforts as long as this state of mind lasts, and that all we can do is 
to sit and wait until favourable developments in other international 
areas come to our rescue. Of course, such favourable developments 
could be of immense help to us, but that possibility would not absolve 
us of the responsibility we owe to distraught humanity to try to find, 
within the strict compass of disarmament, a way out of our present 
impasse. How can this be done ? Obviously, it can be done only by 
somehow removing the mutual mistrust which serves to widen the 
differences already existing between the two sets of proposals which 
have been laid before our Committee. How can we begin to remove 
this mistrust? There may be several ways but, as my delegation sees 
it, one way would be for each side to convince the other that it really 
means business when it speaks about general and complete disarma
ment.

A study of the Soviet Union proposals will show that the proposed 
concrete measures of disarmament are broken up into three stages, no 
two of which are identical. However, the control measures proposed 
for all of the three stages are broadly the same. Similarly, in the 
United States proposal the proposed concrete measures of disarma
ment are also broken up into three stages, no two of which are iden
tical.^ Here again the control measures proposed for all of the three 
stages are broadly the same. Therefore, in respect of each proposal 
the variable factors are the stages, while the constants are the control 
measures. Both sides have explained to us at length their reasons for 
their adoption of their various stages, and we have of course taken

 ̂Avte, p. 99.
® See ante, pp. 103-127, 351-382.
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due note of them. But, in addition to these reasons, it is evident that 
their proposals on staging have been powerfully influenced by the na
ture of their proposed control measures. This is only natural, since 
the link between disarmament and control is unbreakable. The con
sequence is that the deadlock which has been reached with regard to 
the control measures has tended to freeze all the three stages in each 
of the draft proposals. :If. ^e could sop^how, break this deadlock 
with regard to control, might it not un-freeze the stages and thereby 
make possible some movement in the direction of progress ?

Wliat I have in mind specifically is the employment of both the So
viet Union and the United States forms of control with regard to a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament. I  would be less than 
frank if I failed to mention at this stage that this idea originated with 
our colleague from Nigeria, and that what I  am trying to do is to de-̂  
velop it. In his thoughtful statement of .4 May, Mr. Atta said:

We are told that inspection should relate oiUy to the gjons being destroyed' 
or on the production line. If we destroy a very small percentage of arms, 
say, 5 per cent each year, I am prepared to accept the argument that ther©̂ . 
will be no point in verifying what remains. As soon as we begin to destroy 
a significant percentage, however, what remains becomes very important. 
In my opinion, a 30 to 40 per cent cut is such a significant figure. Whether 
or not we should agree to non-inspection of the remaining arms until we 
reach a significant cut is a matter to bp disqusi^d.*

Reference to this has been made by several speakers, among them 
Sir Michael Wright, of the United Kingdom who, speaking on 8 
May, said:

The question of evil intentions “under the jacket’* arises, of course, also 
in the context of the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles. Indeed, as 
the representative of Nigeria pointed out in his intervention at our thirty- 
first meeting, as soon as we begin to destroy a significant percentage of 
weapons what remains becomes very importiant. In fact, the higher the 
percentage destt6yefd, the m^re importa^nt tiife remainders become, until at 
the point of 100 per cent elimination the possession of even a few weapons 
“under the jacket” could give a decisive advantage to the country retaining 
them.*

Then Mr. Godber, speaking on 18 May, expressed much the same 
idea when he said:

If only 30 per cent of delivery vehicles were eliminated in the stage I, 
of course a 5 per cent variation such as I have referred to would not be 
nearly so serious in regard to the actual destruction of nuclear delivery 
vehicles. If in fact somebody had hidden away 5 per cent, then it would 
mean that they would have 75 per cent left rather than 70 per cent, and 
there would still be a reasonable degree of balance between the two sides. 
If one wants to go to 100 per cent, then this becomes highly critical.*

^Af?te, pp. 478-479.
 ̂ENDC/PV.33, p. 29.

«ENDC/PV.39, p. 46.
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Finally, Mr. Dean, speaking on 11 May, expressed the same idea 
when he said:

If we have a cut-back of 30 per cent we know that the risk from clandes
tinely retained stockpiles is not as great as it will be later, because 70 
per cent of Western strengrth will remain.^

In  fairness to all these three gentlemen—Sir Michael Wright, Mr. 
Godber and Mr. Dean— wish to say that none of them was in fact 
advocating that there should be no verification of remaining arma
ments even in the early stages of disarmament. But they were mak
ing the point that there was not anything like as much need for such 
verification in the earlier stages as during the later stages. What 
I  would like them to consider is whether, given all the circumstances, 
they need to insist on receiving assurances, during the early stages and 
before a significant cut has been attained, with regard to remaining 
armaments. Might not a little ‘‘give” here result in a little ‘‘take” 
elsewhere?

Having given careful thought to this question, my delegation 
wonders whether the United States and its allies might be able to say 
to the Soviet Union and its allies, “All right, we will accept your 
control measures for stage 1”, and that the Soviet Union and its 
allies might then be able to say to the United States and its allies, 
“Since you have been able to accept our control measures for stage 
I, we will accept your control measures for stage 11.” Of course, 
stages I  and 11 referred to here would not correspond either to the 
Soviet Union stages 1 and 11 or to the United States stages 1 and II. 
I t  would be my delegation’s hope that between them these stages 
could contain all the major elements of disarmament such as the 
elimination of all nuclear weapons and their carriers, reduction of 
armed forces and armaments and liquidation of all potentially offen
sive military bases, and that stage 111 would be devoted mainly to 
providing for the smooth transition of States to a disarmed world. 
I t  would be highly presimiptuous of us to try to suggest exactly how 
the elements of complete and general disarmament should be divided 
or split up between the three stages, or what the timing should be. 
These are matters which would need to be worked out in detail.

This is not a proposal; it is not even a suggestion; it is little more 
than a thought. We commend it to our United States colleagues 
because we feel that their acceptance of the Soviet Union form of 
control during stage 1 would prove that the United States and its 
allies meant business with regard to general and complete disarma
ment. I t  may involve some risks, but general and complete disarma
ment camiot be attained without takimr some risks. We would also

" ENDO/PV.35, p. 15.
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ask the Soviet Union to consider seriously whether it could not accept 
a form of verification which would give the United States a reason
able assurance during stage I I  that agreed levels of remaining arma
ments were not being exceeded. If, on the attainment of general 
and complete disarmament, at a time when all States have lost their 
offensive power, it is necessary to give the international disarmament 
organization the broad powers envisaged in article 38 of the Soviet 
Union draft to ensure against the re-establishment of armed forces 
and armaments, then is it not reasonable for States to wish to assure 
themselves through some reasonable means and through the same 
international disarmament organization that States which still possess 
the means to launch an offensive do completely rid themselves of 
such capability ? Here again there may be some risk, but again we 
would say that general and complete disarmament cannot be achieved 
without taking risks.

Finally, to both the Soviet Union and the United States we would 
recall the eloquent appeal made in this chamber last Friday by our 
Brazilian colleague, who asked them to consider themselves as partners 
in a war against war.

Statement by the Italian Representative (Cavalletti) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, May 
24, 1962"

The delegations of the socialist countries have already begun to 
give their views on the second stage of the Soviet plan  ̂ and we have 
followed their statements with interest. But, like several delegations 
here, I  had reserved the right to make a few additional comments 
regarding the first stage of disarmament, and I  should like to assure 
the representative of Czechoslovakia that these are not comments 
on points of detail.

I f  I  speak again on the subject of the first stage it is because I  
consider this first stage to be the most critical one. The first stage 
of disarmament must be carried out in a world in which the political 
situation is still difficult, whereas the subsequent stages may be facili
tated by the development of mutual confidence and by the relaxation 
of tension which will follow the implementation of the first disarma
ment measures.

" ENDC/PV. 41, pp. 27-34.
* The Soviet plan is printed antê  pp. 103-127.
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I t  seems to me that the Soviet proposals for the first stage do not 
take sufficient account of these realities, that is to say, of the lack of 
understanding which unfortunately still exists between us. That is 
why I think it would be difficult to eliminate in a very short period 
of time and at the outset all the armaments which at present con
stitute the most effective means of defence for both sides, namely 
nuclear weapon vehicles. I t  is the present world situation itself 
which makes advisable and suggests the adoption of a more gradual 
disarmament system. While it has always been thought that com
plete disarmament must be carried out in several stages, the idea 
has been that the various disarmament measures should be dis
tributed gradually and harmoniously in these stages, not that the 
most important measures should be concentrated in a single stage, the 
first.

I  would point out in passing that the Soviet plan of 19 September
1959 did not provide for the elimination of bases and nuclear weapon 
vehicles in the first stage, but in later stages.^ I t was not until June
1960 that the Soviet Government placed these measures in the first 
•stage.  ̂ In order to achieve general and complete disarmament, we 
are in favour of a gradual and over-all reduction of armaments so 
as to set in motion the disarmament machinery in a progressive and 
balanced manner, thus reducing the danger little by little and creating 
an atmosphere of increasing relaxation of tension following the first 
positive results. Of course, this gradual reduction, which under the 
United States plan would be 30 per cent in the first stage, must apply 
to all armaments, including nuclear weapon vehicles and bases. I  
think that, on our part, this point has already been clearly explained. 
The armaments of bases must also be gradually reduced. These 
bases will become less and less dangerous to either side and, by common 
agreement, will be eliminated altogether at a certain point in the 
disarmament process.

Thus the gradual reduction of armaments and armed forces over 
the different stages will meet the fundamental requirement of main
taining the balance of forces during the disarmament process. Ob
viously this balance will be established in each stage and each year at 
a lower and less dangerous level. But we are convinced that the main
tenance of this balance is indispensable, so as not to jeopardize mutual 
security. I  also think that perhaps insufficient thought has been given 
to the technical difficulty of eliminating all nuclear weapon vehicles 
within a year or eighteen months. This operation covers missiles of 
all calibres, almost all aircraft, ships and submarines and heavy ar

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 194̂-1959, vol. II, pp. 1470-1474.
I960, pp. 100-111.
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tillery, not to mention launching sites and special trains capable of 
transporting missiles.

This is obviously a vast operation. I t  will, moreover, have to be 
carried out under strict control which cannot be organized overnight. 
Hence this immense operation of controlled destruction will inevita
bly require a fairly long time. I f  we put these measures into a single 
stage—the first—we shall be faced with the physical impossibility 
of implementing the provisions of the treaty within the agreed time
limits that have been laid down. That would be a very serious mat
ter. The result would be to make it impossible to implement the treaty 
punctually, even if there were the best goodwill on both sides, and 
that would have the gravest consequences.

As I  have already said, these operations should be properly con
trolled. I  hope that the delegations of the socialist countries will not 
hold it against me if I  stress the question of control. To judge by 
their most recent statements, they seem to think that for us control 
is crucial and disarmament of secondary importance. That is not so. 
We are interested in control because we are ready to advance along 
the path of disarmament in so far as disarmament is accompanied 
by control.

In this comiexion, I  would remind you of what the representative 
of the United Arab Kepublic said at the fortieth plenary meeting:

In our modest opinion, control and verification should be considered the 
safety-valves of the disarmament machinery. On their adequacy, effectiveness 
and strictness depend the amount of confidence generated and the final success 
of the operation.^

Solving the problem of control, in our opinion, would mean solving 
at the same time the disarmament problem. We know that this bi
nomial, disarmament-control, comprises risks. We have already said 
that we are ready to accept them. But the problem must be carefully 
studied with full awareness of these risks, which should not exceed 
reasonable limits.

I  dealt specifically with control over the elimination of nuclear 
weapon vehicles at the meeting on 14 May, when I  asked the Soviet 
delegation some questions, to which no reply has yet been given. 
However, the statements of the Soviet delegation have now made it 
fairly clear to us what that delegation understands by 100 per cent 
control over the elimination of vehicles. I t seems to me—and I  hope 
I am wrong—that the Soviet Government is not prepared to allow 
complete and effective freedom of inspection over the whole of its 
territory where nuclear weapon vehicles are concerned, that is to say, 
to permit the application of article 38 of its treaty in the firsit stage.

 ̂Ante, p. 520.
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restricted, of course, to the specific sector of vehicles. All the Soviet 
Government seems willing to do is to concentrate the vehicles re
ported to the international disarmament organization at certain points 
in its territory and to invite international inspectors to confirm th6 
destruction of these devices. However, in our opinion, this is not 
complete control over a sector, that is to say, the control which should 
logically correspond to complete disarmament in that sector. Much 
more would be required for 100 per cent control. There would have 
to be—solely for the control of vehicles of course—complete freedom 
of inspection of the same kind as that provided for in article 38 of 
the draft Soviet treaty for complete disarmament.

Furthermore, since I  have still received no reply, I  raise once 
again the question of control of the remaining armed forces. Logi
cally, these forces—^whether they number 1.7 million or 2.1 million— 
should, according to the Soviet view point, which we share, be subject, 
in principle, to partial control, because complete disarmament will 
not yet have been achieved. But these forces are at present equipped 
with nuclear weapon vehicles, namely, nuclear artillery and small 
missiles. How will we guarantee that, after the conclusion of the 
agreement on the elimination of all vehicles, the authorized armed 
forces will not retain at least a part of this artillery and these small- 
calibre missiles? Under the Soviet plan, will these forces be subject 
to international verification for this purpose ?

There is another point to which I  want to draw attention. I t  is 
not quite clear to us from our study of the Soviet plan how the re
tained forces will be armed. The references to this question are rather 
vague, for it is merely stated that the armaments of these forces will 
be proportionate to their size. But what is to be the ratio between the 
size of the forces and the size of the armaments? I  think this is a 
very complex problem. Eemember, too, that the Soviet draft makes 
no provision for the cessation of production of nuclear bombs and of 
nuclear tests in the first stage. Therefore there is nothing to prevent 
the retained forces, while keeping relatively light artillery, from being 
equipped with miniature nuclear bombs as a result of further tests 
and new production. On the contrary, if the reduction of armaments, 
including vehicles, is gradual, we know how the retained forces will 
be armed. We know that they will have 30 per cent less in the first 
stage, 30 per cent less in the second stage and so on. These measures 
will be accompanied by a control which, under the United States plan, 
seems to be based on the formula: disarmament proportionate to 
control.

That is precisely the principle underlying the system of control by 
zones. The acceptance, through control by zones, of this formula of 
disarmament proportionate to control—which the Soviet delegation
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has always advocated as fundamental in order to avoid an excessive 
control regarded as espionage—is now depicted by the Soviet delega
tion as deriving from the fact that the Western countries have rec
ognized the physical impossibility of carrying out complete control. 
The Soviet delegation even seems to hold the view that complete con
trol is impossible, even for a limited sector, during disarmament and 
considers it feasible only at the end of the disarmament process when, 
perhaps, it would be less necessary.

The Soviet delegation would also like to apply this impossibility 
to control by zones as proposed by the United States. We cannot 
share that opinion. In Italy, for instance, a few years ago, we made 
an experiment with aerial photographs of our territory which yielded 
remarkable results. The smallest details came out clearly and sharply. 
Some of these photographs taken at different altitudes by the Italian 
Air Force, have been left by my delegation with the Secretariat of 
the Conference and are available to any delegation which may wish 
to examine them. According to our technical data, a B.47 ordinary 
reconnaissance aeroplane flying at an altitude of 10,000 metres, can, 
with the co-operation of the countries concerned, take photographs 
which would be extremely useful for control purposes over an area 
of 38.4 million square km in a period of 48 hours. I t seems to me 
therefore that for zonal inspection purposes aerial inspection could 
play a very important part, naturally under the authority of the 
international disarmament organization, with the co-operation of thê  
countries concerned and, of course, within the strict limits of the 
zones to be inspected.

In any case, the possibility or impossibility of control is a technical 
problem. I  personally do not think that it would be a waste of time 
to study it thoroughly with the assistance of a technical committee. 
There is a proposal by the Brazilian representative on this subject 
which I  gladly support and which we should all support if we have 
no ulterior motives.

I  turn now to another matter which has attracted the attention of 
the Conference during the last few days,— t̂he transition from one 
stage of disarmament to the next. I t  is understood that the transi
tion from one stage to the next must be conditional on the determina
tion that all the measures laid down for the preceding stage have 
been carried out conscientiously and completely. The Soviet delega
tion, however, seems to assert that the arrangements for transition 
provided for in the United States plan reveal the intention never to 
pass on to the second stage at all. In this connexion, reference has been 
made to the problem of the veto, both in the Security Council and the 
control organization.
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Permit me to say that I  am not an enthusiastic advocate of the 
right of veto. I t  led to such unfortunate experiences in the function
ing of the Security Council that the United Nations had to seek new 
methods of overcoming the difficulties resulting from it by appealing 
democratically to the General Assembly. However, so long as the 
Charter includes the right of veto, the disarmament process cannot 
escape the veto. Failure by one of the parties to comply conscien
tiously with the disarmament treaty would obviously constitute a threat 
to peace. This would fall, in one way or another, within the compe
tence of the Security Council and would consequently become subject 
to the veto.

I  personally should like the disarmament organization to enjoy wider 
powers than those provided, particularly, in the Soviet plan. Accord
ing to this plan, the disarmament organization would simply take note 
of facts and would have no further powers. I  believe, however, that 
it should exercise active functions of persuasion and encouragement 
in following closely the whole disarmament process, and should be 
empowered, inter alia  ̂to make recommendations.

One of the parties may fail to carry out certain disarmament meas
ures through mere negligence and without any ill will. In  such a 
case it would be a serious mistake to suspend the application of the 
treaty or to refer the matter to the Security Council, when a rec
ommendation by the disarmament organization to the State concerned 
might suffice to rectify the situation.

I  even think—and here I  am indirectly approaching the idea put 
forward by the Indian representative— t̂hat the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee might, in some way, constitute the embryo of the disarmament 
organization. Having thoroughly studied the disarmament questions, 
this Committee, if converted into a permanent body, might do very 
useful work in expediting and supervising disarmament. This is not 
a proposal, but an idea which I  pass on to the Conference.

I  should like now to turn very briefly to that part of our work 
relating to the building of a new world which must accompany the 
elimination of armaments. These are two operations which must 
proceed hand in hand. As one goes forward so must the other also, 
for they are two pillars of the same building. As armaments are 
eliminated, law must take the place of force.

We have heard interesting statements by Mr. Dean on this last point 
at the last meeting and today. The United States representative out
lined the basic features of the legal organization of the future world. 
Of course, they call for further and more detailed study, despite the 
important contribution already made by the United States delegation. 
At all events, however, the idea of sanctions is implicit in that of the
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law—I refer to Mr. de Melo Franco, who is an eminent lawyer, on this 
point. Without sanctions, the word “law” is meaningless.

Sanctions cannot be applied in respect of violations of the law of 
nations unless there is an international police force. The establish
ment of a United Nations international police force is thus directly 
bound up with our work on disarmament. We envisage a strengthen
ing of the United Nations, whose Charter did not foresee a completely 
disarmed world. This is a new fact that we must take into considera
tion. The United Nations therefore must have at its disposal adequate 
international forces to protect all countries, large and small, against 
any aggression. These forces cannot be merged or combined with 
those which each State will be authorized to retain for the mainte
nance of public order within its own territory. These international 
forces must remain separate from other forces and be kept constantly 
at the disposal of the United Nations. I f  we were merely to organize 
forces which might be made available to the United Nations in the 
event of danger and which would otherwise normally remain at the 
disposal of each State, such forces would not only be insufficiently 
effective, but they would give rise to dangerous situations.

In this connexion, I  should like to consider the consequences of im
plementing the Soviet proposals. I  shall first take the hypothesis that 
the internal police force authorized for each State would be strictly 
proportional to the requirements of internal order. In this case, if 
the United Nations were to request the services of part of that force at 
any time, the State making the transfer would no longer have adequate 
forces to safeguard public order within the country. The police forces 
remaining at the disposal of that State would be inadequate.

The second hypothesis is that, in the anticipation of the need to 
make part of their national police forces available to the United Na
tions at some time. States would safeguard themselves by demanding 
larger national police forces than are strictly necessary for the main
tenance of internal public order. In that case, a State which, in view 
of the size of its territory or population, was authorized to retain 
fairly large police forces, would have a considerable military advan
tage over other States and could undertake aggression against a 
smaller country.

Those are the difficulties which would confront us if we were to 
merge the internal police forces with the international police forces, 
as the Soviet draft treaty seems to wish to do.

What should be the scope and size of the international forces ac
cording to our way of thinking? I t  is still too early to decide this. 
But it is obvious that, in view of the great area of the world and the 
tasks which those forces would have to undertake, they should be large 
enough to enforce respect for the law upon all, at any time and in
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any place. They should be capable of taking effective preventive and 
enforcement action in every case, because that is the only way in which 
the smaller countries, which will be deprived of their armed forces 
and their military alliances, will be able to feel reassured.

I  apologize for this long statement, but I  thought it necessary before 
the discussion of the first stage is concluded, to give the Italian dele
gation’s views on certain problems on which it had not yet spoken. 
I hope that this will not delay the work of the Conference and that the 
obscurities to which I  have drawn attention will be clarified by the 
delegations which have submitted the two draft treaties on general 
and complete disarmament.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Replies to 
Italy and the United Arab Republic, May 24, 1962 ^

Before going into the details of the statement which the Soviet 
delegation has deemed it necessary to make today, I  wish to make 
two brief comments in connexion with the statement just made by the 
representative of Italy

First, what the representative of Italy has said about his under
standing of the Soviet Union’s position in regard to 100 per cent veri
fication of weapons to be destroyed, does not in fact correspond to the 
position of the Soviet Union. The assumption of the representative 
of Italy that the Soviet Union will not provide an opportunity to 
carry out full control over the type of armaments to be destroyed 
100 per cent does not accord with the truth. We are prepared to pro
vide an opportunity to carry out full verification of the 100 per cent 
destruction of such armaments, that is, of the armaments which are to 
be destroyed at a given stage.

How this can be carried out in practice is a question that obviously 
requires clarification and a concrete study of the methods of verifica
tion. But in principle, we are in favour of it. Therefore, the sup
positions and doubts expressed by the representative of Italy on this 
score are unfounded. I t  seems to me that if one reads carefully our 
statements on this subject, it would be impossible to draw such a 
conclusion as that which the representative of Italy arrived at.

" ENDC/PV.41, pp. 34-46.
® Supra,
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My second comment concerns the verification of what remains. In 
this connexion,, I  should like to draw attention to one argument put 
forward by the representative of Italy when he gave as an example 
the photographing of the territory of Italy or part of it by a B-47 
aeroplane. He put forward this example, if I  understood him cor
rectly, as proving that there are no particular difficulties in verifying 
the remaining armaments if one uses all means of verification, in par
ticular, aerial photography. But I  must say that the example given 
by the representative of Italy merely shows that with aerial photog
raphy it is indeed possible to obtain an idea about suitable targets 
for bombing. That is true. I t is also possible to pinpoint all the 
main objectives situated in the territory of any country. But it would 
be impossible to verify by means of aerial photography the contents 
of warehouses, I  think the representative of Italy will agree with that.

Therefore, when he put forward the example of aerial photography 
as proving that control over the remaining armaments is not very 
complicated, he was certainly wrong. By means of photography one 
can gain an idea about targets for future bombings. But we do not 
want to give such an opportunity to anyone who would like to check 
up on a country. We do not want this, because it does not create 
favourable conditions for disarmament but, on the contrary, it creates 
a danger of sudden attack. Therefore, we consider this method of 
verification altogether unacceptable.

Those are the two comments I  wanted to make in connexion with 
what the representative of Italy has said today. As for his remarks 
on the question of armed forces and questions relating to the strength
ening of peace, I  reserve my comments until we consider the matter 
in earnest, which will probably be at the end of our analysis of the 
stages of disarmament. However, I can say straight away that when 
the representative of Italy stated that law must take the place of force, 
his subsequent analysis showed that he understands law itself as an 
international force, an armed force. But how law can take the place 
of force and then put forward force itself as, strictly speaking, the 
basis of law is sometliing I do not quite understand. However, I  do 
not want to go into the details of this question now. We shall come 
back to it when we analyse certain general questions relating to all 
stages of disarmament.

I  should now like to deal with the questions which have already been 
under consideration by the Conference in connexion with the second 
stage of disarmament. At the fortieth plenary meeting on 21 May, 
the Soviet delegation explained the proposals for the second stage 
contained in the draft treaty on general and complete disarmament
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submitted by the Soviet Government.^ The nature and course of 
the debate showed very clearly how right the Soviet delegation had 
been in doing so. I  have in mind, above all, the statements made 
by Mr. Hassan, the representative of the United Arab Eepublic,^ Mr. 
Barrington, the representative of Burma,^ and Mr. Lall, the repre
sentative of India.^

We intend to deal later on with the specific questions which they 
raised in their statements. HoweviBr, I  must point out straight away 
the main idea expressed by the representatives of those countries. 
This idea, so it seems to us, is that in order to find ways and means 
to reach agreement we must also, in addition to the discussion on the 
first stage, review proposals for the second and third stages. This 
will not only give us a very clear picture of our positions, but enable 
us to ascertain possible bases for bringing them closer together.

Even the statements of the United States representative, Mr. Dean, 
and the representative of Canada, Mr. Bums, despite their intention, 
provide additional arguments in favour of immediate consideration 
•of the second aiid third stages qf disarmament. In endeavouring to 
justify the general philosophy of the United States which makes dis
armament conditional on so-called measures for the maintenance of 
peace and the settlement of disputes between States, Mr. Dean re
minded us of a series of international conferences which have con
sidered the problem of disarmament in the past. Having in mind 
the experience of the League of Nations, Mr. Dean stressed that the 
main theme of negotiations in that organization was “arbitration, 
security and disarmament”.® The result of these negotiations is well 
known. In Mr. Dean’s formulation, disarmament is in third place; 
indeed, it found itself in the background, because it was pushed back 
by talks about security and arbitration, and was then buried.

Mr. Dean warned us that we would commit a serious mistake if we 
ignored the experience of the past. But, Mr. Dean, we certainly do 
not wish to ignore the experience of the past, and that is why we are 
against making disarmament conditional on all sorts of collateral meas
ures, including those you have listed. We do not want endless delays 
in our negotiations and therefore we propose to consider as quickly 
as possible the main subject of the proposals that have been submitted,

 ̂The Soviet draft treaty is printed ante, pp. 103-127.
 ̂See ante, pp. 514^20.

* Ante, pp. 521-525.
" ENDC/PV.40, pp. 40-49.
 ̂IHd,, p. 6. “Arbitration, security, disarmament” were linked by Premier 

Herriot in an address of Sept. 4, 1926, to the Assembly of the League of Nations 
<Edouard Herriot, Jadis: d^une guerre d Vautre, 1914-19S6 [Paris, 1952], vol. 
II, p. 171).
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namely disarmament measures at all stages, and thus find ways and 
means to reach agreement.

Although the representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, did not refer 
to the experience of the past, there was a whiff of the League of 
Nations in his statement. The main idea put forward in his state
ment was a proposal to undertake technical studies of the verification 
arrangements which, as he said, “would have to accompany the specific 
disarmament proposals made in the two plans that are before the 
Committee”.̂  Mr. Burns said that he did not want “a study of verifi
cation problems in the abstract”. But, Mr. Burns, it is precisely a 
study in the abstract, a study divorced from life, that you are propos
ing. There is no need for us to busy ourselves with a technical analysis 
of the control and verification proposals contained in the two disarma
ment plans, upon neither of which has agreement yet been reached. 
Conmients concerning plans which have not yet been accepted and 
which would be the result of carrying out Mr. Bums’ proposal would 
not be of the slightest assistance in our work and would not help us to 
bring our positions closer together.

One cannot but agree with the comments of the representatives of 
Burma and India who reached the conclusion that the main disagree
ment at present is not on the question of control and certainly not on 
its details, but on the actual substance and contents of the disarma
ment stages. I t  is on reaching agreement on these questions that we 
ought to concentrate all our efforts.

At the thirty-ninth plenary meeting on 18 May, we dwelt in detail 
on what we regard as the main task of the second stage of disarma
ment. The greatest threat to the peoples of the world today is the 
threat of a nuclear war, and it is our duty to remove that threat. We 
recall that in one of his statements the representative of India, Mr. 
Lall, said that the Soviet Union’s proposal for the elimination of 
the means of delivery of nuclear weapons in the first stage had its 
attraction.^ The same thought was repeated by the representative 
of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Hassan, in his statement. Of 
course it is not difficult to understand why this proposal has its attrac
tion. I t  is in keeping with the interests of the peoples of the world 
because it makes it possible to neutralize nuclear weapons within a 
very short time and thereby eliminate in a practical way the possibility 
of a nuclear war breaking out. In our proposals for the second stage 
which, as it were, develop the logic of the first stage measures, we pro
vide for the prohibition and complete elimination of the nuclear 
weapons themselves.

" ENDC/PV.40, p. 38.
" ENDC/PV.30, p. 19.
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The representative of the United Arab Kepublic, Mr. Hassan, speak
ing of atomic weapons, emphasized that one is led ‘̂to think of the 
necessity for their elimination”. In  this connexion he referred to 
the United States proposal for the establisliment of a committee of 
scientific experts to study the question of control over the reduction 
of stockpiles of nuclear weapons. We note the right idea which Mr. 
Hassan expressed in his statement and which we fully share, when he 
said that . once that treaty is signed and ratified, there should 
be no room for hinging its implementation on any other conditions.” 

We can say that it is precisely on this cardinal provision that the 
Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament has been 
built up. Our proposals concerning the elimination of nuclear weap
ons and other weapons of mass destruction in the second stage of 
disarmament are laid down in the form of strict obligations which are 
binding upon States. We not only define measures for the physical 
destruction of nuclear weapons and the discontinuance of their pro
duction, we not only lay down as a mandatory condition the imple
mentation of each of these measures under the supervision and control 
of the international disarmament organization, but we protect States 
against the possibility of nuclear weapons being re-established. 
Article 22 , paragraph 3, of our draft treaty reads:

Each State party to the Treaty shaU, in accordance with its constitutional 
procedure, enact legislation on the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons 
and on amenability under the criminal law for any attempts at their re-estab- 
lishment by individuals or organizations.

If  we now look at the United States proposal  ̂ from this point 
of view—from the point of view of trustworthiness of obligations— 
we must, unfortunately, come to the conclusion that they in no way 
guarantee the elimination of the threat which is inherent in nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. When discussing 
the first stage of disarmanent Mr. Dean assured us that the United 
States endeavours to achieve disarmament in all fields and even pro
vides for a far greater measure of disarmament in the nuclear field 
in the first stage than the Soviet Union. However, I  am bound to say 
that a study of the United States proposals for the second stage 
leads us to a very gloomy conclusion.

Let us consider the United States proposals. At the same time 1 
shall compare them with the Soviet proposals, so that the Committee 
members may have a clear idea of the difference between the two 
plans.

The Soviet Union, as I  have already pointed out, proposes the com
plete elimination of nuclear weapons, buttressed by the cessation of

' AntCt pp. 351-382.
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their production, under international control of course, and the enact
ment by States of laws imposing severe penalties on whosoever should 
attempt to re-establish nuclear weapons. Wliat do we find in the 
United States plan in regard to all these questions ?

Firstly, the second stage of the United States document provides 
merely for a reduction of nuclear weapons— n̂ot their complete elim
ination which would free the world forever of the threat of a nuclear 
war, but merely a reduction. In studying the formulations of the 
United States proposals one cannot help asking the question; what 
reduction of nuclear weapons does the United States have in mind ? 
On this score the representatives of the United States, from whom 
we have so often heard statements about the detailed nature of their 
proposals, display an amazing shyness. All we find in the United 
States document is a reference to the fact that the reduction of 
nuclear weapons will be carried out on the basis of an agreed per
centage reduction; this was mentioned today by the representative 
of Czechoslovakia. In practice, this may hold out hopes of a very 
small if not completely insignificant reduction.

I t should be added that even this reduction is most problematic 
because it is accompanied by reservations to the effect that it will be 
undertaken in the light of a study by technical experts of the ques
tion of control over reductions. We understand the doubts of Mr. 
Hassan, the representative of the United Arab Republic, who was 
anxious to find out from the United States delegation what the pre
cise aims of a study of this nature were. One thing is certain: when 
there is unwillingness really to eliminate nuclear weapons, a technical 
study may serve as a convenient screen to cover up this unwillingness.

I said “unwillingness”. I  may add that I  am moved not by mis
trust, to which the representative of Burma, Mr. Barrington, referred 
in his statement at the fortieth plenary meeting on 21 May, but by 
the idea which one cannot help gathering from the United States 
document. Let us turn to sub-paragraph l.d. of section C of stage I I  
of the United States plan. There we find it stated in black and 
white:

Production or refabrication of nuclear weapons from any remaining fis
sionable materials . . .

This was also mentioned today by the representatives of Romania 
and Czechoslovakia.

Wliereas the Soviet proposal provides for the complete cessation 
of production of nuclear weapons under international control, the 
United States document goes in an altogether different direction. It 
provides, in stage II, for the retention of production and even the 
possibility of refabricating nuclear weapons, although in limited

GSS-714— G3— vol. I-------
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quantities. One ma;y toIL a^k; how it is possible for such provisions 
to be compatible with a plan of really general and complete disarma
ment or with a genuine desire to put an end to nuclear weapons.

Another remarkable fact stands out quite clearly. When the 
United States representative explained the United States proposals 
for Stage I  of disarmament, he displayed particular interest in the 
idea that States should submit information concerning nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles—in the first place, powerful rockets—and other cate
gories of armaments. He argued that this was necess^iry, extremely 
necessary, in order to ensure effective control. But oddly enough, 
when we go into the United States proposals for stage I I  of disarma
ment, we see an altogether different situation.

Let us look at sub-paragraph I.a. of section C of stage I I  of the 
United States plan. I t  states:

The Parties to the Treaty would submit to the International Disarmament 
Organization a declaration stating the amounts, types, and nature of utiliza
tion of all their fissionable materials.

I  draw the attention of the members of the Comihittee to the fact that 
the United States is not speaking here about the submission of in
formation concerning existing nuclear weapons, the amounts, cate
gories and types of nuclear weapons, but only concerning fissionable 
materials. The difference here is, of course, substantial.

In  proposing the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, in the 
second stage, the Soviet Union provides that States, before proceed
ing to implement this measure, should submit the necessary informa
tion about their existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons. But the 
United States, as we see, speaks only of information about fissionable 
materials.

However, when exactly does the United States envisage the sub
mission of information about nuclear weapons? From paragraph 2 
of section C of stage I I  of the United States plan, it follows that 
this information would be submitted only during the last six months 
of stage II. The United States wants to obtain information about 
rockets even before disarmament starts, whereas it intends to submit 
information about nuclear weapons after the completion of a whole 
stage of disarmament.

The whole scheme of the reduction of nuclear weapons under the 
United States plan is essentially contradictory. How can one really 
speak of any agreed percentage reduction when the submission of 
information about nuclear weapons is deferred to the end, to the time 
when the reduction is to be completed ?

But that is not the main point. The main point is that the second 
stage in the United States plan does not at all ensure the elimination
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of nuclear weapons and does not put an end to the threat of a nuclear 
war.

Side by side with the elimination of nuclear weapons, the Soviet 
draft treaty, as we have already explained in our previous statement, 
ensures the destruction of chemical, biological, and other types of 
weapons of mass destruction. With regard to these types of weapons 
also, the United States document strikes one by its lack of precision 
and vagueness. As in the case of nuclear weapons, the very possi
bility of implementing measures in the field of chemical and bacterio
logical weapons is hedged, in the United States document, with 
the now familiar reservations “in the light of” an examination of 
this question by technical experts.

What, then, can we expect in regard to the elimination of chemical 
and bacteriological weapons under the United States plan? Let us 
read section A, paragraph 5.a., sub-paragraph (2) of the United 
States plan (“Additional Measures”) . I t states:

The reduction, by agreed categories, of stockpiles of chemical and biological 
weapons of mass destruction to levels fifty per cent below those existing at 
the beginning of Stage II.

For the sake of clarity, we wish to recall that under the United 
States plan measures in regard to chemical and biological weapons 
begin in stage II. Therefore, the phrase “those existing at the begin
ning of Stage I I ”, means the amounts of these types of weapons, 
which States now have or will have at their disposal at the beginning 
of stage II. What conclusions can be drawn from this paragraph? 
That not all types of chemical and biological weapons but only a 
certain part of them will be reduced, and then only by 50 per cent.

Let us now compare this United States proposal with the Soviet 
proposal for the complete destruction of all stockpiles and all types 
of chemical, biological, and other weapons of mass destruction. We 
ask whether the United States proposal does away with the possi
bility of chemical and other types of weapons of mass destruction 
being used in stages I I  and III. There can be only one answer: No, 
it does not.

In  his statement at the meeting on 21 May, the United Arab Ee- 
public representative, Mr. Hassan, dealt in detail with the question 
of power balance and the need to observe this balance during the 
disarmament process. He asked in particular:

. . . what measures can be thought of, what new ideas can be adduced by 
the Soviet Union to satisfy the West’s fears of the Warsaw Pact’s emerging 
superiority in the conventional means of warfare?

 ̂Ante, p. 515.
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It seems to me that the United Arab Republic representative him
self answered this question to some extent. A little later he referred 
to statements by Western representatives that the West now relies 
more on its atomic deterrent than on its conventional forces. These 
statements show how far-fetched is talk about the superior strength of 
the Soviet Union and its allies in conventional armaments. If  this 
talk is at all necessary for any purpose, it is to justify a further in
crease in nuclear armaments.

Let us suppose, however, that the fears of the Western Powers are 
well-founded. Wliat safeguards are proposed by the Soviet Union to 
ensure the equal position of the two sides in the disarmament process ? 
When considering the first stage of disarmament, we drew the atten^ 
tion of the members of the Committee to the fact that, simultaneously 
with the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and foreign 
military bases in alien territories, we provide for a drastic reduction 
of the armed forces of the Soviet Union and the United States to 
1,700,000 men, that is to that level which the Western Powers at one 
time regarded as ensuring balance during the disarmament process.^ 
The representative of the United Arab Republic said one was puzzled 
to note th a t:

it is the other side which is actually suggesting the reduction to the lower
force level previously suggested by the United States.

Indeed, we are proposing a lower level, and we are also puzzled by the 
fact that the United States, which expresses fears regarding the size 
of Soviet armed forces, does not agree with our proposal which is 
precisely intended to dispel these fears.

In the second stage we propose to go even further along the path 
of reducing force levels by bringing the armed forces of the Soviet 
Union and the United States down to the level of 1,000.000 men. In 
our opinion, this ensures that the equal position of States is main
tained also in the second stage of disarmament. On the other hand, 
we do not find in the United States document that the equal position 
of States is maintained from the point of view of ensuring their se
curity either in the first or in the second stage of disarmament.

I t  was, of course, no coincidence that the representative of the 
United Arab Republic dealt with the question of the elimination of 
foreign military bases in alien territories in that part of his statement, 
where he spoke about the equal position of States. The simultane
ous elimination of foreign military bases in alien territories and of 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles is an indispensable condition for the 
maintenance of the equal position of the sides. We have already ex

 ̂For the previous Western proposal, see Documents on Disarmament, 19)5-
1959, vol. II, pp. 868-869.
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plained why this is so and we shall not repeat what we have said. We 
need only point out the fact that, as is evident from the statements 
made by the representative of the United Arab Republic and a num
ber of other representatives, the necessity of the speediest elimination 
of foreign military bases in alien territories is meeting with general 
understanding.

The disturbance of the equal position of States in the first stage of 
the United States disarmament plan becomes even more striking when 
we study the United States proposal for the second stage of disarma
ment. The vagueness, which characterizes the United States proposal 
regarding nuclear weapons, is repeated in regard to the reduction of 
foreign military bases, provided for in stage I I  of the United States 
plan. In the first place, the United States avoids altogether any ref
erence to foreign military bases in alien territories and obscures the 
issue with a phrase about military bases in general. In section D, 
paragraph 1, of this document, the United States speaks of the reduc
tion of “agreed” military bases. In  conditions where foreign and na
tional military bases are lumped together, this can mean that the 
measures will affect only national, or almost only national military 
bases. There is such a possibility, and it would be unforgivable to 
ignore it.

We could not but draw attention also to the fact that the United 
States, which is so touchy about control, when it comes to nuclear 
weapon delivery vehicles, is content with extremely vague formula
tions in regard to control over the reduction of military bases. Sec
tion D, paragraph 2 b, has only a modest reference to “the annex on 
verification”. This point, in my opinion, is very noteworthy.

The representative of Burma, Mr. Barrington, whose statement was 
imbued with a desire to find ways of overcoming differences, made the 
following remarks:

It would be my delegation’s hope that between them these stages could con
tain all the major elements of disarmament such as the elimination of all 
nuclear weapons and their carriers, reduction of armed forces and armaments 
and liquidation of aU potentially offensive military bases, and that stage III 
would be devoted mainly to providing for the smooth transition of States to 
a disarmed world/

We agree with the idea expressed in this remark by Mr. Barrington.
I t is clear from the explanations, which the Soviet delegation has 

given on the first and second stages of disarmament, that they contain 
these major elements of disarmament, including the elimination of all 
nuclear weapons and their carriers, the substantial reduction of armed 
forces and armaments and the elimination of foreign military bases.

 ̂Ante, p. 524.
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These two stages lead to the final measures, the aim of which is to 
cleanse the world of any remaining armaments. Our proposals have 
been drafted in such a way as to ensure the smooth transition from 
stage I  to stage I I  and from stage I I  to stage III , or, to use Mr. Bar
rington’s words, “to a disarmed world”.

Much attention has been devoted in the Committee to the fact that 
the United States proposal contains built-in conditions, which 
not only do not ensure a smooth transition from stage I  to stage I I  
and from stage I I  to stage III, but even render doubtful the possi
bility of any transition. The misgivings expressed in this connexion 
during the discussion of stage I  become more serious when we study 
the United States proposal for the transition from stage I I  to stage III. 
The old conditions are supplemented by new ones, which make transi
tion even more complicated. Thus, stage II, section G, paragraph 2, 
sub-paragraphs a. and b. in the United States document, lay down 
the requirement that States should adopt so-called “rules of interna
tional conduct” and agree to arrangements necessary to assure States 
against “indirect aggression and subversion”. Mr. Dean spoke about 
this today.

What is intended here is to afford States having the right of veto 
the opportunity of putting forward as a justification for not wish
ing to pass on to the third stage the assertion that certain conditions 
connected with measures of disarmament itself or control have not 
been fulfilled or that there is no agreement regarding “rules of inter
national conduct” and assurances against “indirect aggression and 
subversion”. There is no need to mention that there are profound 
differences of interpretation regarding “rules of international con
duct”. The representative of Ethiopia, in particular, spoke about 
this very convincingly when we discussed the draft preamble. Every
one interprets these rules in his own way. Thus, the United States, 
for example, considers it normal to impose all kinds of restrictions 
on international trade, and it not only does so itself but compels its 
allies to do likewise. I t also interprets “indirect aggression and sub
version” in its own way. I shall not go further into this matter.

In  conclusion, the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to dwell on 
the question of control. In the statements made by Mr. Barrington, 
the representative of Burma, and Mr. Hassan, the representative of 
the United Arab Republic, they pointed out the close internal relation
ship between disarmament and control. There is indeed a relation
ship between them and, as is evident from our explanations in regard 
to stages I  and I I  of disarmament, we start out from the principle 
that each disarmament step must be accompanied by corresponding 
control.
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111 our opinion, the representative of India, Mr. Lall, put forward 
some very sensible considerations on the question of control. He 
pointed out that fears regarding the possibility of weapons being 
concealed were unfounded if one considered the question in the con
text of the increased coverage of inspection.^ That is precisely how 
we visualise control. In  this connexion, we do not quite understand 
Mr. Lall’s remark that in the disarmament proposals under considera
tion the proposal for increasing the coverage has not been explained 
sufficiently. We do not assume any responsibility for the United 
States proposal. However, our concept of control, as laid down in 
the S’pviet draft treaty, is based precisely on the idea of increasing 
control. In this connexion, the Soviet Government memorandum sub
mitted in the Committee at the same time as the draft treaty states:

The draft Treaty prepared by the Soviet Government provides for the exten
sion of international control—stage by stage—to those elements of the military 
machinery of States which are subject to elimination at the corresponding 
stages of disarmament. In the first stage it will be the means of delivering 
nuclear weapons to their targets, foreign military bases and foreign troops in 
alien territories, because it will be these components of the military machin
ery of States that are to be subjects to elimination during the first stage. In 
the second stage it will be the nuclear weapons themselves, and other types 
of weapons of mass destruction. In the third stage it will be central and local 
military institutions, military training establishments, etc.

As regards armed forces and conventional armaments the draft Treaty takes 
account of the fact that during the first and second stages they will be merely 
reduced, while their complete elimination is slated for the third stage. That 
is why control in the first two stages is proposed over the reduction of armed 
forces and conventional armaments, and not over those forces and armaments 
that will be retained by States. In the third stage armed forces and arma
ments are to be completely eliminated, and therefore control over the imple
mentation of this measure will assume a comprehensive nature.*

It is abundantly clear from this quotation from our memorandum 
that the Soviet Union provides for continuing inspection and in
creased coverage, which is just what Mr. Lall spoke about. This 
shows once again how unfounded are the assertions of the Western 
representatives about the possibility of armaments being concealed or 
manufactured clandestinely.

I  have one more brief remark. Mr. Hassan, the United Arab 
Eepublic representative, speaking about the desirability of making 
efforts to resolve differences, in particular concerning the elimination 
of the means of delivering nuclear weapons, pointed out that past 
projects of the sides provided for the gradual abolition of these means 
of delivery. I  have to make the following correction: the Soviet 
Union has not put forward such a proposal. As for the United

 ̂ENDC/PV.40, pp. 40-49.
* Ante, p. 135.
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States proposals, which, incidentally, the United States representative 
mentioned at one of our meetings, their real meaning was not the 
gradual elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons but 
the establishment of control over them.

We have no other possibility of removing the danger of a nuclear war 
than by eliminating nuclear weapons or their means of delivery. 
There is no other choice. Since it is already recognized by every
one that it is much easier to implement measures in regard to the 
means of delivery than in regard to the nuclear weapons themselves, 
the realistic and practical way to eliminate the threat of a nuclear 
war is to destroy at the very beginning of disarmament all the means 
of delivering nuclear weapons. I f  we add to this the destruction 
of the nuclear weapons themselves in stage I I  of disarmament, as 
proposed in the Soviet draft treaty, the threat of a nuclear war will 
be completely and finally eliminated. That will sblve the most vita] 
problem confronting the world at the present time.

Agreed Recommendations by Cochairmen on Arrange
ments for Discussion of Proposals, Adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole of the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee, May 25, 1962 ^

The Co-Chairmen considered the proposals submitted by members 
of the 18-Nation Committee for discussion in the Committee of the 
Whole.

After examining these proposals and the discussion concerning them 
in the light of paragraph 2 of the procedure of work of the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Committee,^ the Co-Chainnen recommend that 
next priority in the Committee of the Whole should be given to 
concurrent consideration of proposals on:

Measures to prevent further dissemination of nuclear weapons.
Reduction of the possibility of war by accident, miscalculation, or 

failure of communications.

The Co-Chairmen recommend that one of these two topics be pre
sented by one of the Co-Chairmen, and the other presented by the 
other Co-Chairman, at the first meeting of the Committee of the 
AVhole held to discuss them. Thereafter, the two topics could be dis
cussed at alternate meetings.

" EN D G /O .l/19, May 25, 1962.
* Ante, p. 276.
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The Co-Chairmen will in the future examine and submit, in the 
light of paragraph 2 of the procedure of work of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee agreed recommendations regarding further dis
cussion, including priority, of the proposals which have already been 
or may be made by members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee.

Declaration Against War Propaganda Approved by the 
Committee of the Whole of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, May 25, 1962 ^

The Governments of the States participating in the 18-Nation Dis
armament Committee in Geneva:

Considering that in the preamble of the Charter of the United 
Nations the peoples express their determination “to practice tolerance 
and live together in peace with one another as good neighbours” ;

Considering that Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter lays down 
the obligation that all Members shall refrain in their international 
relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity 
or political independence of any State;

Kecalling that the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Dis
armament Negotiations affirms that it is important for the achieve
ment of disarmament that all States refrain from any action which 
might aggravate international tensions; ^

Convinced that the younger generation of today should be brought 
up in the spirit of peace, mutual respect and understanding among 
peoples;

Determined to promote by every means at their disposal friendly 
relations among States in accordance with the Purposes and Prin
ciples of the United Nations;

Recognizing that war propaganda, meaning propaganda in what
soever form or country conducted which can provoke or encourage 
a threat to or breach of the peace, is incompatible with the United 
Nations Charter and can lead to acts of aggression and war;

 ̂ENDO/C.1/20, May 25, 1962. The Committee of the VThole approved the 
declaration ad referendum^ i.e., subject to approval by the participating govern
ments. As indicated in the Soviet statement of May 29 (infra)j the U.S.S.R. 
refused to approve the declaration and demanded certain changes. The Soviet 
amendments were not approved by the Committee.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 440.
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> Eecognizing that an end to such propaganda could facilitate the 
conclusion of an agreement on general and complete disarmament;

(1) Solemnly a-fflrm their support for the United Nations General 
Assembly Resolution 110 (II) which condemned “all forms of prop
aganda, in whatsoever country conducted, which is either designed or 
likely to provoke or encourage any threat to the peace, breach of the 
peace, or act of aggression” ; ^

(2) Condemn appeals for war and for the settlement of disputes 
between states by the use of force, and also statements to the effect 
that war is necessary or inevitable;

(3) Afirm  their conviction that in our day war can no longer serve 
as a method of settling international disputes, and their desire to 
educate the younger generation in this conviction and to promote the 
ideas of peace, mutual respect and understanding among peoples;

(4) Undertake to promote by every means at their disposal the 
widest possible circulation of news, ideas and opinions conducive to 
the strengthening of peace and friendship among peoples, and to 
extend cultural, scientific and educational relations with a view to 
better dissemination of the ideas of peaceful and friendly coopera
tion among states, and general and complete disarmament;

(5) Call upon all states to adopt, within the limits of their consti
tutional systems, appropriate practical measures, including measures 
in a legislative form in the case of states which consider such form ap
propriate, with a view to giving effect to this declaration against war 
propaganda;

(6) Call upon all other states to support this declaration.

Statement by the Soviet Delegation to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Declaration Against 
War Propaganda, May 29, 1962 ^

Recent events, including those of the last few days, Vvhich cannot 
be ignored, have made it necessary for the Soviet Government to 
reconsider the question of the provisions that should be included 
in the Declaration against War Propaganda  ̂ in order to make this

^General Assembly Official Records: Second Session, Resolutions^ 16
8epteml)er-29 November IdJft, p. 14.

** ENDC/0.1/21, May 29, 1962. The declaration was read at the 44th plenary 
meeting by Ambassador Zorin.

® Supra,
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document a useful and effective instrument in the struggle against the 
aggressive forces which are maturing plans to precipitate a new war. 
Among these facts are the following.

On 26 May 1962 the Soviet Government learnt that, on 25 May, 
when the Committee of the Whole was discussing the draft Decla
ration against War Propagtoda, Mr. Straiuss  ̂ the West German 
Minister of Defence, put forward a demand in the NATO publica
tion, Revue militaire genemle^ that the Bundeswehr should imme
diately be given atomic weapons for war against the Soviet Union. 
The Soviet Government cannot fail to draw the appropriate infer
ences from this preposterous statement, especially in view of the 
fact that Mr. Strauss is not a private individual but is one of the 
leading figures in the Government of the Federal Eepublic of Ger
many and holds a prominent position in the NATO bloc. This 
statement by Mr. Strauss is a striking example of the unrestrained 
propaganda which certain NATO circles are using to further their 
preparations for precipitating a war.

Kecently, when the Committee of Eighteen has been discussing 
the draft Declaration against War Propaganda, there have been 
increasingly frequent statements by revanchists both in Western Ger
many and in West Berlin, clamouring for the revision of the frontiers 
in Europe resulting from the Second World War and for the use 
of force against the German Democratic Republic. These statements 
can only be regarded as creating an atmosphere of war hysteria in 
West Germany of which the revanchists and militarists are taking 
advantage in order to prepare acts of provocation against the socialist 
States.

As a result of the occupation of Thailand by the forces of the 
United States and of other States participants in the aggressive 
SEATO bloc which are preparing for military intervention in Laos, 
the threat of war in South-East Asia has sharply increased during 
the last few days. Provocative actions in Thailand, Laos and South 
Vietnam may at any moment lead to a large-scale conflict with all 
its disastrous consequences for the peoples. One cannot overlook the 
fact that all these aggressive steps by the United States and its allies 
were preceded by long preparation of public opinion by the leading 
statesmen and organs of the Press of the United States, both pressing 
for summary treatment of the national liberation movements of the 
Laotian people and the people of South Vietnam. This propaganda 
is still continuing at the present time.

The Soviet Government could not fail to take account of the fact 
that, recently, when the question of the prohibition of war propaganda 
was already under discussion in the Committee of Eighteen, top- 
ranking United States stateamen have made pronouncements to the
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effect that, in certain circumstances, the United States Government 
may take the initiative in a nuclear conflict with the Soviet Union. 
Statements of this kind advocating a preventive nuclear war for the 
purposes of United States policy aggravate international tension and 
the threat of the outbreak of war.

The Soviet Government also takes account of the fact that, par
ticularly of late, leading United States statesmen have been extolling 
nuclear weapons and that numerous books and articles published in 
the United States urge the need for the early use of such weapons for 
the solution of outstanding international problems. Universal public 
indignation was recently produced by the publication in the United 
States of a book entitled The Legacy of Hiroshima by Mr. E. Teller, 
which is a solid piece of propaganda for the nuclear arms race and 
which attempts to justify the unleashing of a nuclear war by the 
United States for its own political ends. The publication of Mr. 
Teller’s book is a particularly dangerous event because he is playing 
a key role in the development of new and increasingly destructive 
types of nuclear weapons in accordance with the instructions of the 
United States Government.

In  the light of all these facts the Soviet Government has come to 
the conclusion that, in its present form, the draft Declaration against 
War Propaganda does not meet the requirements of the situation and 
calls for considerable improvement. Accordingly, the Soviet dele
gation, on the instruction of the Soviet Government, submits the 
following additions and amendments to the text of the draft Declara
tion for the consideration of the Committee:

a) Insert the following new paragraphs after the second oper
ative paragraph:

3) Resolutely condemn all appeals for a preventive nuclear war as ag
gressive acts which conflict with the Puit)ô s and Principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations and with the interests of maintaining peace, and 
which are incompatible with the honour and conscience of mankind;

4) Condemn propaganda for revanchism and for the revision of the state 
frontiers in Europe which resulted from the Second World War as action 
conflicting with the interests of peace and creating a threat to the security 
of the i>eoples ;

5) Also condemn as being at variance with the United Nations Declara
tion on the granting of independence to colonial countries and peoples  ̂and as 
threatening universal peace, incitement to the use of force against peoples 
which have embarked on the course of national liberation and independent 
development;

b) Amend the penultimate operative paragraph to read as 
follows:

 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, Supplement 16 
(A/4684), pp. 66-67.
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Undertake, within the shortest possible period and in any event not later 
than six months from the date of signature of this Declaration, to enact 
legislation, if this has not previously been enacted, declaring war propaganda 

, in any form a grave crime against peace and humanity and providing for 
severe i>enalties against persons guilty of tonducting such propaganda, in
cluding their immediate remoral from all oflScial posts, the loss of all ranks 
and titles and their criminal prosecution.

c) Eedraft the conoludiiig paragraph to read as follows: “Call 
upon all other States to accede to this Declaration and to take similar 
measures in accordance with it.”

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Soviet Rejection of Draft Declaration on War Propa
ganda, May 29, 1962 ^

I  can only say that, in the light of the very intensive work which 
my delegation, in co-operation with the Soviet delegation, has done 
on this declaration against war propaganda, and in the light of the 
agreement which was worked out and submitted to the Committee 
of the Wliole last week,  ̂ I  have listened this morning with the most 
profound regret to the statement just made by the representative 
of the Soviet Union.® I t  seems to me that after we have spent some 
six weeks in working out this declaration, it is a most astonishing 
performance—I  repeat: astonishing—to seize upon the republication 
of an article written some two years ago by Mr. Strauss.

I  had hoped that this declaration against war propaganda would 
be taken by the world as a symbol of the type of co-operation which 
could serve as the basis of our work here at this Conference. I  had 
hoped that this could be an example of the way in which we have 
been working together, trying to reconcile our differences and to agree 
upon a statement which each of us, and all the other nations which 
would accede to the declaration, could carry out for the advancement 
of the peace of the world and for the advancement of the principles 
set forth in the United Nations Charter.

The statement which the representative of the Soviet Union has 
made here this morning, if not war propaganda itself, is certainly

" END0/PV.44, pp. 7-8.
* Ante, pp. 545-546.
* jSuvra.
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of a character which might aggravate the international tensions 
against which the draft declaration before us speaks.

I  am sure that both the Soviet Government and the Soviet delega
tion, which has not spoken to us before this meeting of its profound 
change in attitude, know full well that they are intentionally blowing 
up this declaration against war propaganda and that they do not 
want it—^because further negotiations along these lines are now useless.

There is no sense in spending another six weeks working seven or 
eight hours a day and then being confronted with this kind of non
sense at the last minute. So the Soviet Government, for purposes of 
its own, has scuttled this carefully worked out declaration against war 
propaganda. The members of this Conference can judge for them
selves why the Soviet Government has chosen to scuttle this carefully 
worked out declaration against war propaganda. I t  is useless to con
tinue further negotiations on such a declaration.

Statement by the British Representative (Godber) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Soviet 
Rejection of Draft Declaration on War Propaganda, 
May 29, 1962 ^

When I  asked for an opportunity to address the Committee this 
morning I  did so in a spirit of hope. I  thought it was going to be 
possible to congratulate our co-Chairmen and ourselves on a definite 
step forward. I t  is a pretty bitter moment, I  think, for most of us 
round this table to have to realize that those efforts—and a great deal 
of effort had gone into preparing this agreed text/ a great deal of 
effort and discussion round this table and, I  would say, a great deal 
more effort in the behind-the-scenes talks between the co-Chairmen— 
are brought to naught. This really is a bitter blow to our Confer
ence, and it is no good trying to disguise that fact. Confidence is not 
an easy thing to build. I  had hoped and thought that we were in 
fact building it. But if our Soviet colleagues choose to behave in 
this way, what are we to think ?

I  had been home to London over the weekend and I  had returned 
with authority to welcome this Declaration. That would have been 
my purpose and that was what I  had proposed to do. I  had proposed 
to welcome the Declaration and to say that this was at least one step 
forward, perhaps not a very big step but a step forward, on our road. 
Now, for reasons best known to him, our Soviet colleague has chosen

" ENDC/PV.44, pp. 10-12.
'Ante, pp. T)4r>-n4r).
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to sabotage the work of our Conference. I  cannot escape, on an oc
casion like this, allowing an element of bitterness to creep into my 
voice when I  see what he has done. Nor can I  avoid recalling to my 
colleagues that this is not the first time the Soviet Union has behaved 
in this way. I  do not want to make capital out of what has gone 
before, but when one sees these things happening one cannot hejp 
remembering that it was the Soviet Union that chose to break up th6
1960 Conference;  ̂ that it is the Soviet Union which, by tearing up 
the 1958 experts’ report,^ has made further progress in our nuclear 
test ban talks so manifestly difficult, in spite of the efforts of ao many 
of our colleagues to help us.

Why does the Soviet Union do this? I just do not understand. I  
would have thought that we had an opportunity here to make .prog
ress. I  see no reason whatever in what has happened over the last 
few days to justify by one jot or one tittle what they have put before 
us this morning. Is it in fact that our Soviet colleagues have been 
told by their government that they must agree to nothing at this Con
ference? Is that what they have been told? If  so, it is a sombre 
outlook for us all. I  hope very much that is not the case.

I  am trying to speak in restrained language because I  do not wish 
to make the feeling round this table worse. I  want to see us come 
back to a discussion which will lead us forward, and so I  shall curb 
my tongue although my thoughts may be somewhat bitter. I  want 
to see us return to co-operation. I  say quite definitely that there is 
no justification for this Soviet move. I  ask our Soviet colleague to 
go back to the position which he was willing to adopt as recently as 
last Friday. I  have just been reading in the verbatim record what 
he said on Friday.® I t  was, in the main, reasonable and conciliatory. 
I ask him to go back to that position and to agree once again to what 
he agreed befoxe, and to enable us all to welcqme the efl̂ qrts of our 
co-Chairmen and to record this element of agreement. Our Soviet 
colleague knows that it is impossible for some delegations to accept 
the wording which he has placed before us this morning. He is 
therefore by this action seeking to preclude agreement. I  ask him 
to take it back. I  ask him to allow us to build on the element of 
a^-reement wliich had been achieved. I f  we do not do this, it will have

' See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 131 ff.
- For the experts' report, see ihid., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111. The new 

Soviet proposal of Nov. 28, 1961, in effect repudiated the experts’ report (iMd,, 
1961, p. 664).

•'* Ambassador Godber refers to the provisional record of the 8th meeting of the 
Committee of the Whole (ENDC/C.I/PV.8). The Soviet delegation deleted from 
the final record of this meeting a number of statements endorsing the draft 
declaration. Ambassador Dean read the deleted statements into the record of 
the 9th meeting (ENI)C/0J/PV.9, pp. 5-10).
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its effect on our general discussions. Actions such as these cannot 
be isolated in a body such as this Conference. I t  is our duty to work 
speedily for general and complete disarmament. That is what we 
are here for, and all our action should be devoted to that end. I t is in 
that spirit that I  ask our Soviet colleague to reflect on this matter and 
to get instructions from his government which will allow him to sign 
that Declaration as it was before, and not to seek to destroy the feel
ing of amity and goodwill in this Conference in the way that liis 
statement this morning seemed to do. I  ask liim to retract that state
ment and to agree to the Declaration as it was formulated. Let him 
make his statements on other matters, if he wishes; we could do the 
same about statements which have been made from Soviet sources. 
But that would not help. Let us still agree to this Declaration so 
that we do not have in our way this impediment of a breakdown in the 
very first agreement wliich seemed to be in sight.

I  do earnestly appeal to our Soviet colleague, because I  tliink this 
morning he has done great harm to our discussionis. I  shall not say 
more. There is much more I  could say, but I  shall not, because I 
am deeply distressed at the attitude that our Soviet colleague has 
taken this morning and I  do not want any words of mine to exacerbate 
the feeling here; I  want to try and restore our feelings of goodwill 
and co-operation.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, May 29, 1962 ^

Of the eighteen meetings held by this Sub-Committee since the 
beginning of this Conference, the first eight were devoted to a repeti
tion of the debates recorded previously, during most of the last year 
of the meetings of the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests. On these occasions the Western delegations urged the 
Soviet Union to return to the agreed basis of the negotiations for 
an adequate and effective nuclear test ban treaty, or, in other words, 
to the universally agreed scientific assessment of the test ban control 
situation represented by the report, issued on 20[21] August 1968, 
of both the Eastern and the Western experts who had been meeting 
at that time in Geneva.^ The Western delegations also recalled the

" ENDC/SC.1/PV.18, pp. 3-11.
* See Documents on Disarmament̂  1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
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progress that once appeared to have been made in translating this 
scientific foundation into a practical and binding political treaty with 
an effective system of international control that was agreeable to both 
sides.

All of this progress, which reflected innumerable compromises ham
mered out in the course of several years of negotiation, was incorpo
rated in the United States-United Kingdom draft treaty of 18 April 
1961, which itself has subsequently been amended several times, both 
before and during this present Conference, in an attempt to meet the 
points advanced from time to time by the Soviet Union.^ Indeed it 
was felt, at least on our side, that with the agreement on our part 
to have the treaty be comprehensive by covering all tests in all en
vironments we had met, on a practical basis, all of the Soviet re
quirements for an agreement. So it came as a great shock to the 
Western delegations when the Soviet Union on 28 November 1961 
denoimced all those control arrangements that had been very carefully 
agreed and that had been embodied in the draft treaty.^ I  am re
ferring to the many articles and sections of the draft treaty on which 
an accord had already been registered.

For its part, the Soviet delegation—and I  must say I  very much 
regret this— ĥas attempted to defend its no-control-whatsoever posi
tion of 28 November 1961 by claiming that, no matter how objective 
we made our treaty language, and no matter how carefully we drafted 
our provisions on the selection of the scientists and on the protection 
to be given the host country with respect to on-site inspections, to 
international controls, or to an international control system, this would 
somehow create the danger of Western espionage on the territory 
of the Soviet Union.

Further, the Soviet Union said—although it has never given us 
any scientific information to support these statements, has never re
ferred us to any scientific journals or scientific articles, and has never 
brought scientists here to support its statements—that scientific ad
vances since 1958 had reached the point where so-called existing na
tional control networks, without any international commission or 
any international control posts and without any interrelation of na
tional control posts, could furnish completely adequate verification— 
that is, both detection and identification—of any nuclear test ban 
treaty.

The Western Powers strongly disputed the latter contention, for 
which, as I  have said, the Soviet Union has adduced no scientific proof 
whatsoever; they have never been willing to give us this scientific

" See iUd., 1961, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325, 327, and ante, pp. 351-382.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 659-664.

688-714— 63— vol. I-------37
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proof or to have their experts meet ours. Indeed, the Western Powers 
also spent considerable time in demonstrating that the proposed in
ternational control machinery, which they envisaged, had been sur- 
romided with so many safeguards as a result of past compromises 
hammered out with the Soviet Union since 1958 that this international 
control system really had no potential whatsoever for permitting 
Western intelligence operations inside the Soviet Union.

Into this arena of controversy between the Soviet Union and the 
Western delegations came the ei^ht new members of the Disarmament 
Conference on 16 April last with their joint memorandum, which 
offered some suggestions intended to bring the two nuclear sides closer 
together on the basis of a compromise.^ The co-sponsors have told us 
that they were not proposing a complete blueprint of a nuclear test 
ban treaty, but merely a number of new thoughts directed towards 
providing the negotiators with a new impetus or with some new ideas 
towards concluding a nuclear test ban treaty.

Since the ninth meeting of the Sub-Committee, we three delega
tions have focused almost all of our statements and arguments on the 
joint memorandum. On 19 April the Soviet Government did indeed 
declare that it accepted that document as the basis for future negotia
tions on a test ban treaty,^ and it has never ceased to reiterate this 
position. >

The United States and United Kingdom delegations, however, re  ̂
main unimpressed with this Soviet declaration on the joint memoran
dum because, in their view, the completely arbitrary manner in 
which the Soviet delegation has interpreted the eight-nation plan, 
while denying that it was doing any interpreting at all, has distorted 
the plan out of all possible recognition, so that now, imder the Soviet 
version, it accords neither with the plain language of the plan nor 
indeed with the quite apparent wishes of its sponsors.

The Western representatives, at the same time, have agreed to use 
the joint memorandum as one of the possible bases for reaching agree
ment on a test ban. They consider it as a fresh starting point from 
which to launch an exploration of the opportunities for compromise 
arrangements which, when carefully worked out with the Soviet dele
gation, could be surveyed with care to see whether the end product 
merited signature as a sound and effective treaty for banning nuclear 
weapon tests.

The Soviet delegation, for its part, asserts that the Western posi
tion is not truly based on the joint memorandum, but is virtually 
identical with the Western draft treaty submitted on 18 April 1961.

* Ante, pp. 334-336.
* AntCy pp. 396-399.
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The Soviet Union continues to accuse the United Kingdom and th& 
United States of refusing to consider any genuine compromise set
tlement of this very difficult question. The Western Powers, how-̂  
ever, while quite willing to use the eight-nation joint memorandum 
as a new point of departure, and while studying that memorandum, 
very carefully for this purpose, believe that the Soviet Union has not 
budged in any significant or detectable point from its scheme of 28* 
November 1961 for a mere paper-pledge treaty without any interna
tional verification measures. Thus, unfortunately, each side ques
tions the sincerity with which the other side has really taken up the* 
eight-nation plan. This is a most unsatisfactory state of affairs 
which deserves more careful examination.

The true essence of the Soviet position of 28 November 1061 was- 
that no international control activities should take place regularly 
and systematically within the Soviet Union. There were not to be 
any regularly spaced international control posts, as envisaged by the 
Geneva experts of 1958, which would in part be manned by reliable 
and objective non-citizens of the Soviet Union. There were not to 
be any Soviet obligations vis-a-vis an international control commis
sion, on which the Soviet bloc States were to have had large represen
tation but which they alone could not have dominated, at least from 
the point of view of taking positive decisions. Finally, there was to 
be no on-site inspection of unidentified events by international in
spectors who would have an unquestioned right to visit defined areas of 
Soviet territory an agreed number of times per year.

In an endeavour to explain this 180 degree turnabout of Soviet 
policy from what it had officially been even as late as July or August 
1961, the Soviet Government argued that national control systems 
alone were fully adequate, from a technical point of view, to do the 
job of detection and identification. However, it is abundantly clear 
that this was more of a pretext than anything else, advanced in an 
effort to justify Soviet opposition to effective international control,, 
as I  have just described it. After all, we know that the 1958 Geneva 
experts, after having reviewed all of the capabilities of national 
systems and all of their past accomplishments in detecting atmos
pheric nuclear tests, then rejected reliance upon such national systems 
and recommended, instead, the creation of a new international system? 
with international control posts to monitor the various' environments*.

I t  is quite striking, I  submit, that the present Soviet position^, whichi 
supposedly implements the terms of the eight-nation plan,- bears a; 
very marked resemblance—a very marked resemblance indeed—to the- 
Soviet stand of 28 November last. Certainly^ in all essential respects> 
there has been no change whatsoever.
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In connexion with detection stations or control posts, the Soviet 
position in regard to the joint memorandum is that national systems 
are to do the job completely. To the extent that any new stations 
might be built, as mentioned by the memorandum, Mr. Tsarapkin has 
stated that these would merely be new national stations incorporated 
into existing national networks and under full national direction. 
Indeed, the Soviet representative has tried to make it appear that 
this aspect of the Soviet position was wholly adopted by the eight 
co-sponsors. For instance, on 25 May he said:

The non-aligned States based their proposal on the fact that existing na
tional detection systems have been built up with due regard to scientific and 
technical requirements. With good reason they emphasized in their memo* 
randum that:

“The existing networks already include in their scientific endeavours the 
detection and identification of man-made explosions.” ^

I  think that our Soviet colleague has failed to note that the sen
tence which he cited from the joint memorandum speaks of the “scien- 
tij&c endeavours” of existing stations, and not of actual scientific ac
complishments. That national stations have been trying—I  repeat, 
trying— b̂oth to detect and to identify geophysical events which might 
be man-made nuclear explosions is undoubtedly true. But whether 
these national networks have adequately succeeded in their endeavours 
both to detect and to identify events is open to much doubt, and that, 
I  submit, is precisely why the co-sponsors advanced the suggestion 
that new stations might be built to supplement the existing ones in 
the future “agreed system”.

This is a far cry from the Soviet interpretation of relying almost 
exclusively on existing stations. Here I must note that Mr. Tsarapkin 
has specifically rejected any idea that new stations might be built to 
fill gaps in existing networks. The problem of spacing is very im
portant from the standpoint of detecting tests both in the atmosphere, 
imderground and in the lower reaches of outer space, but he refuses 
to admit that technical questions of spacing should play any role 
whatsoever in deciding on new stations. By doing this he has at
tempted to undercut the logical basis for at any time building even 
one new station, anywhere.

But this is not all. The Soviet delegation also insists that existing 
national networks should not in any way be tied together into one 
operating system, even though the joint memorandum clearly calls 
for the establishment of one “agreed system”— în the singular— t̂o 
function on a global basis. According to our Soviet colleagues, there 
are to be no international arrangements for unified data reporting

" B N D 0/S0.1/P V .17, p. 28.
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procedures, methods or times. There is to be no standardized instru
mentation, even though the possibility of equipping posts with new 
instruments is specifically raised by the eight-nation plan.

Indeed, national networks, says Mr. Tsarapkin, are not to be used 
to report natural phenomena occurring in their own countries, but 
only in other nations. Apparently, also, the Soviet version of the 
joint memorandum does not even require national networks to report 
all data collated, but merely those data which each national network, 
in its own subjective judgement, considers related to suspicious events. 
What that is supposed to mean in this context, how one national net
work can decide this, and indeed why one network should decide this 
unilaterally or subjectively when an international commission will 
exist to do just such work, has not been explained by Soviet repre
sentatives. I  therefore do not believe that our conclusion is open to 
challenge that the Sovieit position on posts for recording geophysical 
data is, in substance, unchanged from the recent past. The same is 
true in only slightly lesser degree regarding the international scien
tific commission envisaged by the eight-nation memorandum.

As I  said a few minutes ago, the essence of the Soviet position of 
28 November 1961 on an international commission was that there 
should not be any Soviet obligations towards it. Of course, the ini
tial Soviet position at the time was that there should be no commis
sion at all. But this was not the essential factor. After all, since 
the commission was to be a body located outside Soviet territory, its 
home activities could not be said to create any espionage risk for the 
Soviet Union. I t  was only that the easiest way to ensure thait the 
commission would have no rights concerning any events occurring 
within the Soviet Union was to create no commission at all. How
ever, it could hardly bother the Soviet Government very much, I  
submit, if a completely powerless body, that is, a body without any 
authority whatsoever with respect to what happened on Soviet ter
ritory, were to be set up in some other coimtry.

This is precisely what has happened to the international scientific 
commission proposed by the eight new members in the interpretation 
put forward by the Soviet delegation. According to this, the com
mission will have no function whatsoever vis-a-vis the detection posts 
or national networks. The commission must wait patiently for any 
data which the national networks may of their own volition choose 
to send it, and it must then try to analyse such data, which may or 
may not have been collected on a uniform scientific basis.

According to the Soviet version, if the international commission 
finds itself perplexed about the nature of certain geophysical events— 
that is, about whether a nuclear explosion may be involved— ît can 
supposedly do no more than ask or appeal to the government of the
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party concerned to talk things over with it to see whether uncertain
ties about the suspicious events cannot be removed. In  the Soviet 
view, the international commission certainly is not to have any right 
to conduct an on-site inspection at the spot where a suspicious event 
seems to have occurred. According to Mr. Tsarapkin, at most, some 
party on whose territory a suspicious event has occurred may, on oc
casions of its own choosing, decide for its own reasons to invite a few 
members of the conmiission to pay what would amount to a purely 
social visit to some imiocuous site. Thereafter, the commission would 
be expected to trumpet to the world for the benefit of the party which 
issued the invitation that no treaty violation had taken place. In 
other words, imder the Soviet version the international commission 
would be a tool of any party seeking to improve its reputation and 
not an impartial international conmiission at all.

Therefore, I  do not see how there can be any possible doubt that 
the Soviet position regarding on-site inspection is fundamentally 
unchanged from 28 November 1961. Under the Soviet version the 
Soviet Union is to be under no obligation to open up even a small 
<5omer of its territory to international inspection. At the most—and 
this as a great concession—-the Soviet Union may from time to time 
invite an inspection. That is, ‘̂You may come if we issue you an 
engraved invitation. But you must not ring our bell yourself for you 
will not be admitted.” This is hardly reassuriag, since it is all too evi
dent that if any party to the treaty were actually trying to violate it 
by conducting a clandestine nuclear explosion, it would never choose 
that occasion to invite an on-site inspection to take place in the sus
picious area.

I  submit that the eight States have worked out a logical and com
prehensive scheme for an international commission with an interna
tionally operating “agreed system” of monitoring stations with the 
right to call for necessary on-site inspections on the territory of parties. 
Therefore, it is no wonder that when the Western Powers discuss 
the terms of the eight-nation memorandum their ideas and comments, 
based upon the language of the memorandum, differ vastly from the 
distorted Soviet version which I  have just set forth. If  Mr. Tsarapkin 
•complains of this, it must be because he objects to having everyone 
see that there is such a wide gulf between the eight-nation plan, as 
it is written down for all to see, and the upside-down Soviet version 
of that clear plan. Hence, Mr. Tsarapkin tries to deny that his 
delegation has interpreted the eight-nation memorandum at all, and 
then he accuses the Western delegations of the very practice of which 
he himself is guilty.

When the Western delegations state that they recognize that the 
joint memorandum was an attempt at a compromise solution, they
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know full well that any treaty based on that memorandum cannot 
be the same in all respects as previous Western proposals. Whereas 
in the past we talked only of the control post system recommended 
by the 1958 Geneva experts, we now recognize that national networks 
would play a genuine role under the scheme of supervision envisaged 
by the joint memorandum. We know that the memorandum leaves 
open the possibility that some of the new stations, at least, could be 
operate under national rather than international auspices, but that 
this is left for final agreement among the parties.

We see that the part anticipated for the international scientific 
commission is by no means as large, authoritative or coniprehensive as 
was contemplated for the control commission discussed during th© 
test ban Conference. The international commission would have a 
reduced, but by no means non-existent, role in the operations of the 
“agreed system” mentioned by the memorandum; it would neverthe
less have to play an efficient part.

The eight-nation plan differs in important ways from previous 
Western plans regarding ori-site inspections. Under the eight-nation 
memorandum, before an inspection could take place there would be an 
obligation for the commission to consult about the situation with the 
party concerned. Moreover, even though the United States and the 
United Kingdom clearly believe that, taken together, paragraphs 4 
and 5 of the joint memorandimi definitely establish a party’s legal 
obligation to invite the commission to make an on-site inspection 
when the commission considers this essential, we must note that it 
would be the commission, which, according to the memorandum, 
might be composed mainly of scientists from non-aligned countries, 
that would decide when to call for such inspections. Under previous 
Western proposals it was always the other nuclear side that was to 
have an unquestioned right to initiate an inspection.

This, then, is the situation of the test ban negotiations in this Sub- 
Committee as seen by the United States delegation. For the last 
month we have been hampered in our efforts to examine all aspects 
of the joint memorandum honestly, carefully and thoroughly by the 
uncompromising Soviet attitude that no exploration of the eight- 
nation plan and no negotiation based on it are possible unless and 
imtil the two Western delegations first accept the distorted Soviet 
misinterpretation of the basic terms of that memorandum. We have, 
of course, declined to do that and will continue so to decline; our 
understanding of the memorandum will continue to be drawn from 
its plain terms.

We have appealed on many occasions to our Soviet colleagues to 
abandon their line of adhering rigidly to their position of 28 November
1961 under the guise of following a revised policy. I f  the Soviet
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Union is not yet ready to adopt the proposals of the eight co-sponsors, 
as really laid out in the memorandum, in regard to on-site inspection, 
then let tis get down to some other important aspect of the memoran
dum and return to inspection at a later time, when we may have 
chalked up agreements in elaborating other parts of a test ban treaty 
within the framework suggested by the joint memorandimi.

We ask our Soviet colleagues to join with us in genuine negotiations. 
We ask them to work with us in an effort to discover paths of mutual 
accommodation on difficult issues. However, we will not violate the 
dictates of commonsense and of sound scientific knowledge and experi
ence. The eight-nation plan, we submit, neither asks nor expects us to 
indulge in any such folly, and I  am very sure the Soviet Union does 
not expect us to accept its unilateral scheme of 28 November last, by 
whatever name it may be called. The way to a reasonable agreement 
is open if  the Soviet Union can bring itself to abandon its cliches, its 
outworn slogans and its outmoded concepts. As in the past, the fate 
of our negotiations for a nuclear test ban treaty rests on decisions that 
only the Soviet Government can take, and I  appeal to you, Mr. Chair
man, in your capacity as Soviet representative, to ask your Govern
ment to take such decisions.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Re
plies to United Arab Republic, May 30, 1962 ^

After the events of yesterday it seemed to me that it would be pref
erable if we went back to our work on general and complete disarma
ment, and I  propose this morning to attempt to answer the questions 
on that subject which were asked at our fortieth meeting on 21 May 
by the representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Hassan.^ We 
are very grateful indeed that he shared his thinking with us on some 
of the fundamental problems before the Conference and that he raised 
searching questions worthy of our continuing attention not only at this 
meeting but also at later points in the Conference, as our further 
studies and further developments here in our discussions enable us 
to deal in greater depth with the problems posed.

The penetrating questions raised by Mr. Barrington of Burma dur
ing the same meeting and by Mr. Edberg of Sweden on an earlier

 ̂ENDO/PV.45, pp. 5-19.
* Ante, pp. 514-520.
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occasion will likewise require further consideration at a later dat^.^ 
My statement of today, I  am afraid, will in itself be too long; so I  
hope to reply at a later meeting to the questions put by Mr. Barrington 
and Mr. Edberg—indeed, we have already given some preliminary 
answers to some of Mr. Edberg’s questions.^

I  should like now to give such preliminary replies to the questions 
raised by the representatives of the United Arab Kepublic and of 
Burma. I  should also like to touch today upon at least some of the 
interesting recent interventions of the representatives of Brazil and 
India. I  should like to begin with the important series of questions 
raised by the representative of the United Arab Kepublic.

Mr. Hassan’s first two questions, if I  interpret them correctly, are 
addressed to the Soviet Union. His third question ̂  is, if I  may para
phrase and condense it slightly, as follows: Because of numerical dif
ferences in each side’s inventory of delivery vehicles, might not a level 
of 70 per cent retained arms at the end of stage I  of the United States 
treaty outline aggravate imbalance by accenting differences near the 
dangerous minimum safety line or second-strike capability ?

That is a very pertinent question. The United States considers this 
question of a second-strike capability to be a valid and important one. 
But, as I  am sure all members knew, the United States, because of its 
traditions, its moral standards and its constitutional system, under 
which only our Congress can declare war, is not a first-strike nation. 
I  repeat: the United States is not a first-strike nation. We do not 
believe in a pre-emptive attack, nuclear or otherwise. We do not 
believe in initiating a nuclear war. I  think that the position of the 
United States Government with respect to the non-transfer of fiŝ  
sionable materials and of nuclear weapons is well known. We have 
therefore given this first question of Mr. Hassan’s very serious con
sideration. This consideration was, of course part of the thorough 
and detailed analysis of the present military situation which the 
United States made in the process of preparing its draft treaty 
outline.^

In  the course of its study the United States concluded that in the 
first stage of disarmament, when all militarily significant States will 
not necessarily be parties to the treaty— ând in using those words the 
United States thought it was advancing, not retarding, the possibility 
for general and complete disarmament—and when the international 
machinery to settle disputes and to maintain the peace apparently will

 ̂For the Swedish questions, see ante, pp. 485-492.
* The U.S. reply is printed ante, pp. 506-514.
 ̂Ante, p. 516.

* Ante, pp. 351-382.
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not be substantially stronger than today, the United States will be 
willing and prepared to go into disarmament only as far as it can do 
so safely, without jeopardizing the peace. Thus, in the first stage 
the United States would not be prepared to go beyond the point which 
would jeopardize either its second-strike capability— emphasize ‘‘sec
ond-strike capability”—or the strength of other components of mili
tary power required for the fulfilment of its responsibilities.

We brought together in panels some of our ablest military and polit
ical science experts, and in the light of their most thorough studies 
the United States concluded that a 30 per cent across-the-board reduc
tion in armaments would be consonant with these requirements in the 
first stage and with the concept of a balanced three-stage disarmament 
process.

Now let me turn for a moment to the second stage. As far as the 
second stage is concerned, the United States would be prepared to 
make a 50 per cent reduction in the armaments remaining after stage
I, in line with an across-the-board cut affecting both the first-strike 
capability and the other components of military power of all mili
tarily significant States.

As far as the military situation of the Soviet Union is concerned, 
our knowledge is of course incomplete and our estimates are subject 
to constant reconsideration. Our ability to formulate proposals is 
hampered to a certain extent by the very factor that Mr. Zorin has 
brought up here so many times—the preoccupation of the Soviet Union 
with secrecy. However, our best present estimate is that while the 
Soviet Union, if it so wished, could in a nuclear exchange cause the 
gravest damage to the United States and its population, the Soviet 
Union does not possess at this time either the first- or the second- 
strike capability to destroy the United States. If, however, this esti
mate should prove to be incorrect and the Soviet Union does in fact 
have nuclear strength equal or superior to our own and missiles pour
ing out of its factories like sausages, as has sometimes been claimed 
by Mr. Khrushchev,^ then the Soviet Union could not claim any in
equity in percentage reductions.

In any event, we believe that the approach of across-the-board per
centage reductions safeguards the most important principle df bal
ance and is consistent with the idea of disarmament in three balanced 
and progressive stages, with the amount of disarmament incr^sing^ 
in each stage until one arrives at general and complete disarmament 
at the end of stage III . Moreover, by reducing in percentages,* tte  
two sides approach equality more closely with each percentage^fed'^c- 
tion in those categories of armaments where there might have been

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, p. 293.
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some difference in strength at the beginning. I  think that is a very 
important point.

On the other hand, we regard our proposals for a 30 per cent cut 
across the board as a norm rather than as an invariable requirement, 
and we would be willing to examine objectively any data or any case 
presented as to any inequities that might be involved in partidular 
instances. I t  is not our purpose in presenting our plan on general 
and complete disarmament either to create or to maintain inequities. 
We believe in the principle of balanced and equitable disarmament in 
the various stages.

The fourth question raised by the representative of the United Arab 
Eepublic dealt with the problem of so-called foreign bases. The 
United States draft treaty outline provides for the reduction and 
elimination of all bases, whether foreign or domestic, as the disarma
ment process progresses. As I  have already pointed out on a number 
of occasions, it is (juite apparent that as armaments and armed forces 
are reduced the number of military bases now required by States to 
provide logistic support for them will also diminish.

With respect to the first stage, we 'believe that the United States 
draft treaty outline meets whatever legitimate concerns the Soviet 
Union might have in this regard, since even in the first stage the 
United States plan provides for a 30 per cent reduction in intermediate- 
range ballistic missiles, which by virtue of their specification— t̂he fact 
that they are in the intermediate range—are stationed for the most part 
outside the continental United States; as well as for a reduction in 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, which may be stationed within the 
United States. The intermediate-range ballistic missiles are, for the 
most part, stationed outside the continental United States and the 
intercontinental ballistic missiles are, for the most part, stationed 
within the United Stat^.

The United States treaty outline also specifically requires propor
tional reductions in fi:xed launching pads and all other categories of 
armaments which can be located at so-called foreign bases. As mem
bers know, these foreign bases exist by treaty or other arrangements 
worked out with the country where the bases are located.

In connexion with his question on bases, the representative of the 
United Arab Eepublic touched upon the possibility, at least, of devis
ing some arrangements for redeployment of forces of the two sides 
so as to provide for their withdrawal from points of friction. We are 
happy to note that the representative of the United Arab Eepublic 
recognizes the geographic and strategic facWs involved in any such 
arrangement. I f  one looks at a global map—preferably not a fiat Mer
cator projection—one will see that the United States is separated from 
its allies by at least three vast oceans and by vast air ^aces. There-
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fore, the time and space factors mentioned by the representative of 
the United Arab Eepiiblic are of vital importance in the defence ar
rangements of the Western Alliance. On the other hand, if one looks 
at a global map of the Soviet Union and its allies, one will see that they 
form a very large cluster or land mass of contiguous States, which 
makes it possible for the Soviet Union to rely on internal means of 
communication and to redeploy its forces as it sees fit within either a 
very short period of time or a relatively short period of time.

Members are well aware, I  am sure, that it takes a very long time 
to establish and to staff a foreign base. If  these foreign bases are 
given up, it is not as easy to re-establish them as it is to move around 
in the same contiguous land mass. Thus, any withdrawal, even a 
limited one, on the Western side from what might be regarded as 
points of friction would be of far greater military value to the Soviet 
Union. •

In this connexion, I  should like to note that the Soviet Union has 
been advancing various schemes aimed at the withdrawal of Western 
forces without ever objectively and realistically evaluating or discuss
ing the factor of equivalence which was so rightly recognized by the 
representative of the United Arab Republic. The geographical loca
tion of the United States and its allies as compared with the geo
graphical location of the Soviet Union and its allies is a matter of 
tremendous military importance which must not be overlooked in 
any programme of general and complete disarmament.

With further reference to Mr. Hassan’s question, the United States 
■believes that additional complexities of a truly major extent would 
be introduced into our negotiations if questions of deployment of 
forces were added to those of levels of armaments as suggestions 
requiring treaty agreement.

In  speaking of the problem of the elimination of the means of 
delivery, the representative of the United Arab Republic referred 
to the Soviet proposal for the elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles 
in the first stage.^ He then said that he was:

. . . familiar with past projects which did not provide for total destruction 
of all means of delivery from stage I. Instead, those projects had envisaged 
their gradual abolition.*

At our forty-first plenary meeting the representative of the Soviet 
Union responded to this remark by Mr. Hassan with the following 
statement:

Mr. Hassan, the United Arab Republic representative, speaking about the 
desirability of making efforts to resolve differences, in particular concerning

' See antê  pp. lOS-127.
* Ante, p. 516.
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the e?limination of the means af delivering nuclear weapons, pointed out that 
past projects of the sides provided for the gradual abolition of these means 
of delivery. I have to make the following correction: the Soviet Union has 
not put forward such a proposal. As for the United States proposals, which, 
incidentally, the United States representative mentioned at one of our meet
ings, their real meaning was not the gradual elimination of the means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons but the establishment of control over them.^

I  refer my Soviet colleague to the Declaration of the Soviet Gov
ernment on General and Complete Disarmament, dated 19 September 
1959. This plan called in the first stage fo r:

The reduction of armaments and military equipment at the disposal of the 
armed forces of States to the extent necessary to ensure that the remaining 
quantity of armaments corresponds to the level fixed for the armed forces.*

This Soviet plan also called for “the destruction of air force equip
ment” and ‘‘missiles” in the third stage, presumably including all 
those nuclear delivery vehicles which had not been eliminated by the 
first-stage measure quoted above.

Further, it is interesting to note that this 1959 plan also pro
vided for the elimination of foreign military bases in the second stage 
and of nuclear weapons in the third stage.

I  also wish to point out to my Soviet colleague that the United 
States plan of 25 September 1961 provided for the reduction of an 
agreed number of strategic nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the 
first stage, for further reductions in nuclear weapon delivery vehicles 
in the second stage, and for the completion of the programme of 
general and complete disarmament in the third stage, to the point 
where States would retain only those non-nuclear armaments required 
for the purpose of maintaining internal order.®

The fifth question put by Mr. Hassan was the following: I f  the pro
posal for the destruction of all means of delivery in the first stage 
were to be accepted, would this not leave all foreign bases without 
nuclear delivery weapons, and, therefore, would not those bases repre
sent less of a threat than they do now ?

Again I  presume that this question was addressed primarily to the 
delegation of the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, I  should like to state, 
in answer to this fifth question, that this would be the logical result 
of the Soviet proposal, and that consequently elimination of the so- 
ealled foreign bases in the first stage is a superfluous requirement even 
under the Soviet plan.

The sixth question of the representative of the United Arab Re
public relates to the idea underlying the United States proposal for

 ̂Ante, pp. 543-544.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19Ji5-1959, vol. II, p. 1472.

1961, pp. 475-482.
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reduction of means of delivery by a specific 30 per cent. In  this 
connexion he wondered whether in view of the West’s requirements 
for inspection of the retained vehicles, or those remaining hidden, 
any thought had been given to the reduction of delivery vehicles by 
an agreed number. The United States believes that as a general 
premise the importance of verifying the arms retained increases as 
cuts in armaments grow deeper.

In  this connexion we note that Mr. Hassan’s question also seems 
to recognize this premise—^namely, that the importance of verifying 
the arms retained increases as cuts in armaments grow deeper—and 
that our views coincide with those expressed by the representative 
of Nigeria, Mr. Atta, at our thirty-first plenary meeting when he 
said:

If we destroy a very smaU percentage of arms, say 5 per cent each year, I 
am prepared to accept the argument that there will be no point in verifying 
what remains. As soon as we begin to destroy a significant percentage, how
ever, what remains becomes very important. In my opinion, a 30 to 40 
per cent cut is such a significant figure.^

The United States has taken this basic factor into account in 
developing ideas for possible methods of verification which would 
expand as disarmament progressed and reductions became more 
significant.

The United States treaty outline contains a suggestion for such 
verification in the form of progressive zonal inspection. However, 
while we recognize that the significance of the levels of armaments 
retained increases as greater cuts are effected, we also believe that 
in areas such as that of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, where the 
number of armaments is relatively small, even at the beginning of 
the process of reduction, and where the destructive capacity is indeed 
very great, the levels of armaments retained in this category are 
important from the very beginning. Therefore the United States 
believes that regardless of whether reductions are effected by agreed 
numbers or percentages in such sensitive areas, the point is reached 
very soon where some assurance is needed that the weapons destroyed 
are not replaced and that no armaments are in fact concealed.

The United States treaty outline provides in the first part of the 
first year of stage I  for a 10 per cent reduction of delivery vehicles 
before any inspection for the remainder begins. This, we believe, 
is in effect very close to what Mr. Hassan has suggested; that is, the 
first reduction would be subject to verification only as far as the arma
ments to be destroyed were concerned and there would be no verifi
cation of remaining armaments until after the reduction had been 
made. Tliis is a very important observation.

 ̂Antê  p. 479.



DEAN STATEMENT, MAY 30 567

However, the United States view is that in this extremely vital area 
of national security a 10 per ceiit cut is a very significant one, and 
therefore the United States believes it could not begin reductions at 
all without a specific commitment that there will be some arrange
ment, perhaps such as the suggested progressive zonal inspection— 
or a better system, if one can be found— t̂o verify the levels retained 
by the time the 10 per cent reduction has been effected.

In  his seventh question Mr. Hassan enquired how the United States 
defined the full measure of control considered necessary for ending 
the production of fissionable materials for use in weapons in the first 
stage. Our answer is this. The cut-off of the production of fission
able materials for weapons purposes would require two types of 
verification: first, the verification of the closing or conversion of 
declared production facilities and the monitoring of declared facili
ties that continue production for peaceful purposes; and second, 
inspection such as the progressive zonal plan to give assurance that 
no clandestine facilities are maintained.

While the United States believes that there should be an appropri
ate correlation between the degree of disarmament and the degree 
of inspection with regard to overall territorial inspection for clandes
tine facilities and agreed levels of armaments to be retained, it also 
believes that this principle in no way affects the requirement for spe
cific inspection arrangements with respect to agreed reductions of 
armaments and restrictions on declared production facilities involved 
in the disarmament programme.

Thus in the case of the cut-off all declared facilities for the produc
tion of fissionable materials for weapons purposes would be subject 
to inspection to ensure that the obligations had been implemented. 
However, the United States was prepared in the past and is still 
prepared today to devise arrangements which would initially minimize 
this requirement, perhaps through such techniques as the plant-by- 
plant shutdown of production facilities proposed by the United States 
in 1960.

As to inspection to ensure that no clandestine facilities are retained, 
the United States would be prepared to rely on such methods of veri
fication as the suggested progressive zonal inspection system or any 
other system which we can agree is better. I  should like again to 
make it clear that we have studied the progressive zonal inspection 
system and believe it has possibilities, but we are in no sense wedded 
to it if it can be improved upon or if a better system can be devised.

The eighth question of the representative of the United Arab liepub- 
lic involves the way in which we envisage the application of control 
to our proposal for a prohibition on the transfer of nuclear weapons 
to non-nuclear Powers, and on assistance to such Powers in manufac-
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turing nuclear weapons. Let me make it clear that the United States 
believes that this question of non-diffusion can best be treated through 
an across-the-board effort at nuclear containment and reduction of 
the nuclear threat. Our treaty outline, in section C of stage I, pro
vides an aggregation of measures which would be helpful in prevent-

Taken in this broader context it seems to us that the various meas
ures of control required would, so to speak, complement each other, 
to provide what might be termed a system of collateral safeguards. 
For example, an inspection system based on proposed International 
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards on the transfer between countries 
of fissionable material for peaceful purposes would provide ways of 
dealing with this problem. So, too, would experience in implementing 
an agreement on a cut-off in the production of fissionable materials for 
weapons purposes, as well as on the transfer of agreed quantities to 
non-weapons purposes.

We believe that this problem can be most effectively solved through 
action aimed not at one isolated issue but at the nuclear complex as a 
Tv̂ hole, and consequently we have not attempted to work out specific 
inspection requirements for dealing with non-transfer apart from 
the other measures with which it is interrelated in our outline. But 
again we would be most happy to receive suggestions on this point.

I  should now like to turn to the ninth question. The representa
tive of the United Arab Eepublic was also interested in receiving addi
tional information regarding the exact nature and purpose of the 
committee of scientific experts to study the reduction and elimination 
of stockpiles of nuclear weapons in the first stage and the obligation 
of States towards that committee. Mr. Hassan thought such studies 
might profitably begin now so that the results would be available well 
before the time of the signature of the treaty.

The United States delegation agrees with Mr. Hassan that a study 
of these matters now would be useful. As I  have said here as recently 
as the day before yesterday, treaty provisions on these critical matters 
must be as detailed and as explicit as possible, and they must be 
worked out before the treaty is signed. Consequently a thorough 
technical assessment of the situation will be required before the treaty 
can be signed. Anything that could be done to expedite this work 
would meet with our approval.

Now exactly what the scientific experts should be asked to do is 
something which must be worked out very carefully. By way of 
illustration, however, let me mention a few of the areas the scientific

 ̂Ante, pp. 358-360.
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experts might explore. They might consider the various ways and 
means for storing nuclear weapons, methods for detection of the 
presence of nuclear weapons, and the extent to which industrial activ
ity might serve as an index to clandestine weapons production.

Let me add that it would be the intention of the United States 
to carry out in complete good faith whatever agreement we reach 
on the basis of the experts’ findings, provided, of course, that other 
parties do the same. Here again the main point is to get as much 
technical background as we can in order to facilitate the practical 
processes that must accompany the implementation of disarmament, 
for disarmament consists not only of theory but of practice. As the 
representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, reminded us on Monday, the 
important consideration is to work out what is practical, by which is 
meant the feasible and the effective.

The tenth question asked by Mr. Hassan was how the veto would 
operate in the council of the international disarmament organization. 
In my statement last Friday I  mentioned some of the reasons why 
we were concerned about the Soviet position.^ I  pointed out that 
we objected to the Soviet proposal permitting an indirect veto through 
a troika— t̂he so-called three-way arrangement—and a direct veto 
through reference to the Security Council. Let me make it clear 
that our objection is not to the basic concept of a veto over transi
tion. What we object to in the Soviet draft is the power that this 
would give to the Soviet bloc to veto, and indeed frustrate, the imple- 
mentartion of other provisions of the treaty, including the verifica
tion and peace-keeping measures.

As members know, the United States is not a member of a bloc, 
and the United States, as practice has proved and as anyone can see 
in the records, does not always vote as do its allies; nor does the 
United States expect its allies always to vote with it. But, according 
to my research, the Soviet bloc almost invariably votes as a imit. 
Under the Soviet plan, the United States, as a single Government, 
would not have the same power of veto, or power to frustrate, on 
these important measures as would the Soviet bloc voting as a whole. 
This is a very important distinction which must be carefully noted.

With respect to the question whether the United States does not 
likewise potentially benefit from the veto right on transition from 
stage to stage in the United States draft plan, our position is clear. 
We do consider that a mutual veto on transition simply recognizes the 
hard facts of security requirements in the present world. So far we 
have been unable to find any way of overlooking these hard facts.

" ENDC/PV.42, pp. g-21.
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Such a condition for transition provides, further, a means of assuring 
fulfilment of solemn treaty commitments and, in our judgment, this is 
as important to the Soviet Union as it is to the United States.

The representative of India, Mr. Lall, apparently sympathized with 
this point of view, although, referring to an informal suggestion 
he had previously made, he said that there may well be ways of deal
ing with the transitional stage “without involving the Security Council 
and the large element of unanimity which the Charter of the United 
Nations prescribes for decisions of substance in the Security Council”.̂  
Mr. Lall’s idea, which seems to my delegation to be most worthy 
of study, is that, provided the United States and the Soviet Union 
can make an agreed recommendation, the control council should take 
a vote on the question whether we should proceed to the subsequent 
stage in our general and complete disarmament programme.

In the same connexion, Mr. Hassan very pertinently wondered 
whether the United States had possibly not changed its views in sug
gesting that at some point the Security Council could be called upon 
in regard to determinations relating to the transition process.

In our plan of 25 September 1961, which was laid before the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations by President Kennedy and forms 
the basis of the draft treaty outline we have submitted here, it was 
stated: “The IDO” (International Disarmament Organization) 
“shall . . . determine the transition from one stage to the next”.̂  
But this language did not preclude an appeal to the Security Council 
from the international disarmament organization’s determination on 
transition. Our treaty outline provides for a review by the inter
national disarmament organization’s council of the situation respect
ing transition. This review would be for the purpose of determining 
whether all undertakings to be carried out in stage I  had in fact 
been carried out, whether all preparations required for stage I I  had 
been made, and whether all militarily significant States had become 
parties to the treaty.® I f  one of the permanent members of the con
trol council of the international disarmament organization decided 
that these conditions had not been met, then transition might be 
delayed for as much as but no longer than three months. At the 
end of this time, if the member remained unsatisfied, it could appeal 
to the Security Council of the United Nations for a final deter
mination. All of this is nothing more than a more detailed elabora
tion in treaty form of our plan of 25 September 1961.

In his eleventh question, Mr. Hassan adverted to an important 
problem when he raised the point regarding the possibility of some

 ̂ENDC/PV.40, p. 46. See also ante, pp. 4^4-495.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 477.

* Ante, p. 365.



DEAN STATEMENT, MAY 30 571

change in weapons inventory during stage I  of the United States out
line, and he asked whether this change would have to be made known 
in the light of the obvious factors of mutual confidence involved. I  
dealt with this problem in my statement here on 25 April. At that 
time, after noting that the production which will be permitted during 
stage I  should be quite small, I  said it would be:

. . . unrealistic to expect that this production wiU be spread proi>ortionately 
over aU types of armaments in each category. For this reason it is to be 
expected that the continued production in stage I, even though it may be 
smaU, wiU change to some degree the proportion of the various types within 
each category/

However, we believe that the important point to bear in mind is 
that there must be a net reduction. In other words, under the United 
States treaty outline any production which is permitted in a category 
must be compensated by the destruction of sufl3.cient additional arma
ments in that category to ensure that the 30 per cent reduction in that 
category is maintained. Moreover, the criterion of destructive capa
bility has been proposed as a safeguard against substitution of more 
destructive weapons for these destroyed. So while we proposed the 
criterion of destructive capability only with respect to two categories, 
that is, armed combat aircraft having an empty weight of 15,000 kilo
grammes or greater and missiles having a range of 300 kilometres 
or greater, we remain ready, as we have said, to consider the criterion 
of destructive capability for application to other categories.

Finally, the United States outline provides for verification by the 
international disarmament organization of the production limitations 
we have proposed. This means that changes in each party’s mix of 
weapons would be known to all concerned.

The representative of Burma, Mr. Barrington, in his interesting 
statement on 21 May raised another question on which I  should like 
to comment. As I  understood him, in seeking for some means to break 
what he termed “the deadlock on control” he suggested that both the 
Soviet and United States forms of control might be used in the dis
armament treaty. Mr. Barrington’s thought was that if the United 
States were to accept the Soviet form of control for stage I, then in 
stage I I  the Soviet Union should accept a form of verification that 
would give reasonable assurance that agreed levels of remaining arma
ments were not being exceeded, Mr. Barrington’s premise being that 
during the early stages of disarmament, before a significant cut in 
armaments had been attained, the same kind of assurances with regard 
to remaining armaments might not be necessary. This is a very perti
nent observation. This would naturally mean that the proposals-

" ENDC/PV.27, p. 9.
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within each stage would have to conform to the controls envisaged^ 
for, as Mr. Barrington observed, the link between disarmament and 
control is unbreakable.

As I  have already pointed out in my reply to one of Mr. Hassan’ŝ  
questions, the United States believes that small reductions in arma
ments would involve lesser risks. Therefore, verification of the levels 
of armaments to be retained might not be essential, at least initially, 
in such cases. However, we also believe that the first stage of any 
disarmament programme should involve significant reductions, and 
the United States draft treaty outline does in fact provide for such 
significant reductions.

On the other hand, following Mr. Barrington’s concept, if we were 
to accept the Soviet concept of verification for the entire first stage .̂ 
it would seem to us that that might mean that the reductions in that 
stage would have to be very limited and this, of course, would not 
be conducive to the rapid progress in general and complete disarma
ment which we all desire. In a sense, we have already accepted Mr., 
Barrington’s suggestion in our proposal for the first step 10 per cent 
reduction of arms in the first year. But, as I  have indicated, it is 
our present estimate, at least, that the risks tend to become so much 
greater after the first 10 per cent step has been taken that it would 
not be wise to continue reducing without verification of retained levels. 
This is, however, a very interesting suggestion, and we will of course 
give continued study and consideration to this problem. We thank: 
Mr. Barrington for his suggestion.

At our thirty-ninth meeting the representative of Brazil sug
gested—I  use the word “suggested” because he explicitly refrained 
from making a proposal—that we begin here to study the technical 
aspects of verification with a view to seeing whether the progressive 
zonal inspection system, or some other system, might form the basis - 
for negotiation.^ We welcome this suggestion and we think it use
ful. I  have indicated our willingness to begin technical studies of 
various aspects of the verification problem before stage I. The 
United States is prepared to participate in an expert study of the 
verification problem at an agreed date when the necessary prepara
tions for such a study can be completed. We agree that the pro
visions concerning verification should be as explicit as possible, and 
for that reason we believe that a technical assessment of the situation 
will be urgently required before a treaty is signed.

Let me also refer to the most interesting intervention of the repre
sentative of India at our fortieth meeting.^ He agreed with our con—

 ̂ENDC/PV.39, p. 20.
" ENDC/PY.40, pp. 46 ff.
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cept that as arms reductions increase there should be a progressive 
increase of the coverage of inspection in each country. He then 
referred to a method other than progressive zonal inspection which 
might make this possible. My delegation would be very interested 
to hear more details about this proposal. As I  have said several times, 
we have spent a great deal of time and study on progressive zonal 
inspection, but we put it forward as an example, and we are sure 
that there must be other ways of accomplishing the end we all seek, 
which is to provide assurance to each State that other States are carry
ing out their obligations, and yet to avoid any threat to the real secu
rity of States resulting from the verification arrangements.

Mr. Lall also referred to the provision of the Soviet draft treaty 
which appears to provide a right of inspection to all atomic energy 
plants. On 28 May I  dealt with these provisions, and with the in
terpretation of them made by our Soviet colleague. I t  would be a 
very hopeful sign indeed if they had the meaning Mr. Lall gave them 
but I  believe we must await the detailed answers of the Soviet repre
sentative to our questions, before we know whether this is true.

In conclusion, may I  say that my delegation greatly appreciates 
the questions raised by the various representatives in connexion with 
the problems before us. In giving our answers—which I  am afraid 
have been somewhat lengthy and detailed—we have attempted to be 
as forthright and concise as possible. We hope that these answers 
will be helpful. I f  the representatives who asked the questions wish 
further clarification, or if they feel that we have not completely 
answered their questions, we will be only too glad to give any addi
tional information at our disposal. We believe that serious discus
sions of this type can only further our work here on general and 
complete disarmament, which is the primary purpose of this Con
ference ; and we believe that such discussions are in keeping with the 
spirit of earnest negotiation which I  am sure all of us wish to see pre
vail at our Conference, in order that we may expedite our work on a 
draft treaty on general and complete disarmament.
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United States-Soviet Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Working Draft of 
Part I of the Treaty on General and Complete Disarma* 
ment (in a Peaceful World), May 31, 1962 ‘

[ E d it o r ia l  N o te . Single parentheses indicate American preference, and double 
parentheses indicate Soviet preference.]

PART I -  (Outline of) ({General)) Treaty obligations

The Parties to the Treaty undertake to carry out the provisions set 
forth in the Treaty and in its Annexes (with the following general 
purposes) :

A r t ic l e  1 -  E u m t n t a t io n  o r  A r m e d  F o rces a n d  A r m a m e n t s

((The States parties to the present Treaty solemnly undertake:))

1. To ensure that (a) disarmament is general and complete and war 
is no longer an instrument for settling international problems, and
(b) States have at their disposal upon and after completion of the 
general and complete disarmament programme 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) ((strictly limited contingents of police-militia 
equipped with light firearms and intended for the maintenance of 
internal order, the protection of the personal security of citizens and 
for the discharge of their obligations with regard to the maintenance 
of international peace and security, under the United Nations Charter 
and under the provisions of A rticle of the present Treaty.))

2. (Taking into account paragraph 1 above and the requirements 
of the United Nations Peace Force provided for below, to provide, with 
respect to the military establishment of every nation, for;)

( (To carry out, over a period of — years, general and complete 
disarmament entailing:))

(a) Disbanding of all armed forces, dismantling of military es
tablishments, (includingbases wherever they might be located,) cessa
tion of the production of armaments as well as their liquidation or 
conversion to peaceful uses ((except for the production of strictly 
limited amounts of agreed types of light firearms for the equipment 
of the police-militia contingents to be retained by States after the 
accomplishment of general and complete disarmament));

' E N D C /40/R ev. 1, May 31, 1902.
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(b) ( (Proliibition of nuclear weapons and other types of weapons 
of mass destruction;)) elimination of all stockpiles of nuclear, chemi
cal, biological and other weapons of mass destruction; cessation of the 
production (and prohibition of the manufacture) of such weapons;

(c) Elimination of all means of delivery of weapons of mass 
destruction and cessation of the production of such means of delivery;

(((d ) The dismantling of all kinds of foreign military bases, 
and the withdrawal and disbanding of all foreign troops stationed 
in the territory of any State;))

(e) Abolition of organizations and institutions designed to orga
nize the military efforts of states, including war ministries, general 
staffs and their local agencies, and all other military and para-military 
organizations and institutions;

(f) Cessation of any kind of military conscription, military 
training and military training obligations; and the closing of all 
military training institutions;

(g) Discontinuance of all military expenditures ( (whether from 
State budgets or from organizations or private individuals)) ;

(h) Prohibition of the reconstitution of the foregoing arma
ments, forces, activities and facilities after their elimination, dis
banding, cessation, dismantling, or conversion to peaceful use.

3. To ensure that disarmament is balanced in such a way that at 
no stage of the implementation of the Treaty could any State or group 
of States gain military advantage, and that security is provided 
equally for all.

4. To carry out general and complete disarmament in three con
secutive stages each having a specijfied time limit.

5. To provide that transition from one stage of disarmament to 
the next takes place (upon decision) ((after adoption by the In 
ternational Disarmament Organization of a decision confirming)) 
that all ((disarmament)) measures in the preceding stage have been 
implemented and verified and that any additional ((verification)) 
arrangements required for measures in the next stage have been pre
pared and can, when appropriate, be put into operation.

A rtiole 2 -  Control

1. To ensure that (a) implementation of all disarmament measures 
is effectively verified from beginning to end; (b) each disarmament 
measure is accompanied by such control arrangements as are neces
sary for its verification during and after the implementation of gen
eral and complete disarmament; and (c) control arrangements are 
instituted progressively throughout the disarmament process (to pro
vide assurance that agreed l&vels of armaments and armed forces are 
not exceeded.)
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2. To these ends, to establish, within the framework of the United 
Nations, an International Disarmament Organization, including all 
States Parties to the present Treaty, with structure, functions and
subsidiary bodies as set forth in P a r ts -------------- of the present
Treaty; to provide for its effective operation upon the entry into 
force of the treaty, during the implementation of the program of 
general and complete disarmament, and after the completion of that 
program; (and to ensure that the Organization and its inspectors 
have unrestricted access without veto to all places as necessary for 
the purpose of effective verification.)

((3. In all States parties to the Treaty the International Disarma
ment Organization shall have its own staff, recruited internationally 
and in such a way as to ensure the adequate representation on it of 
all three existing groups of States.

This staff shall exercise control, on a temporary or permanent basis, 
depending on the nature of the measure being carried out, over the 
compliance by States with their obligations to reduce or eliminate 
armaments and their production and to reduce or disband their armed 
forces.))

4. To provide for (a) co-operation with the Organization by the 
Parties to the Treaty; (b) implementation within their territories of
all its control measures set forth in P a rts________ of the present
Treaty; and (c) submission by them to it of such information about 
their armed forces, armaments, military production and military ex
penditures as is necessary to carry out the measures (in effect at the 
time) ( (of the corresponding stage)).

5. To provide that, upon completion of the program of general and 
complete disarmament, the International Disarmament Organization 
shall be continued in being to maintain supervision over the imple
mentation by the Parties of the obligations they have assumed and 
to prevent the re-establishment of the military capability of the Par
ties in any form whatsoever.

A rticle 3 -  M aintenance of I nternational 
P eace and  SECuRmr

1. To ensure that general and complete disarmament is accompa
nied by the establishment of reliable procedures for the peaceful 
•settlement of disputes and by effective arrangements for the mainte
nance of peace in accordance with the principles of the Charter of 
the United Nations.

2. To this end, to provide that Parties to the Treaty shall:

(a) renounce war as an instrument of national policy in their 
relations with other states;
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(b) refrain, in their international relations, from the threat or 
use of force of any type, and take effective measures for the adjust
ment or settlement of international disputes by peaceful means 
((in accordance with appropriate procedures provided for in the 
Charter of the United Nations)).

(c) base relations with each other on the principles of (peaceful 
and neighbourly relations) ( (peaceful and friendly co-existence and 
co-operation));

(d) strengthen the United Nations as the principal institution, 
for the maintenance of peace and for the settlement of international 
disputes by peaceful means.

3. To ensure that during and after implementation of general and 
complete disarmament, states would support and provide ( (in accord
ance with the United Nations Charter)) agreed manpower for a 
United Nations Peace Force to be equipped with agreed types of 
((non-nuclear)) armaments (necessary to ensure, under agreed ar
rangements, that the United Nations can, in accordance with the pur-  ̂
poses and principles of the United Nations Charter, effectively deter 
or suppress any threat or use of arms).

4. (To provide that those non-nuclear armaments, forces, facilities 
and establishments remaining at the disposal of Parties upon com
pletion of general and complete disarmament shall not be used for 
purposes prohibited by this Treaty.)

( (The States parties to the Treaty undertake to refrain from using*- 
the contingents of police-militia, remaining at their disposal upon 
completion of general and complete disarmament, in any manner other 
than for the safeguarding of the internal security of States or for ther 
discharge of their obligations to maintain international peace and. 
security, under the United Nations Charter.))

First Interim Progress Report by the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee to the Disarmament Com
mission, May 31, 1962 ^

The Co-Chairmen of the Conference of the 18-Nation Committee on- 
Disarmament at the request of that Conference, transmit herewith to* 
the United Nations Disarmament Commission, pursuant to General 
Assembly Resolution 1722 (XVI) the following interim progress re

‘ ENDC/42, May 31,1962.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
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port on the conference deliberations for the period March 14, 1962 to 
June 1, 1962.

I. Organization of the Conference 

A. Participants of the Conference
Pursuant to agreement between the USSR and the United States, 

as endorsed by General Assembly resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 Decem
ber 1961, which approved the composition of the 18-Nation Disarma
ment Committee, representatives of the following nations took part in 
the Conference: Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, 
Ethiopia, India, Italy, Mexico, Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Sweden, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Arab Republic, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the 
United States of America.

Agreements on Procedural Arrangements
1. The Conference in its first meeting on March 14, 1962, adopted 

certain procedural arrangements.^ Those arrangements included, 
inter alia  ̂ provision for the chairmanship of the meeting to rotate 
daily, in English alphabetical order, among all members of the Com
mittee, and for permanent co-chairmanship of the Committee com
prised of the representatives of the USSR and the USA, whose func
tion is to consult with each other, with the Chairman of the incoming 
meeting, as well as with other delegations as desirable, with the aim of 
facilitating both the formal and informal work of the Conference.

2. Pursuant to the desire of the Conference expressed in its third 
meeting on March 16 agreement was reached by the Co-Chairmen on a 
Procedure of Work which was endorsed on March 23, 1962 by the 
<!!onference.  ̂ The Procedure of Work provided, inter alia  ̂that:

(1) In its plenary sessions, the Committee should pursue, without 
delay, its primary objective of reaching agreement on general and 
•complete disarmament;

(2) Concurrently with the elaboration of agreement on general 
and complete disarmament in the plenary committee, and not to the 
detriment of this elaboration, a committee of the whole has been set up 
for the consideration of various proposals on the implementation of 
measures aimed at: the lessening of international tension; the con
solidation of confidence among States; and facilitating general and 
complete disarmament.

(3) Informal meetings of the Committee should continue to con
sider, as appropriate, in an informal manner, under existing arrange-

 ̂Ante, pp. 92-93.
 ̂Ante, pp. 176-177.
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ments matters before the committee and matters concerning the fur
ther organization of its work.

3. In the sixth meeting of the plenary on March 21, 1962, it was 
decided that a Subcommittee comprised of the representatives of the 
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States should be 
established to consider the question of a treaty on the discontinuance 
of nuclear weapons tests and to report to the Conference.

II. P lenary D eliberations

1. The Conference opened on March 14, 1962 and began its sub
stantive deliberations on the following day. There have been 46 
Plenary sessions held since the Conference opened. The Foreign 
Ministers of the following States took part during the opening period 
of the conference: Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, 
Ethiopia, Italy, Mexico, Nigeria, Poland, Eomania, Sweden, the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Arab Republic, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United 
States of America, and the Defence Minister of India.

2. In its Plenary meetings the Committee has been considering in 
accordance with the established procedure, the Draft Treaty on Gen
eral and Complete Disarmament submitted by the Soviet Union on 
March 15, 1962,̂  the United States Programme for General and 
Complete Disarmament of September 25, 1961,  ̂ the US Outline of 
Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General â iid Complete Disarmament 
in a Peaceful World of 18 April, 1962,̂  and other proposals which 
have been made, in the light of the Joint Statement of Agreed Prin
ciples of September 20, 1961  ̂and General Assembly Resolution 1722 
(XVI) of December 20,1961. The Committee will continue its work 
on the preparation of a Draft Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament.

3. The Committee has discussed in its Plenary meetings the Pre
amble to the Treaty, Part I, and Stages I  and II , including treaty 
provisions on disarmament, on control and on maintenance of inter
national peace and security.

On April 16, at the request of the Committee the Co-Chairmen 
submitted to the Committee a working draft Preamble to the Treaty 
on general and complete dis,armament.® This working draft and the 
alternative language it contained were accepted by the Committee 
od referendum to Governments.

 ̂Antey pp. lOS-127.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 475-482.
® Ante, pp. 351-382.
* Documents (m Disa/i'mament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
* Ante, pp. 340-342.
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On the instruction of the Committee the Ck>-Chairmen have pre
sented a preliminary working draft of Part I  of the Treaty.^ Work 
on this draft is continuing.

4. In  the course of its Plenary discussions the Committee has held 
a series of sessions on the problem of discontinuance of nuclear weap
ons tests in connexion with the work of the Subcommittee on a Treaty 
for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons tests.

5. Discussion of the item Cessation of War Propaganda took place 
in the plenary sessions.

III. Committee of the W hole

1. The first meeting of the Committee of the Whole was held on 
March 28,1962. The Committee has met 8 times.

2. The Committee of the Whole discussed at its meetings the item 
Cessation of War Propaganda. The Committee of the Whole con
tinues its work.

IV. In fo r m a l M eetin g s

1. The first informal meeting of the Committee was held on 
March 19,1962. The Committee has held 7 informal meetings. Such 
meetings have been convened when the Committee believed that a 
free discussion on a less formal basis would best serve to advance the 
work of the Conference.

2. In  its informal meetings the Committee discussions have dealt 
with the general problem of disarmament and the discontinuance of 
nuclear weapons tests.

V . SuBCOMMrrrEE on a T reaty for the D iscontinuance of N uclear

W eapons T ests

1. The Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapons Tests has held 18 meetings. I t  began its deliberations with 
consideration of the proposal of the United States and the United 
Kingdom for a Draft Treaty on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weap
ons Tests 2 and of the proposal made by the Soviet Union on Novem
ber 28, 1961."

2. Subsequently, on April 16, the delegations of Brazil, Burma, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the UAR in the 21st 
Plenary meeting submitted a Joint Memorandum containing sugges
tions and ideas which they commended to the three nuclear powers 
for consideration in the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear

" Ante, pp. 574-577.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126,161-162, 325, 327.

p. 664.
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weapons tests.^ In its statement on April 19,1962 the Soviet Govern
ment expressed its willingness to consider the proposals set out in 
the Memorandimi as a basis for further negotiations.^ The United 
Kingdom and the United States accepted the Joint Memorandum as 
one of the bases for negotiations.

3. Work on this problem is continuing in the Subcommittee.

VI. C o n fe r e n c e  D o c u m e n t s

Transmitted herewith as Annex I I  to this report is a list of all 
documents and verbatim records of the plenary meetings of the 
18-Nation Disarmament Committee, of the Committee of the Whole 
and the Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapons Tests.^ Copies of these documents have been or are in 
course of being circulated to all Members of the United Nations.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk 
[Extract), May 31, 1962 ^

Today the Geneva Conference is filing its report to the United 
Nations on the progress of the Conference thus far.® That was an 
interim report due by June 1. I  understand that the report is some 
100,000 words in length and consists primarily of a factual accoimt 
of the proceedings at the Geneva Conference.

We regret that this report does not represent more substantial prog
ress in this field. There has been an agreement on a preamble, but 
we have been disappointed at the negative reaction of the Soviet Union 
on a number of other substantial points.

For example, on nuclear testing and on the proposals that we have 
made for Stage 1 of a disarmament treaty, on the war propaganda 
point on which they reversed their position this past week, and on 
the indications that they are going to be unwilling to accept a United 
Nations force to assist in maintaining peace as we move into a 
disarmament period.

Now, we are concerned about the possibilities of progress in this 
field, because we believe seriously and deeply that the security of all

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
 ̂Ante, pp. 396-399.

® Not printed.
* Department of State press release 347, June 1, 1962.
* Supra.
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of US, the Soviet Union as well as ourselves, does not lie in an unlim
ited permanent arms race of increasing cost and increasing instability,, 
but in arrangements which would bring this race to a halt and, if 
possible, to turn it downward.

We have felt that the contribution which had been asked of the 
Soviet Union on a nuclear test ban was the minimum contribution that 
could reasonably be expected to bring tests to an end on a permanent- 
basis.

We should like to see some actual physical steps in disarmament 
occur, again to turn this race downward.

One has the impression that the Soviet Union at the moment in this 
field is playing the role of the elusive Pimpernel.

Much has been said about it over the years, in the United Nations 
and elsewhere; sweeping resolutions have been proposed; many reso
lutions have been adopted unanimously over the last two decades in 
the U.N. and in other discussions. But we have not yet been able to - 
embark upon actual steps of disarmament. We think this is a great 
pity. We think it is unnecessary.

We have in mind disarmament within the framework of a world 
system outlined in the United Nations Charter. We do not have in 
mind a Leninist-type of disarmament, which simply exposes nations 
and peoples to techniques of Communist penetration, subversion, 
including violent means, which are a long-standing part of Leninist 
technique and doctrine.

But United Nations disarmament is and ought to be possible, if we 
can move ahead on the basis of the principles which were agreed to 
in New York last autumn,^ and if we take into account the fact that 
sweeping disarmament involves a major transformation of the world 
political scene, requiring assurance that nations are determined to 
settle their disputes by peaceful means, live at peace with each other, 
comply with their obligations under such things as the-U-N. Charter, , 
and begin to bring this race under control.

We hope very much that all of the governments involved in the 
Geneva Conference will stay at its work; there will be a recess for a 
period, but come back and work hard at it and not give up because 
it is difficult, and not be impatient because agreement is not easy to 
reach, but stay with it. We have been encouraged by the serious and 
responsible role which the eight new members are playing in the 
Geneva Conference, but it is going to take persistence^ patience, and 
also reality, if we are to move forward in this field.

We think it is in the security interests of the United States to try 
to find ways to bring this arms race to a stop. We also )ara*dfetermined ’

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament̂  1961, pp. 439-^2..
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that we will put forward proposals, will accept proposals, only to 
the extent that they are realistic and that we, ourselves, can live with 
them in keeping with our responsibilities to our own security and to 
the security of the Free World.

We believe that our proposals which have already been filed will 
make it possible to proceed with disarmament consistent with those 
requirements,^ and we hope very much that the negotiations will 
produce more results when we reconvene after a break of a few weeks.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Joint 
Working Draft of Part I of Treaty {Extract}, June 
1, 1 9 6 2 ^

I  think I  should warn my colleagues that my statement this morn
ing will be even more boring than usual because I  shall be making 
some observations about the working draft of part I  proposed by 
the United States and the Soviet Union. As members know, the 
words in single parenthesis represent United States preferences and 
the words in double parenthesis represent Soviet Union preferences.

This document is the product of many frank discussions and ex
changes of views between the two co-Chairmen throughout the month 
of May. I  feel that these exchanges of views have been immensely 
helpful. There has been constructive give-and-take on both sides,, 
and the result, I  believe, is a document which substantially advances 
our work. We have found it possible to agree between ourselves on a 
number of points where we were previously in disagreement, and at 
the same time we were able to identify certain areas of disagree
ment of a significant nature. These areas of disagreement will be 
clear from a reading of document ENDO/dO/Rev. 1.̂

At the outset I  should like to explain two major concerns of the 
United States delegation which relate to a nimiber of bracketed words,

 ̂For the U.S. proposals, see antCj pp. 351-382.
" END0/PV.47, pp. 16-28.
® Ante, pp. 574-577.
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and phrases throughout the entire text that is before you. The first 
point is that my delegation believes it is important to preserve clearly 
the concept that part I  sets forth basic purposes of the treaty. The 
second point flows from the first: since part I  contains over-all pur
poses of the treaty, it follows that we should generally not attempt 
in part I  to spell out in precise detail provisions which must really 
he reflected in specific language in subsequent parts of the treaty. 
These considerations account for a number of the bracketed phrases.

As I  am sure you will recall, originally our part I  was entitled 
“Objectives and Principles”. This stemmed from the fact that in our 
outline there was a section A entitled “Objectives” and a section B 
entitled “Principles”. We believed that this was a useful way to 
start a treaty, and there were important precedents in support of this 
concept. I  refer particularly to the Charter of the United Nations. 
Chapter I  of the Charter is entitled “Purposes and Principles”. Ac
tually the Charter of the United Nations seemed to us to be the gen
eral multilateral treaty most similar to the treaty on general and 
complete disarmament we are trying to negotiate and draft here. Not 
only does the Charter of the United Nations establish an international 
organization, which of course is its principal purpose, but in addition 
it contains fundamental obligations of a general nature. In other 
words, the United Nations Charter seemed to us, and still seems to us, 
to be a completely appropriate, and indeed very helpful, precedent.

We were informed, however, by our Soviet colleagues that the Soviet 
delegation considered it of great and indeed fundamental importance 
that the word “obligations” be included either in the title of part I  
or in the title of each of the articles comprising part I. We thought 
that, since part I  would come after the preamble and after a clause 
saying, “The parties agree as follows”, or some such wording, it would 
be absolutely clear that all provisions thereafter in part I  would be 
obligations. Nevertheless, in an effort to meet the views of our Soviet 
colleagues, we suggested the overall title to part I  of “Outline of 
Treaty Obligations”. We thought, and indeed still think, that “Out
line of Treaty Obligations” is a completely accurate description of 
what is to be contained in part I. As I  tliink we are aU aware, and 
as many of us have explicitly recognized, the provisions of part I  of 
our treaty are not intended to spell out in detail the obligations of 
parties regarding disarmament. Indeed there will have to be lengthy 
negotiations to elaborate into obligations the general purposes stated 
in part I. In  some cases sentences or phrases contained in part I  
will have to be elaborated into a half-dozen or even a dozen articles or 
perhaps even into an entire section of the treaty. In  other words, we 
think it is indisputable that the provisions of part I, as well as being
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general purposes, really constitute a broad outline which the rest of 
the actual text of the treaty will complete.

Originally, it was unmistakably clear in our proposal that part I  
would consist of “Objectives and Principles”. Not only were the 
parts of article I  so labelled, but there was no break-down, in our 
original proposal, of articles dealing separately with the elimination 
of armed forces and armaments, control, and maintenance of inter
national peace and security. Our Soviet colleague told us, however, 
that the Soviet delegation considered it quite important that we sep
arate part I  into three distinct sections covering these three topics. 
We were willing to meet our Soviet colleagues in this way, because 
in fact it is possible to group the clauses in this manner. However, 
having accepted this Soviet proposal, we think it all the more im
portant that the true character of these provisions as general pur
poses be clearly and explicitly recognized.

Let me make this clear. Our preference that the title of part I  
reflect the outline nature of what is contained in part I  and that the 
introductory sentence contain the phrase “with the following general 
purposes”, does not result merely from a desire to pursue doggedly 
the dictates of pure logic. Eather, we do not think it would be wise, 
or indeed make good sense, to obscure the true nature of part I. We 
are concerned that, if we deleted the words “Outline of” from the 
title of part I, or the words “with the following general purposes” 
in the introductory sentence, we should be creating a general illusion 
of progress and agreement, which would not really be warranted and 
which indeed might cause much trouble in drafting later on.

Although I  think, as I  have said before, that our work on Part I  
has been of very considerable use, and that we have made considerable 
progress, I  am afraid that this document might be widely misunder
stood as putting up a rather false facade if it gave the impression that 
all the general treaty obligations which are not enclosed by brackets 
in this draft had been settled, and that all that remained was to fill in 
a few drafting details in the rest of the treaty. Even where we have 
no brackets we still have an immense amount of exploration, negotia
tion and drafting to do in the future, and this fact must be explicitly 
recognized, we believe, on the face of the document.

I  might say at this point that we have been considerably influenced 
in our thinking concerning this entire problem by the most helpful 
analysis and suggestion made by the representative of Brazil, Mr. de 
Melo Franco, at the thirty-third plenary meeting of this Committee. 
Mr. de Melo Franco called our attention to legal analogies in the 
field of domestic law. I  might say in passing that, since there has 
been so much criticism of lawyers in diplomacy, I  should not have

688-714— 6&—vol. I------89
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dared to follow Mr. de Melo Franco’s example. I  would like, how
ever, to quote from his explanation:

We often find in instruments of municipal public law, particularly in the 
constitutions of States, many principles which are not self-executory—that is, 
which can only be implemented by special complementary laws. I think 
that is exactly the case of the draft treaties we are examining. There is a 
general part which, although mandatory, cannot be implemented by itself; 
it depends on the provisions that are to be negotiated later/

I  should like to point out that our distinguished colleague referred 
to these introductory clauses as “principles”— repeat ‘"principles”— 
which are not self-executory, and immediately after that he again 
referred to these clauses as “principles . . . which can only be im
plemented by special complementary laws.” I  should like to say 
again that in our work our delegation found Mr. de Melo Franco’s 
analysis extremely helpful and enlightening. We believe that the 
concept which he expressed is the same as that expressed by the pro
visions our delegation would like to see included in the title of part 
I  and in the introductory clause.

I  said earlier that if the nature of the provisions of part I  were 
imderstood to be purposes or to constitute an outline of obligations, it 
would necessarily follow that it was not appropriate to try to spell 
out in detail provisions which are to be the subject of extensive draft
ing and negotiations later on. I  should now like to go through our 
working draft and point out the places where this is the case and 
where words in brackets, either single or double, have consequently 
been required.

In article 1, paragraph 1(b) we have proposed in the single 
brackets a general clause which limits the armaments, forces and fa
cilities to be left at the end of general and complete disarmament to 
those “agreed to be necessary” to maintain internal order; and in 
article 3, paragraph 3 our version says that the United Nations peace 
force would be equipped with “agreed types of armaments”. I  men
tioned this yesterday in my remarks as something that still had to 
be worked out, and members will also recall what Mr. Zorin had, to 
say on this subject. The Soviet version, on the other hand, not only 
in the articles and paragraphs I  have mentioned but also in article 1, 
paragraph 2(a), seeks to make decisions now as to the type of arma
ments which might be available or be produced both for maintaining 
internal order and for supporting the United Nations peace force.

We believe that it is not possible—or perhaps more precisely, not 
really desirable— t̂o try to decide now whether, for instance, the 
forces to maintain internal order should be equipped only with “light

 ̂ENDC/PV.33, p. 17.
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firearms^’, as suggested in the Soviet draft. I  believe Mrs. Myi’dal 
raised this point. We believe that at this stage of our knowledge and 
of our negotiations we cannot be sure whether this is the correct and 
the only solution. We think we should hear from many countries 
whether light firearms— ĵust to pursue this example—will really be 
adequate for the task. I t  could be that in some countries it would be 
completely justifiable to maintain a limited number of armoured 
cars. Would this be a ‘̂ light firearm” ? I t  seems to us that these 
are questions which ought to be reserved for detailed study, comment 
and agreement at a later time. We think that our concept of agreed 
types of armaments or forces is the proper one for inclusion now in 
a part of the treaty which contains an outline of obligations and 
general purposes. I  am sure that all of you are familiar with the 
problems of maintaining order, internal police problems, and will 
be able to make comments on what is needed in your countries.

The difference I  have just been describing with respect to the 
method of arming forces for internal order or of supporting the 
United Nations peace force manifests itself in a great many of the 
bracketed clauses throughout part I. This is evident from a read
ing of part I, so I  will not take the time of the Committee to explain 
in detail each of the bracketed provisions that relate to this point.

Another place where we think there is unnecessary and undesirable 
detail in the Soviet version is in article 1, paragraph 2(g), on page 2. 
Originally in our draft we called just for the discontinuance of 
military expenditures. The Soviet delegation wanted to include ex
plicitly “whether from State budgets or from organizations or private 
individuals.” We added the word “all” before the words “militkry 
expenditures” so that, in fact, all types of military expenditures would 
be covered. We thought and hoped that this would meet the con
cern of our Soviet colleagues, and we still hope so. On the other hand, 
the more detailed language which the Soviet delegation proposes to 
add is unclear to us. In  our country, and I  think in most other 
countries, private individuals do not engage in military expenditures. 
I  do not know, for example, whether the use of these words would 
prohibit individuals from expending money for any type of sporting 
arms, as I  understand it, in some countries it is still necessary to 
hunt game with firearms. I  do not know whether the purchase of a 
weapon for such a purpose would be regarded as a military expendi
ture by a private individual. In any event, if we insert the word 
“all”, as we are prepared to do, then later on, when we come to nego
tiation of the actual text of the treaty and of the explicit article or 
articles that will cover this point, we can decide the detail in which 
we wish to spell out the obligation.
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In  the remaining portion of my remarks I  should like to discuss, 
one by one, the principal issues which are indicated by the various 
brackets in our working draft.

In  the opening phrase of article 1, paragraph 2, “To carry out, over
a period of ^years’’, there is a dilference between the United States
and the Soviet Union on whether it should be specified that general 
and complete disarmament would be carried out in a certain number 
of years. Even though our Soviet colleagues have agreed that we 
need not fill in the blank at this moment, eventually, of course, we 
would have to do so. We continue to believe, for the reasons which 
I  have explained on a number of past occasions, that it would not be 
desirable to include a phrase such as the one in double brackets 
indicating the Soviet preference at the beginning of paragraph 2. 
We think tliis would be premature and not particularly helpful to 
our mam task of working out and agreeing upon the precise measures 
of disarmament, control and strengthening of machinery for keeping 
the peace, which after all constitutes the core of our work.

But in connexion with time limitations it is important not to over
look article 1, paragraph 4. This paragraph states that general and 
complete disarmament should be carried out “in three consecutive 
stages each having a specified time limit”. We shall try as early as 
possible, that is just as early as we think it is practicable, to specify 
a time for the third stage of disarmament. When we have agreed 
on a period for the third stage^ we shall have a very clear idea of how 
long general and complete disarmament ought to take.

The next issue of some substance is reflected in the first single brack
ets of article 1, paragraph 2 (a ). The United States delegation would 
have that clause refer to “dismantling of military establishments, in
cluding bases wherever they might be located”. But this clause is 
imacceptable to the Soviet delegation, which has maintained its 
position on article 1, paragraph 2(d). That clause refers to the dis
mantling of “all kinds of foreign military bases” and the withdrawal 
and disbanding of all “foreign troops” stationed in the territory of 
any State.

Initially in our treaty outline we proposed the dismantling of mili
tary esta;blishments “including bases”. Then we found that the actual 
geographical location of bases was of immense importance to our 
Soviet colleagues and that they felt that dismantling of foreign bases 
in particular must be included. Therefore, in order to meet the view 
of the Soviet delegation on this point, we added to our draft after the 
word “bases” the phrase “wherever they might be located”, so that 
there would be no doubt that foreign bases, as well as domestic bases, 
would be covered. We do not see how this could possibly be objec
tionable. Surely it is an objective or purpose of general and complete
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disarmament to eliminate all militar}?̂  bases, foreign or domestic, 
wherever they might be located.

The logic of the position I  have just stated was apparently quite 
convincing to the Government of the Soviet Union as late as I960, 
On 23 September I960 the Soviet Government submitted to the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations proposals for a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament. The first substantive section of the 1960 
Soviet proposals states:

General and complete disarmament entails . . . the liquidation of all kinds
of military bases.^

I  turn next to the issue presented in article 1, paragraph 2(b). 
According to the suggestion of our delegation, all stockpiles of 
weapons of mass destruction would be eliminated, their production 
would be ended, and finally manufacture of those weapons would be 
prohibited. I t is our view that this would accomplish as complete 
and effective a prohibition of weapons of mass destruction as it is 
possible to devise. After such weapons have been eliminated and their 
production has ceased, there would also be a prohibition against any
one trying to produce new ones.

Tlie basic difference indicated in article 1, paragraph 5 relates to 
the manner in which a decision will be taken on transition—a point 
on which the representative of India spoke this morning. Our dele
gation prefers to say simply that transition takes place “upon 
decision”. This is based on the terminology used in paragraph 4 ô f 
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.^ We do not think it ad
visable at this time to say that the decision will necessarily have to be 
made by the international disarmament organization; we think that 
this can be the subject of later discussion and negotiation.

In the same paragraph 6 of article 1, there are two additional words 
in double brackets, indicating Soviet preference. First, there is the 
word “disarmament” in double brackets before the word “measures”. 
We believe it desirable to be able to consider whether all measures or 
obligations have been implemented in order to deternune whether the 
treaty is being followed and whether, therefore, a decision should be 
made to go on to the next stage. The same reasoning relates to our re
luctance to include the word “verification”, which is now in double 
brackets, before the word “arrangements”.

The first substantial issue presented in article 2 appears in para
graph 1 (c). In that paragraph, as will be noted, our delegation would 
like to say that control arrangements are to be instituted progressively 
throughout the disarmament process “to provide assurance that agreed

D̂ocuments on Disarmament, IMO. p. 242.
nua., 1961, V- 441.
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levels of armaments and armed forces are not exceeded”. The Soviet 
delegation opposes this. However, we think it is a 'basic point. In 
both plans, as the Committee knows, armed forces are to be reduced 
to specified levels. We think it essential that this Conference find a 
mutually agreeable way to provide assurance that these agreed levels 
are not exceeded. I f  this is not done, there cannot be confidence that 
the treaty is being fulfilled and, as a number of our colleagues have 
said, in particular the representatives of Burma, the United Arab 
Hepublic, Nigeria and Brazil, confidence that disarmament obliga
tions are being observed is integrally related to the ability to make 
progress in disarmament.

I  turn next to the bracketed clause at the end of article 2, paragraph
2. This clause reads, “and to ensure that the Organization and its 
inspectors have unrestricted access without veto to all places as nec
essary for the purpose of effective verification”. This clause is almost 
word for word the last sentence of paragraph 6 of the Joint Statement 
of Agreed Principles, which the Soviet Government has already 
accepted.

I  refer next to article 2, paragraph 3, which is proposed by the 
Soviet delegation and which we find unacceptable. The first sentence 
of paragraph 3, as will be noted, calls for the adequate representation 
on the staff of the international disarmament organization “of all 
three existing groups of states”. The United States, for its part, just 
does not believe that there exist merely three groups of States and 
that every State can be plunked willy-nilly, whether it likes it or not, 
into one of these three groups. We just do not like these categories. 
I  believe that our colleague, Mrs. Myrdal, has commented upon this, 
and it is our general understanding that other States do not like to 
be put into specific categories, much preferring to be able to form their 
own opinions from time to time and not to be labelled and have a pin 
stuck through them on the bulletin board.

In the second sentence in paragraph 3, we think there are a number 
of defects. In the first place, we do not think it desirable now to 
suggest that control will be exercised “on a temporary or permanent 
basis”. We think that the control agreed upon will be such control 
as is believed to be necessary in the light of the particular measure. 
Secondly, this sentence states that the staff of the international dis
armament organization will exercise control over obligations to reduce 
or eliminate armaments. I t will be noted that there is no suggestion 
whatsoever that some type of control might exist to verify that lev^s 
of retained armaments and armed forces are not exceeded.

I  will come back later to the remarks of the representative of India 
on this point. We will probably have to have the advice of some 
leading experts in this field of verification, but I  think we shall have
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to be careful not to restrict our treaty to the point where the inspec
tors will be told, “You cannot examine this warehouse because there 
is nothing in it except armaments legally retained, and you have the 
right to examine only armaments retained illegally”.

The next issue appears in article 2, paragraph 4(c). Our delega
tion suggests a provision for submission of information as is necessary 
to carry out the measures “in effect at the time”. As this treaty is 
carried out it may well be that as experience is gained the measures 
in effect could be changed from time to time. The Soviet delegation 
suggests a reference to measures “of the corresponding stage”. I  
think it will be agreed that it is indisputable that some disarmament 
obligations will continue in force long after the carrying out of the 
three stages; that is, so long as a disarmament obligation continues 
in force the necessity may exist for submitting information to the 
international disarmament organization. Therefore, we should not, 
as the Soviet wording would do, suggest that information will be 
submitted in only one of the three stages of disarmament. That is 
the substantive difference between us on this point.

Now I  would like to turn to article 3. The first brackets appear in 
paragraph 2(b) on page 4. Our Soviet colleagues would have us in
sert after the words “settlement of international disputes by peaceful 
means” the phrase “in accordance with appropriate procedures pro
vided for in the Charter of the United Nations”. At first we thought 
that this phrase was redundant in that it repeated rather closely the 
phrase which is contained at the end of paragraph 1, “effective ar
rangements for the maintenance of peace in accordance with the prin
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations”. This phrase from para
graph 1 which I  have just read does, of course, relate to and modify 
paragraph 2 since in our draft paragraph 2 begins with the words 
“To this end”. However, we were advised by our Soviet colleagues 
that it was important to keep in paragraph 2 (b) the phrase “in accord
ance with appropriate pj^ocedures provided for in the Charter of the 
United Nations” because, in the view of the Soviet delegation, the 
measures for settlement of international disputes were to be only those 
procedures— n̂o others— t̂hat were specifically provided for in the 
Charter of the United Nations.

I f  this is the interpretation which our Soviet colleagues wish to 
place on this phrase, then we find it unacceptable, for such a provision 
would, we believe, be narrower and more constraining than the United 
Nations Charter itself. Article 33 of the United Nations Charter 
provides that parties to a dispute shall first of all seek a solution to a 
dispute by such devices as negotiation, inquiry, mediation, and so 
forth, or “other peaceful means of their own choice”. Since the
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United Nations Charter itself contemplates flexibility, imagination 
and resourcefulness on the part of countries having a dispute and 
seeking to settle that dispute, we think it important that we should 
not include a provision in the disarmament treaty which, under the 
interpretation of the Soviet delegation, would limit disputing parties 
to the means of settlement which are specifically provided for in the 
present Charter of the United Nations. Indeed, we hope, and it is 
part of our proposals for measures to strengthen arrangements for 
keeping the peace, that countries will endeavour, in connexion with 
the disarmament process itself, to find the most promising ways of 
settling disputes, even agreeing to new ways when that is mutually 
desirable. Of course, we believe this is fully in keeping with Article 
33 of the United Nations Charter, to which I  have just referred.

I  turn next to article 3, paragraph 2(c). I t  will be seen that there 
are brackets around two alternative phrases. The Soviet delegation 
has proposed that the parties base relations with each other on “the 
principles of peaceful and friendly co-existence and co-operation”. I t 
is quite evident that the words suggested by our Soviet colleagues, 
taken individually and not tied together in this particular phrase are 
probably unexceptionable. However, taken together there is a differ
ent situation. The Soviet proposals refer to “the principles of peace
ful and friendly co-existence and co-operation”. As you all know, a 
great deal of work has been done on this subject in the Soviet Union, 
and within the Soviet bloc and in Communist China. A great many 
interpretations have been given to this particular phrase “the prin
ciples of peaceful and friendly co-existence and co-operation”.

But I  point out that the principles which have been elaborated in 
the Soviet Union, in the communist bloc and in Communist China 
have not been agreed upon internationally by all countries. In  fact, 
if we were to accept the Soviet phrasing we would not know what we 
were agreeing to, or, stated another way, we would not know what,, 
later on, the Soviet Government would tell us we had agi’eed to. 
Since this is a phrase on which they claim a patent, so to speak, and 
since they have been interpreting it for many years, if we were to 
adopt it the argument might be that we had adopted it in the sense 
in which they had previously interpreted it and not in the sense of 
the ordinary meaning of these words in the dictionary. Nevertheless, 
in an effort to eliminate the brackets and disagreements with our 
Soviet colleagues and in order to find an acceptable formulation, we 
have suggested the phrase “the principles of peaceful and neighbourly 
relations”. This language has already been accepted by the Soviet 
Union in resolution 1301 of 10 December 1958, at the thirteenth session
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of the United Ifations General Assembly.^ Our proposal also con
forms to the language of an Indian-Yugoslav-Swedish resolution of 
14 December 1957.̂

I  would now like to turn to article 3, paragraph 3. I  would direct 
the attention of the Committee to the final phrase in single brackets 
which begins with “necessary to ensure” and ends with “threat or use 
of arms”. In order to meet concerns expressed by our Soviet col
leagues, we made two important changes in our original language. 
In the first place we added the words “imder agreed arrangements” 
right after the phrase “necessary to ensure”. This was because our 
Soviet colleagues told us that it was vital to say that the activities 
of the United Nations peace force should be subject to agreed arrange
ments. We therefore met the Soviet proposal as fully as we could 
by inserting the words “under agreed arrangements”.

Secondly we added, right after the words “the United Nations 
can”, the phrase “in accordance with the purposes and principles of 
the United Nations Charter”. We made this change also as a result 
of representations by our Soviet colleague. However, despite oui 
efforts to obtain a meeting of minds on this point we were not able 
to reach agreement on this paragraph. I  might just mention that the 
entire phrase in single brackets, that is the'United States preference, 
follows very closely paragraph 7 of the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles.

The last difference revealed in our draft comes in article 3, para
graph 4. We believe that the clause which our delegation suggests 
is completely adequate. The language which the Soviet delegation 
proposes is, in our view, much too restrictive. We do not think it 
desirable, and I  would presume that many other countries would not 
think it desirable, at this time to specify that contingents remaining 
after general and complete disarmament for maintaining internal 
order may be used only—I  repeat: only— t̂o maintain internal order. 
In some countries, particularly in some of the smaller countries, it 
may be highly desirable to utilize these contingents for disaster relief, 
io r limited construction jobs or for certain types of patrol work: 
iceberg patrol, meteorological work, or even—as sometimes happens in 
my own coxmtry—postal deliveries at certain peak periods. They 
might be used for a host of civilian peaceful purposes.

I  will now conclude my detailed analysis of the working draft of 
the co-Chairmen. I  am sorry to have taken so long, but I  hoped 
that this detailed discussion of the substance of the differences between

^General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Supplement No. 18 
{ A/4090), vol. I, p. 8.

Twelfth Session, Supplement No. 18 (A/3805), p. 5.
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US might be of help to other members of this Committee who are 
being introduced to this draft for the first time, and who might think 
it was merely a question of language differences.

I  believe that the two co-Chairmen have had a most useful discus
sion on Part I. I  believe that a great deal of progress has been made 
in resolving a number of points and, at the same time, in clarifying 
certain points of difference. We would, of course, welcome the help 
and suggestions of all the other members of the Committee. But, 
in all frankness, we have had a great many meetings on this matter, 
I  think each of us has done his level best to meet the points of view 
of the other, and I  do not believe that a great deal more can be done 
at this time in reducing the brackets in Part I. Perhaps a bracketed 
word or two here and there could be removed by some skilful manipu
lation of language or, perhaps, by using certain synonyms. However, 
I  do not think that we should search for general formulae which 
would merely gloss over the very important issues of difference be
tween my delegation and the Soviet delegation ; and indeed, perhaps, 
between various members of the Committee. I f  we did this, I  am 
afraid, as I  said earlier, that it would create a false impression. There 
are a certain number of basic differences, and I  think it will help us 
to solve our problems if we'f ace them.

We do have to discuss the details of disarmament measures or the 
means of verification and strengthening the means of keeping the 
peace. In  the process of these discussions, with the additional knowl
edge we gain, it may be possible to resolve some of these basic differ
ences and then to return to Part I  to make appropriate changes in 
the text. But I  would not suggest that we delay going on with our 
work by attempting at this moment to take the time to resolve the 
differences. I  certainly hope we shall be able to do so and I  want 
to thank my co-Chairman for his patience and for all the time he has 
given to this matter. As I  say, I  believe there has been honest give- 
and-take in this matter. We have shared our thinking and our views 
with each other, and we now put them before the Committee for 
examination.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Joint
Working Draft of Part I of Treaty {Extract), June 1, 
1962^

I  should now like to consider the document which has just been 
submitted by the co-Chairmen of the Committee after protracted 
and, I  would say, persistent work.^ In this respect Mr. Dean is 
right in saying that each of us has done his level best to reach 
.agreement on a number of questions.

A Working Draft of Part I  of the Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament has now been submitted for the Committee’s consid
eration. I t reflects to a certain degree the agreement attained between 
the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United States as a result 
of lengthy negotiations on a number of questions. Unfortunately, 
however, the draft also contains a number of important provisions 
which have not been concerted. These unconcerted provisions not 
only focus our attention on the matters in issue, but also indicate 
precisely the obstacles to agreement on general and complete 
disarmament.

Throughout the negotiations with the United States delegation we 
have persistently tried to ensure that the agreed text shall contain firm 
and clear provisions on the prohibition and elimination of nuclear 
weapons of mass destruction. The need for such provisions in a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament is perfectly obvious. 
Can one talk about complete disarmament if the agreement leaves 
at the disposal of States the most powerful and destructive weapons 
of all—nuclear weapons ?

The Soviet delegation, desiring to provide reliable guarantees elim
inating the danger of a nuclear war, insisted above all during the 
negotiations that article 1 paragraph 2(b), which requires the elim
ination of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons and the cessation of their 
production, should contain a provision prohibiting nuclear weapons. 
The inclusion of a phrase prohibiting nuclear weapons is not simply 
an addition to the list of measures for the physical destruction of 
nuclear weapons and the cessation of their production. I t  is not only 
a moral but also a legal reinforcement of such measures.

Unless agreement is reached between States on the prohibition 
of nuclear weapons, there is no certainty that the oliligations to elim

^ENDC/PV. 47, pp. 2 ^ 0 .
" Ante, pp. 574-977.
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inate nuclear weapons will be honestly and completely carried out; 
or that nuclear weapons will not be used for warlike purposes during 
disarmament itself. I f  prohibition of nuclear weapons is enacted in 
an international treaty and becomes a rule of international law, then 
the acts of those who take it into their heads to keep nuclear weapons 
or resume production of these for their military and political pur
poses will constitute, as lawyers say, a corfus delicti. This group 
of people will then know that no reservations or verbal acrobatics 
will save them from a just retribution. But unless the treaty con
tains a provision prohibiting nuclear weapons both morally and 
legally, such people will still be able to count on impunity, and the 
temptation to conceal nuclear weapons or to resume production of 
them will be great.

Despite all our eifforts, the United States delegation has refused 
to include in the draft of part I  of the treaty a provision prohibiting 
nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction. I  would 
say that the United States delegation has been trying to manoeuvre, 
and is still doing so in agreeing to include in article 1, paragraph 
2(b) words prohibiting the manufacture of nuclear and other types 
of weapons of mass destruction. I t is, however, clear to everyone that 
the prohibition of nuclear weapons as such and the prohibition of 
their manufacture are two different things. Prohibition of the manu
facture of nuclear weapons does not in any way prevent their reten
tion from existing stockpiles or their use.

In the Eighteen Nation Committee the United States delegation 
has frequently given assurances that the United States advocates the 
elimination of the nuclear threat and wants to bring about the de
struction of nuclear weapons. We heard as much quite recently, at 
our meeting on 30 May. Mr. Godber, the representative of an ally 
of the United States—the United Kingdom—even exclaimed 
pathetically:

We in the West are very anxious indeed to eUminate these weapons.^

I f  that is so, just what prevents the United States from agreeing to 
include in the treaty a firm obligation prohibiting nuclear weapons?

During the negotiations the United States delegation has advanced 
these extremely strange arguments: it provides for the destruction 
of nuclear weapons, not at the beginning nor in the middle, but at 
the end of the disarmament process. However, one wonders what 
time has to do with the destruction of nuclear weapons? Even from 
the point of view of the treaty’s purposes, to which the United States 
refers in its text ^or the first sentence, a provision on the prohibition 
of nuclear weapons should be included—if, of course, the draftsmen

" ENDC/PV.45, p. 44.
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of this text really set themselves those purposes. Mr. Dean has in 
fact spoken today in detail about these purposes. If  you set your
self certain purposes for the first part of the treaty, then you must 
state clearly what purposes you set regarding nuclear weapons. I t  is 
apparent, however, that the United States does not even want to set 
itself this purpose of destroying and prohibiting nuclear weapons. 
However surprising and, I  would say, alarming this is, it is a fact.

Part I  of the treaty concerns the general obligations of States, as 
we understand them, lays down the scope of disarmament measures, 
and says nothing at all about when and how nuclear weapons are to 
be destroyed. The issue, therefore, is not this, but that the United 
States does not intend to agree to prohibition or, therefore, to the 
actual destruction of all nuclear weapons and all other types of weap
ons of mass destruction. That United States position is apparent not 
only in article 1, paragraph 2(b). I t  is also reflected in the United 
States approach to a number of other paragraphs in part I. To pre
vent States from resuming manufacture of nuclear weapons, we pro
posed to include in article 1, paragraph 1(a), a special reservation 
that after the completion of general and complete disarmament it 
will be permitted to produce only strictly limited quantities of agreed 
types of light firearms—to equip contingents of police-militia remain
ing at the disposal of States. The United States delegation, how
ever, refused to accept this proposal.

To cleanse the face of our planet utterly of nuclear weapons and 
prevent them from ever falling on the heads of the peoples, the So
viet delegation proposed to include in article 3, paragraph 3, govern
ing the equipment of the United Nations peace force, a provision that 
those agreed armaments should be non-nuclear. More precisely, we 
wanted to insert only one word, and say . . agreed types of non- 
nuclear armaments”. The United States delegation refused to ac
cept our proposal. We dealt with this matter at yesterday’s meet
ing, and the members of the Committee could see for themselves that 
the United States contemplates, or at any rate does not rule out, equip
ment of the international peace force with nuclear weapons.

The explanation given by the United States representative today 
also causes grave alarm. He said it was too early yet to decide with 
what weapons the international force remaining at the disposal of 
States or of the United Nations should be equipped, and that even 
the police and militia might need armoured cars or the like. But we 
can of course consider the kinds of firearms with which the militia 
and police should be equipped when we settle the actual wording of 
the articles concerning the militia and police. This is indisputable. 
I  doubt, in fact, whether it will be necessary to keep armoured cars;
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but I  regard that as a matter for the future. But why not say now 
that the weapons will be non-nuclear? Why do you object to this? 
This immediately causes us grave misgivings about your intentions. 
I f  you said straight out that you are in favour of this force being 
equipped with agreed but non-nuclear types of armaments, your po
sition would be more or less clear. But now when you state that you 
refuse to say that non-nuclear armaments will be a subject for our 
future negotiations, you clearly consider that the force may be 
equipped with nuclear weapons. This, of course, alarms us.

I t  is not difficult to determine the reasons for this United States posi
tion. The United States is anxious to retain nuclear weapons as a 
deterrent against the peoples. For its own political purposes it wants 
to keep the world on the brink of nuclear war. Hence the theory of 
the first, second and further nuclear strikes, echoes of which we have 
heard in this room. Hence, also, the propaganda for a preventive 
nuclear war.

Pressure of world opinion, of the popular will, now compels the 
United States to maintain that it too is in favour of general and com
plete disarmament and of the destruction of nuclear weapons. But 
when, the time comes to convert words into deeds, the United States 
position does not bear scrutiny. I t  refuses to assume the obligation 
imposed by prohibition of nuclear weapons and other types of weap
ons of mass destruction. This is undoubtedly one of the main obsta
cles to agreement on general and complete disarmament.

Another serious disagreement springs from the United States’ re
fusal to agree to article 1, paragraph 2(d), which would require—

The dismantling of all kinds of foreign military bases, and the withdrawal and 
disbanding of all foreign troops stationed in the territory of any State.^

During the debate, the United States has declared that it favours the 
elimination, as the disarmament process progresses, of all types of 
armament, military and institutions, including foreign bases. A day 
or so ago the United States representative, Mr. Dean, assured the Com
mittee that—

The United States draft treaty outline provides for the reduction and elimina
tion of all bases, whether foreign or domestic, as the disarmament process 
progresses.*

He repeated this today. Incidentally, though he emphasized several 
times the words “all bases” ; in the draft wording before you, sub- 
paragraph (a) says nothing about the liquidation of ^̂ all bases” ; the 
word “all” does not appear anywhere. But if in principle you do not 
oppose the dismantling of foreign bases, then why not write into the

 ̂Ante, p. 575.
* ENDC/PV.45, p. 7.
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general undertakings a provision about the liquidation of these for
eign military bases ? There appear to be some serious reasons for this. 
What are they?

In  the Committee and during the bilateral negotiations we have been 
told that agreement has been prevented by conflict over the time limits 
and the methods and procedure of liquidation of foreign military bases. 
I t  has been asserted that the Soviet Union demands a premature dis
mantling of foreign military bases and that this would lead to an im
balance. But what have all these arguments to do with article 1, sub- 
paragraph 2(d) ? This sub-paragraph states that foreign military 
bases must be dismantled, but says nothing about when, how or in what 
order. Therefore the disagreements to which the United States dele
gation has referred have absolutely nothing to do with this sub-para- 
graph. No question arises here of any upsetting of the balance.

Sub-paragraph 2(d) clearly poses the question whether or not, as 
general and complete disarmament progresses, foreign military bases 
should be liquidated. The refusal of the United States to accept this 
sub-paragraph can only be ascribed to its reluctance to agree really to 
dismantle military bases in foreign territories. What is behind this 
position? An answer will be found in the very nature and purpose of 
the military bases in foreign territories. Today Mr. Dean said that 
we are particularly interested in this matter because of the geographi
cal distribution of these bases, and that the United States had there
fore introduced its formula “wherever they might be located”.̂  But 
this is not only a matter of geography. These bases are situated thou
sands of miles from the territory of the States to which they are avail
able, and they are essentially and not geographically meant for offen
sive, aggressive action, for suppressing other nations and influencing 
various States.

Another important point is that the United States also refuses to 
undertake to withdraw its troops from foreign territories even as a 
general obligation of general and complete disarmament. Presuma
bly even during or at the end of general and complete disarmament 
there will still be United States troops in 35 countries. Perhaps I  
am wrong; I  may be one or two countries out. But I  believe this fig
ure is correct, and there are United States troops in 35 different coun
tries. I f  I  am mistaken, the United States representative will correct 
me; it is 34 or 35 countries.

The position of the United States on the central question of general 
and complete disarmament—the elimination of nuclear weapons and 
the dismantling of military bases on foreign territories— îs directly 
connected with its attitude towards the essence of the first part of the

 ̂Supra,
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treaty. The Soviet Government considers—and this is reflected in 
the draft treaty it has submitted— t̂hat the general obligations of 
States relating to disarmament, and to control over disarmament and 
over the concomitant measures for maintaining peace, must be firm 
and definite. Only then can there really be general and complete dis
armament, and only then can there be certainty that the process of dis
armament will be carried out to the end by everyone. During our 
negotiations with the United States delegation we have consistently 
followed this line.

The United States delegation’s attitude has been diametrically op
posite to this, and it has endeavoured to make the first articles of the 
treaty merely optional statements of general wishes and purposes. 
Only this morning Mr. Dean spoke at length about these propositions. 
They can be gathered by members of the Committee from the words 
in brackets in the introductory sentence of the first part, and from 
the heading of the first part itself, in which the United States 
insists on the words “Outline of” obligations instead of the definite 
formula “General Treaty obligations”.

The anxiety of the United States to avoid firm commitments con
cerning the general scope of general and complete disarmament is 
also expressed in its delegation’s refusal to accept a provision fixing, 
even in principle, a hard-and-fast time limit for the execution of gen
eral and complete disarmament.

When during our meetings we have pointed out that the United 
States document would extend disarmament over an indefinite and 
unlimited period, and that the United States does not specify any 
time limit for the third stage, we have been told that this time limit 
would be worked out in the negotiations. Today this has been con
firmed again by Mr. Dean. In the first sentence of the first article 
we proposed to leave a blank in which a definite period could be in
serted later in the negotiations. Nevertheless the United States has 
refused to agree to this sentence on the ground that it expresses the 
idea of establishing a hard-and-fast time limit for the implementa
tion of the whole process of general and complete disarmament.

The United States’ opposition to a definite time limit for general 
and complete disarmament seems closely connected with its attitude 
towards the period of transition from the first stage to the second. 
In  analysing the United States proposal relating to the transition 
from stage I I  to stage III , we have told the members of the Commit
tee of our misgivings at the supplementary conditions which the 
United States is proposing for the transition from this stage to stage 
I I I , that certain definite political requirements shall be satisfied. Our 
disagreements over the text of the first part of the treaty have more
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than confirmed those misgivings. We proposed to include in para
graph 5 of the first article words requiring confirmation that the dis
armament measures had been implemented and that the control sys
tem was ready to verify the execution of the disarmament measures 
which would have to be carried out in the next stage. In other words, 
we are proposing provisions to give assurance that the obligations 
relating to general and complete disarmament have been fulfilled.

Nevertheless, the United States does not agree to our proposal. It 
insists on paragraph 5 being so worded as to permit transition to the 
next stage to be subjected to compliance with demands, including 
political demands, having nothing to do with the actual programme 
of general and complete disarmament. The United States does not 
even wish to entitle the international disarmament organization to 
order transition to the next stage. I t seems to intend to refer this 
question to the Security Council, so as to be able to block disarmament 
by veto.

Definite obligations concerning all measures and time limits are 
indispensable in the treaty, in order to preclude any return to the 
arms race. That is precisely why the Soviet delegation is proposing 
to draft article I, paragraph 1 (b) to ensure that, after general and 
complete disarmament, States shall have at their disposal only strictly 
limited contingents of police-militia equipped with light firearms and 
intended for the maintenance of internal order and the protection of 
the personal security of citizens, and for the discharge of their obliga
tions with regard to the maintenance of international peace and secu
rity under the United Nations Charter.

The provision that only police-militia will remain at the disposal 
of States has a profound underlying significance. I t  indicates the 
functions and standing of the armed forces that would be maintained 
by States after disarmament. They would be entirely new forces, 
with new duties and functions differing from those of today’s armed 
forces. On the contrary, the United States wording virtually implies 
retention of the present structure of armed forces. I t  is quite obvious 
that in that case the remaining armed forces could form the nucleus 
of new and powerful armies.

I t  must be said that in the other paragraphs the United States is 
obviously trying to keep open a way back to the old situation that 
existed before general and complete disarmament. The Soviet dele
gation has proposed to include in article I, paragraph 2(g) a provi
sion that all military expenditure, whether from State budgets, or
ganizations or private individuals, shall be discontinued. Experience 
shows clearly that armed forces may be trained and equipped not only 
from State budgets but also through non-govemmental organizations.

688-714— 63— vol. I------40
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Mr. Dean referred this morning to the possibility of allocating funds 
for the acquisition of sporting guns, but I  do not think he was being 
very serious. That, of course, is not the point. I  think that certain 
experiences in history, like the formation of the Reichswehr in 
Germany, can tell us a lot about how armed forces are raised and their 
re-establishment subsidized. We want to stop all these bolt-holes, and 
therefore propose these comprehensive provisions relating to budgets. 
The United States apparently does not want this, and refuses to accept 
the additions we propose concerning budgets.

The Working Draft of Part I  also shows differences on questions of 
control. Whereas the United States objects on a number of impor
tant questions concerning disarmament obligations, and refuses, for 
instance, to include obligations on the prohibition of nuclear weapons 
and on the dismantling of military bases on foreign territories, it 
demands comprehensive control from the very beginning of disarma
ment. I t  does not accept the provision that a definite time-limit 
shall be fixed for the whole disarmament programme, and insists on 
a procedure for transition from one stage to the next which would 
make it possible to halt disarmament at any point; and the wording 
it proposes for article 2, paragraph 1 on control over the levels of 
armed forces in fact means a substitution of control over armed forces 
and armaments for disarmament. Thus the last sentence of para
graph 2 of the second article, borrowed from the Agreed Principles 
for disarmament negotiations, also acquires a different meaning con
trary to that in the Agreed Principles.^ In view of the United States 
demands on control over the level of armed forces, a State which 
imdertook to give unlimited access to inspectors of the international 
disarmament organization would simply be undertaking to permit 
unlimited espionage on its own territory.

The same applies to the disagreement over article 2, paragraph 4, 
on submission of information about armed forces, armaments, military 
production and military expenditures. The Soviet Union proposes 
a precise wording, requiring submission of informaton of this kind 
on the completion of each stage of disarmament. The United States 
wording gives carte hlanGhe to demand from States information in no 
way necessary for implementing any particular stage and of interest 
only to intelligence agencies. Obviously the Soviet Union will not 
accept this.

The last group of differences actually reflects the divergence between 
the two sides in their attitude towards the United Nations. The 
Soviet Union’s policy is to strengthen the United Nations as an orga
nization for developing co-operation between States and for main

 ̂For the agreed principles, see Documents on Disarmament̂  1961, pp. 439-442.
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taining peace. The United States’ policy, on the contrary, is to 
undermine and bypass the United Nations and its main organ for 
maintaining and strengthening peace, the Security Council. In 
a number of paragraphs of article 3—^particularly paragraphs 2(b) 
and 3— t̂he United States delegation refuses to accept the references 
to the relevant provisions of the United Nations Charter on the 
procedure for the peaceful settlement of disputes and for the placing 
by States of armed forces at the disposal of the United Nations. This 
attitude can only mean that the United States has in mind some means 
of settling disputes between States other than the peaceful means pro
vided by the United Nations Charter. Incidentally, Mr. Dean said 
to-day that our demands unduly restrict the scope of any procedures 
which might be devised. But this also means that the United States 
may intend to give the peace force a status different from that 
prescribed in the United Nations Charter.

The United States’ unwillingness to agree to the direct references 
to the provisions of the United Nations Charter governing settle
ment of international disputes and the nature of the international 
armed forces is particularly disturbing because the United States 
delegation rejects our wording for article 3, paragraph 4 obliging 
States to refrain from using the contingents of police militia remain
ing at their disposal upon completion of general and complete dis
armament in any manner other than for the safeguarding of their 
internal security or for the discharge of their obligations to maintain 
international peace and security under the United Nations Charter. 
Mr. Dean said to-day that our demands likewise unduly restrict the 
functions of these armed forces, since they might preclude such 
peaceful functions as construction and flood control.

This is, of course, not the point. I  do not think that anyone, in 
a treaty on general and complete disarmament, would obstruct the 
performance of peaceful humanitarian work by any agency or organi
zation, including armed forces. This is not the point at issue. We 
are afraid of something else: we are afraid that these armed forces 
would go beyond the requirements laid down for them in the United 
Nations Charter. The wording proposed by the United States, unlike 
ours, does not preclude the use of armed forces remaining in the 
possession of States after the completion of general and complete 
disarmament for purposes contrary to the United Nations Charter— 
that is to say, for military purposes.

We cannot help relating this directly to the unwillingness of the 
United States to accept our text for article 3, paragraph 2(c) pro
viding that States should base relations with each other on the prin
ciples of peaceful and friendly co-existence and co-operation. Dur-



604 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

ing the negotiations we asked Mr. Bean why he disliked these four- 
peaceful words—“peaceful and friendly co-existence and co
operation”. What can he possibly have against these four peaceful 
words? Today he said that they were interpreted differently and 
had different meanings; but surely the same could apply to any pro
vision of the Charter. There have been countless interpretations of 
the Charter and of its various phrases and provisions; but for all 
that it is still an instrument of international law, and we agree on the 
construction of many of its most important provisions. Why there
fore, can we not accept a meaning of “peaceful and friendly co
existence and co-operation” common to us all? This seems to me a 
flimsy argument. I t  is difficult to find any other motives to explain 
why the United States objects to writing into the treaty obligations 
on peaceful and friendly co-existence and co-operation.

We would also point out to the members of the Committee that the 
United States delegation has not agreed to include in article 2 our 
paragraph 3 stating the principles which should govern the structure 
of the international disarmament organization and prescribing the 
general duties of its staff. We propose an equitable solution for the 
problem of selection of staff for the international disarmament or
ganization, taking into account the existing world situation. At meet
ings of the Committee the United States delegation appeals to us to 
be realists and have regard to the conditions which exist in the world. 
However, it does not go beyond general phrases, and will not agree 
to embody the actual situation in specific words in the draft treaty.

To sum up, it must be said that the provisions of the Working^ 
Draft of Part I  of the treaty which are not agreed clearly show that 
the main obstacle to agreement is conflict on the substance of the dis
armament measures and above all on the very core of general and 
complete disarmament— t̂he elimination and prohibition of nuclear 
weapons. Clearly no treaty could leave the most powerful and de
structive weapon in the hands of States and entitle them to use it 
during the actual disarmament. Such a treaty would not only fail 
to provide a lasting peace; it would not even live up to its name. The 
main efforts of the members of the Committee, it seems to us, should 
be directed towards attaining a firm and definite agreement on the 
prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons, the dismantling of 
foreign military bases, and the implementation of other decisive 
measures of a programme of general and complete disarmament.
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Statement by the Soviet Government on United States 
High-Altitude Nuclear Explosions, June 3, 1962 ^

The United States Government has announced that, in the course 
of the series of nuclear weapon tests which it is now conducting in the 
Pacific, it is planned to carry out nuclear explosions, including mega
ton explosions, at an altitude of several hundred kilometres.

In  connexion with the resumption of nuclear weapon tests by the 
United States, the Soviet Government has already declared that by 
undertaking such operations the United States Government is per
petrating an aggressive act, starting a new round in the nuclear 
armaments race and dealing a severe blow to the hopes of the nations 
for the strengthening of peace and disarmament.^ At the present 
time the Soviet Government deems it necessary to draw the attention 
of all governments and peoples to the United States’ intention to 
undertake new and extremely dangerous operations which, by ex
tending the nuclear armaments race to outer space, will infringe still 
further upon the interests of all mankind.

The high-altitude nuclear weapon tests being carried out by the 
United States of Ajnerica can have extremely harmful consequences— 
the disturbance of the upper conducting layers of the earth’s atmos
phere over vast areas, the appearance of radio-wave absorption areas 
and the appearance of a new radiation zone in space immediately sur
rounding the earth. What will be the result of all this ?

The disturbance of the ionosphere and the appearance of absorp
tion areas can result in a temporary breakdown of radio communica
tions over wide areas, the duration of which cannot be predicted with 
certainty at the present time.

A prolonged interruption of radio communications may disturb 
normal life in many parts of the world and in particular create serious 
difficulties for sea and air transport in the Pacific region. The con
sequences of the hi'gh-altitude nuclear explosions by the United States 
may be even more serious for the astronaut heroes of our time, the 
pioneers of mankind’s penetration into space. I f  a space ship is 
within a few hundred kilometres of the centre of an explosion at the 
time of its occurrence, the astronaut will receive a dose of radiation

^ENDO/43, June 4, 1962. Ambassador Zorin read the statement into the 
record of the 48th plenary meeting of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee. Ambassador SteUe immediately labeled the Soviet statement “a clearly 
hypocritical and cynical statement, coming as it does from a government which, 
in repudiation of its freely-pledged word, unilaterally resumed nuclear weapon 
tests last autumn and thereby bears complete and sole responsibility for the 
consequences” (ENDC/PV.48, p. 10).

“ See ante, pp. 458-461.
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considerably above the lethal level, quite apart from the fact that he 
may be blinded by the radiation or light; if the astronaut is in the new 
radiation zone that will come into being as a result of the United 
States megaton nuclear explosions, he will receive an extremely high 
dose of radiation.

The condition of the space immediately surrounding the earth will 
require exhaustive investigation from the standpoint of radiation 
danger before it will be pos^ble for flights by astronauts to be 
resumed and for further advances to be made in man’s penetration 
into space.

I t should also be pointed out that high-yield nuclear explosions at 
high altitudes may have a number of serious consequences. The con
ditions of life on earth are determined by a number of processes oc
curring in the upper layers of the atmosphere, and a disturbance of 
the balance in these layers will inevitably be accompanied by long- 
lasting new phenomena on the earth the nature of which it is difficult 
to foresee, in particular, by weather changes that may have deleterious 
consequences.

All this makes it abundantly clear that the conducting of high- 
altitude nuclear tests by the United States Government affects the 
interest of all States, may directly influence the lives of large numbers 
of human beings and puts considerable difficulties in the way of the 
further study and conquest of space.

Undoubtedly the United States Government is well aware of this. 
I t  is also aware that prominent scientists in many countries are at 
present protesting against its intention of setting off high-altitude 
nuclear explosions, realizing what destructive natural forces dele
terious to mankind may be set in motion as a result of such explosions.

I t  was reported in the world Press that on 22 May a special warn
ing against the conducting of high-altitude nuclear tests was addressed 
to the President of the United States by a group of prominent United 
States scientists, including Dr. Szent Gyorgyi, a Nobel prize-winner 
for medicine. Dr. Shapley, the celebrated astronomer, Dr. Livingston, 
Professor of Physics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
and Dr. Mather, Professor of Geology at Harvard University and 
one-time President of the American Association for the Advancement 
of Science.^

These world-famous United States scientists, being profoundly dis
turbed by the plans of the United States Government, pointed out in 
their appeal that the space immediately surrounding the earth is not 
a suitable area for potentially destructive experiments and that no 
individual or country has a right to upset the balance of nature.

 ̂Cf., New York Times, May 23,1962, p. 9.
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An English scientist of world-wide repute, Sir Bernard Lovell, the 
director of The Jodrell Bank Observatory, has made a number of 
statements against the conducting of high-altitude nuclear tests by 
the United States. He has urged that steps should be taken to prevent 
the execution of these projects, which he described as outrages to the 
civilized world.

The International Astronomical Union, an association of astron
omers and astrophysicists from all over the world, recently adopted 
a special resolution declaring that no-one has a right to bring about 
any appreciable change in the earth’s environment without inter
national agreement and without a thorough international study of the 
question, and that any interference in future with the progress of 
astronomical research may have serious moral and material 
consequences.^

'Nevertheless, the United States Government is not only refusing to 
renounce its intention to conduct high-altitude nuclear tests, but has 
also recently again confirmed that these tests, which have an impor
tant place in United States plans for perfecting nuclear weapons, are 
to be carried out in the very near future.

Thus the nations have fresh confirmation of the fact that, in its 
policy of preparing for a nuclear war, the United States Government 
does not stop short and has no intention of stopping short at a gross 
violation of the most elementary rules of international law which 
require States to act in international affairs with respect for the le
gitimate interests of all other States, or at openly setting at defiance 
the security and welfare of the nations.

How cynical are the candid statements made by responsible organs 
of the United States Government that one of the purposes of the im
pending high-altitude nuclear tests will be to determine how com
munications systems and radar installations can be put out of action 
by means of such explosions. This is tantamount to an admission 
that the United States of America is making an advance search for 
means of paralyzing the defences of peace-loving States so as to make 
itself safe from nuclear retaliation. The recent statement by the 
President of the United States that in certain circumstances the 
United States might take the initiative in a nuclear conflict with the 
Soviet Union should be recalled in this connexion.^

Nor can one overlook the fact that the United States Government is 
preparing to carry out high-altitude nuclear tests—in the space im
mediately surrounding the earth—at the very time when negotiations

 ̂Cf., New York Times, Aug. 25,1961, p. 10.
® In an interview with Stewart Alsop, President Kennedy stressed the need for 

‘‘control, flexibility, a choice” in the use of weapons. He also said that “we must 
be prepared to use the nuclear weapon at the start” in case of “a clear attack 
on Western Europe” {Saturday Evening Post, Mar. 31,1962, pp. 11-16).
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on co-operation in the peaceful utilization of outer space are taking 
place between the Soviet Union and the United States. Thus the 
United States Government is paying lip-service to co-operation, to 
joint action with the USSR for speeding up the conquest of outer 
space in the interests of all mankind. But what are its deeds? In 
reality the United States Government is at present extending the 
nuclear arms race to outer space, disregarding the fact that this is 
putting fresh obstacles in the way of the investigation and conquest 
of outer space and may even endanger the life and safety of astronauts.

I t  is to be regretted that, in the matter of co-operation in the peace
ful utilization of outer space, the words of the United States Govern
ment are at variance with its deeds.

The question arises, what justification does the United States Gov
ernment have for proposing to conduct high-altitude nuclear tests 
which seriously affect the interests of all States, without so much as 
asking their views on the subject ?

Of course, the United States Government has and can have no 
justification or right to take such action. The time is long since past 
when the imperialist Powers could base their conduct in international 
affairs on the principle that might is right. An entirely new correla
tion of forces has now arisen in the world; any aggressive actions that 
endanger peace, by whatever side they may be perpetrated, are now 
resolutely condemned by the peace-loving States, which are fully 
equipped to stand up for their own interest—a fact which no one 
should forget.

I f  the United States Government puts its intentions into effect and 
sets off the high-altitude nuclear explosions it has planned, it will 
bear the full responsibility for seriously complicating the interna
tional situation. The United States measures for extending military 
preparations to the space immediately surrounding the earth will 
oblige the Soviet Union to take the steps which the circumstances 
require to safeguard its own security and the security of the socialist 
countries and of all peace-loving countries. Only the short-sighted 
can believe that the United States of America will derive any military 
advantages from conducting high-altitude nuclear tests. The Gov
ernment of the USSR will see to it that this does not happen.

The Soviet Union has already strongly protested, and now protests, 
against an intensification of the nuclear arms race. In  accordance 
with the interests of the Soviet people, the Government of the USSR 
is consistently striving to strengthen peace, to secure the speediest pos
sible solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament, 
and to promote the development of international co-operation in every
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possible way. I t  accordingly appeals to the Government of the 
United States to heed the legitimate demands of the peoples, and in 
the interests of all mankind to refrain from setting off high-altitude 
nuclear explosions, choosing instead the path of reaching agreement 
to prohibit all nuclear weapon tests for all time.

Letter From Foreign Minister Couve de Murville to Act
ing Secretary-General Thant: Use of Nuclear Weap
ons, June 12,1962 ^

I  have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 2 
January 1962  ̂ regarding resolution 1653 (XVI) which the General 
Assembly adopted on 24 N^ovember 1961 concerning the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons.®

You drew my attention to operative paragraph 2 of that resolu
tion, whereby the Secretary-General is requested to ‘‘consult the 
Governments of Member States to ascertain their views on the pos
sibility 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”.

The French Government has repeatedly had occasion in the past 
to make known its position with regard to the problems in question. 
I t  is in sympathy with those who are rightly concerned at the serious
ness of these problems and the urgent need to solve theni. I t  does not 
reject the principle underlying provisions of the kind reflected in 
resolution 1653; they may well have merit at a certain point in a 
nuclear disarmament process and in a more general context. I t  does 
not, however, appear to us either realistic or desirable, when embark
ing upon the path of disarmament, to begin with provisions which,, 
though of fundamental importance for the security and self-defence 
of States, cannot by their very nature be made subject to effective 
controls or guarantees. In the troubled world in which we live moral 
prohibitions, solemnly proclaimed but not subject to control, would 
not dissipate mistrust and might even increase it. In accordance 
with the view frequently stated by my Government, it is on the basis 
of genuine disarmament measures the application of which would

" A/5174, annex II, pp. 40-50.
"Not printed.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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be effectively controlled and guaranteed that disarmament, i.e. nuclear 
disarmament first and foremost, should be undertaken as a matter 
of extreme urgency.

As I  indicated in the letter which I  had the honour to address to 
you on 15 March 1962,̂  the French Government is in favour of the 
conclusion of an international agreement on this subject. On various 
occasions, and again quite recently, it has made specific proposals to 
the other nuclear Powers to that effect.

COUVE DE MuRVILLE 
Minister for Foreign Affairs

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, June 
14, 1962^

In accordance with the suggestion of the representative of India, 
I  have thrown away my prepared speech for this morning, which I  
think would have taken about thirty minutes, and I  am going to pre
sent to my Soviet colleague the fifteen minutes that I  shall not be 
using.^

This is the last day of our work before the recess. Both the United 
States and Soviet delegations have completed their presentations of 
their respective draft treaty outlines, at least in a first reading.

In designing its draft outline for general and complete disarma
ment, the United States has tried to take into consideration the facts 
that we face in the world today, and to work out a plan which it 
believes could be carried out in three stages, with 30 per cent cuts in 
nuclear delivery vehicles, in conventional armaments, and in man
power in each of the three stages. I  am sure that anyone who reads 
our plan will see that we do provide for the complete elimination of 
nuclear weapons at the end of stage III.^

In addition to submitting an actual draft of our plan, we have 
tried to set forth the concepts which motivated us in drafting the 
plan, to make a detailed exposition of its contents, and to compare it

 ̂Not printed.
 ̂ENDC/PV.56, pp. 12-16.

® Ambassador Lall had suggested a 15-minute limit on speeches at the 56th 
meeting. Ambassador Zorin replied that it was “a little late to introduce a 
rule at the last meeting” and declined to accept a limit on his speech {ibid., p. 5). 

Ante, p. 378.
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with the provisions of the Soviet plan. Our plan, as well as the 
Soviet Union plan, is of course designed to carry out disarmament. 
In  our plan we provide for the reduction of armaments and man
power through balanced, phased and constantly progressing, stages 
until all States have at their disposal only those forces necessary for 
the maintenance of internal order and for the support of the United 
Nations peace force.

As I  said earlier, I  think that if we are to carry out the plan of 
general and complete disarmament, we must look at the facts of life; 
we must be realistic.

I f  one looks at a map of the world, one sees that the United States 
is bounded on the East by the Atlantic, on the North by the Arctic, 
on the West by the Pacific. All of our commitments are well known. 
There is no secret about them. All of our treaties have been pub
lished: their texts are available to everyone.^ I t  is well known that 
we have treaties with Japan; Korea; the Eepublic of China on For
mosa; the Philippines; the South East Asia Treaty Organization— 
Thailand, Pakistan, Australia and New Zealand; the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, and the Organization of American States. A 
map will show that the only way we can get to those places is by air, 
by sea or by missiles.

On the other hand, a map of Europe shows that the countries be
longing to the Warsaw Pact the Soviet Union in Europe and Asia, 
and Commimist China—occupy the largest contiguous land-mass in 
the world and can move freely in and about their territory without 
crossing anyone else’s land, air or sea space.

We cannot ignore these facts of life. I f  we try  to do so, I  am 
afraid that we will not arrive at our goal of general and complete 
disarmament.

The Soviet plan has of course been designed to provide for the 
elimination of all nuclear delivery vehicles and foreign bases in stage 
I.^ I  submit that that would completely change the present military 
mix; it would not permit us to maintain the present military mix as we 
proceed through the various stages of disarmament.

We have got to look at this situation and be realistic about it. I f  
the disarndament plan is designed in order to give one side or the 
other a greater amount of military power while it is 'being carried 
out, we will not succeed. We must realize that in the present state 
of the world 'we do have nuclear delivery vehicles and nuclear weapons. 
In our plan, through various stages we arrive at the point where they

^The U.S. security •treatie's are printed in American Foreign Policy, 1950- 
1955, vol. I, pp. 789-947 passim,

 ̂See iUd., pp. 1239-1242.
® See ante, pp. 106-111.
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are completely eliminated at the end of stage III. However, ex
traordinary changes cannot be made in the military mix of one nation 
unless the corresponding changes are made in the military mixes of 
the others. Otherwise, a military imbalance will be created and 
we will not be able to proceed from one stage to the other. I  submit 
that our plan has been very carefully designed along these lines and 
that it will achieve general and complete disarmament.

We have also set forth our views on the basic principles of adequate 
verification by an international disarmament organization of all dis
armament obligations under the treaty, including those relating to the 
maintenance of agreed levels of armaments and armed forces at the 
different stages of the disarmament process. The Soviet Union has 
continued to oppose any verification of agreed levels of armaments 
and of secret, prohibited activities, reiterating its charges that all 
such verification would be tantamount to espionage, despite all the 
built-in safeguards we have tried to provide.

We think we have made a reasonable effort to meet the legitimate 
concerns, the honest doubts, that States might have in connexion with 
verification of these agreed levels of armaments during the disarma
ment process. We have suggested that each side should declare to the 
international disarmament organization its various inventories of 
armaments. We have suggested that one approach might be for the in
ternational disarmament organization, through its inspectors, to use 
progressive zonal inspection to provide assurance that these agreed 
levels are not exceeded and that no secret activities are being con
ducted. As members know, the Soviet Union has rejected even this 
approach and has again said that this would constitute espionage— 
although, so far at least, it has not made any attempt to substantiate 
this charge or to advance any counter-suggestions.

We have also stressed the third essential component of a pro
gramme of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world— 
arrangements to maintain the peace and to provide for the peaceful 
settlement of disputes, including the creation of a United Nations 
peace force. The Soviet Union has made it quite clear that it does 
not contemplate the creation of an effective, independent United Na
tions peace force capable of countering any threat to international 
peace. Eather, the Soviet Union suggests arrangements which would 
make such a force completely dependent upon the will of individual 
States with regard to both its maintenance and its control. The 
United States has not taken any position and has merely put before 
the Conference for discussion the question whether this peace force 
should or should not be equipped with nuclear weapons. We believe 
that this problem should be left open until we see what arrange-
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meiits emerge from our deliberations here. As members know, we 
have obtained some small measure of agreement on the working 
drafts of the preamble  ̂ and Part I.^ I f  representatives will look at 
the unagreed language in Part I — t̂he matter in. single and double 
brackets—I think they will see quite clearly the basic dijfferences be
tween the positions of the United States and Soviet Union in our 
overall approach to general and complete disarmament.

There are eight nations represented here which are participating in 
a conference on general and complete disarmament for the first time, 
I  must say that their presence has been most helpful, beneficial and 
constructive. The fact that they have been here has, I  believe, re
quired both the Soviet Union and ourselves to try to expound our 
plans in clear and concise language. When one or more of these eight 
representatives have asked us specific questions, we have tried to do 
our homework and to reply to those questions in an honest, forthright 
manner which clearly put before the Conference the problems in carry
ing out disarmament. We welcome the presence of these eight nations, 
we welcome their work, and we look forward to their continuing 
co-operation.

I t seems to me, at the conclusion of this first phase of our Conference, 
that the atmosphere has been generally constructive; that there has 
been an absence of polemics, an absence of the “cold war’’; that we 
have tried with our differing points of view to lay before the Confer
ence our ideas as to how disarmament can be carried out; and that we 
have tried to point out how each of us would carry out di^rmament 
and what the various problems are.

I  think our Conference has probably served to demonstrate; that in 
some respects the problem of carrying out general and complete dis
armament is somewhat more complex than arming oneself, because it 
has to be made sure that in the course of the disarming no one side ob
tains such an advantage that it would decide not to go through with 
the entire process, which of course we want to avoid because our desire 
is to carry out general and complete disarmament and to have a dis
armed world at the end of stage III , except for what we may agree 
upon for our internal forces and the United Nations peace force.

I t  seems to me that our three rbionths of work here have served to 
clarify the issues before us on general and complete disarmament, and 
will have made it possible for all the delegations to concentrate in the 
months ahead on the real negotiations which are before us. The 
United States delegation intends to use the recess for the purpose of 
reviewing thoroughly the work of the Conference up to the present

" Ante, pp. 289-290, 340-342.
 ̂Ante, pp. 583-594.
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time, and to take into the utmost consideration all the suggestions 
which have been made to us at the Conferenfee—-which, as I  say, we 
have found to be very helpful, very useful and very constructive. 
We hope that when we return on 16 July, both sides having made their 
general presentations and the presentations of their treaties, we shall 
be able to get down to more specific discussions more conducive to 
fruitful negotiations.

I  would like to thank all my colleagues for their very helpful and 
co-operative attitude, and I  would like to thank particularly the Sec
retary-General and liis Special Representatives, Mr. Loutfi and Mr. 
Epstein. I  would also like to thank all the members of the Secretariat 
who have been made available to us. We particularly appreciate the 
very conscientious work of the verbatim reporters and the inter
preters—indeed of all of those at the Conference who have made our 
work possible.

I  believe I  have now spoken for twelve minutes, and so I  conclude.

Address by Secretary of State Rusk Before the New 
Hampshire Council on World AflFairs, June 16, 1962 ^

My purpose tonight is to review with you the principles and objec
tives which guide United States policy on disarmament and arms 
control—what we are trying to accomplish at the Disarmament Con
ference in Geneva, the obstacles we face, why it is so important to 
persevere, and the prospects of progress.

At the very outset you have a right to ask whether disarmament is 
anything more than a will-o’-the-wisp that statesmen have pursued 
over the decades, even centuries, with lack of success. Are disarma
ment negotiations anything more than a charade or, as someone has 
suggested, a ritual dance of the goony birds? In other words, is 
disarmament a serious matter for constructive statecraft?

Certainly, few areas of international negotiation have had thus far 
a more unproductive history. Millions of words have been expended, 
thousands of pages of verbatim records have been priated in Geneva, 
New York and in other centers of international diplomacy, before 
and since the beginning of the nuclear age. I t  is sad to reflect that 
one of the greatest opportunities of all time was frustrated by Soviet 
rejection of the truly radical moves for peace advanced by the West 
at the end of World War II. Beginning with the Truman-Attlee-

 ̂Department of State presŝ  release 396,̂  June 15,19̂ 62.
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TTing declaration of Ifoveinber 1945,̂  the West has taken one initia
tive after another to launch us on the road to disarmament.^ In the 
Baruch Plan we took a supreme and unparalleled initiative.^ Rather 
than make ourselves and the whole world slaves to the nuclear destruc
tion which a terrible war had forced us to invent, we offered to turn 
over to the community of nations our monopoly of nuclear power, to 
make sure that nuclear energy should be used peacefully under inter
national ownership and control. We made that proposal 16 years ago 
last Thursday. Out of it developed a United Nations plan.^ Tragi
cally, it was blocked by the Soviet Union. Ever since, the world has 
been trying—so far vainly—to recapture that turning point of history.

The fundamental conviction of the United States is that the awe
some nature of modern armaments and of the war which would be 
fought with these armaments is such that no responsible nation can 
regard the problem of disarmament and arms control with anything 
less than the deepest seriousness. We live today with a paradox: 
although the nations of the world are pouring more and more re
sources and skills into improving armaments, they are, on balance, 
enjoying less and less security. The pace of weapons development 
since World War I I  has quickened exponentially. Weapons costs 
continue their upward spiral. As someone has grimly observed of 
modern weapons: “I f  it works, it’s obsolete.’’

Let me illustrate. A key present problem is : How do you defend 
against missiles with nuclear warheads, traveling at twelve thousand 
miles an hour ? Some scientists say this problem is insoluble. Others 
say not and that the stakes are so large you must not say it is insolu
ble until you give it a full try ; therefore the investment of vast talent 
and billions of dollars. Suppose you succeed. Then the problem 
becomes: How do you develop a missile system that will penetrate 
such a defense? I f  you succeed in that, how do you develop a defense 
system that will take care of that much more elaborate missile system? 
And so both sides go on and on, using huge resources at a level of 
teclinical requirement which is already pressing the ceiling of the mind 
of man. And all the time each side lives under the risk that the 
other side will make a significant breakthrough, injecting new elements 
of instability into the world situation.

The command and control problems associated with the weapons 
in today’s arsenals, particularly missiles, are already extraordinarily 
complex. The possibilities of war by accident, miscalculation or hu
man failure grow as these weapons increase and proliferate to a 
widening circle of nations.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 1-3.
pp. 7-16.

m̂d., pp. 50-59, 93-152,178-179.
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This is a situation that modern man must view with becoming 
gravity. Historically, the purpose of our maintaining a military 
establishment has been to preserve and protect our national security. 
This will continue to be necessary in the absence of safeguarded dis
armament. But it behooves us, at the same time, to draw upon every 
effort of will and imagination to find an alternative system which 
will preserve and enhance the national security of the United States, 
along with that of other nations, and wliich involves less danger and 
less instability. This is a major challenge of our time.

This is the standpoint from which the United States approaches 
disarmament and arms control. We believe that disarmament nego
tiations should be pursued not as propaganda, nor as a game in which 
the nations seek to secure some advantage over one another, but as a 
serious effort stemming from a shared conviction that a continued 
arms race is not the answer in the search for national and international 
security in a nuclear age.

The United States entered the Greneva negotiations which began 
last March with a resolve to explore any pathway which might lead 
to progress. Upon our initiative eight new members—Brazil, Burma, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the United Arab Ee- 
public—were added to these negotiations in the hopes that their in
fluence would help find ways to break the deadlocks which had beset 
us in the past. The participation of these new members has been 
useful. They have let it be known they are more impressed by seri
ous negotiation than by cold war sallies. And yet, despite their 
presence we have found ourselves facing once more the same impasse 
which we have confronted before: the question of inspection.

More than any other single factor, the attitude of the Soviet Union 
on the problem of inspection and control has been responsible for the 
failure to report any significant progress in the quest for disarmament. 
The Soviet Union has charged that inspection is tantamount to 
“espionage”.

In the negotiations on banning atomic tests, the British and we 
went to great lengths to meet the Soviet obsession with secrecy. Un
der the US-UK draft treaty,^ control posts would be immobile units 
with fixed boundaries. No site would be chosen for a control post 
in the USSR without the specific consent of the Soviet Government. 
Within the post, one-tliird of the technical staff and all of the auxil
iary staff would have been Soviet nationals, nominated by the Soviet 
Government. In these circumstances nothing taking place at the post 
could remain unknown to the Soviet Government.

" Ibid., 1961, pp. 82-126.
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The procedures for conducting on-site inspection were equally cir
cumscribed with protection against misuse for espionage. The area 
to be inspected would be predetermined on the basis of objective 
seismographic recordings. There would have been no random selec
tion of the geographic site. To get to the site the teams would have 
to use transport provided by the Soviet Government. In addition 
the Soviets would be able to assign as many obervers as they wished 
to check on the activities of the inspection team. Finally, it is note
worthy that, under the US-UK proposals, less than one part in 2,000 
of Soviet territory would be subject to human inspection in any one 
year.

And yet the Soviet Union persists in calling all of this “espionage”.
But this is not the only Soviet position which has blocked progress 

in this vital question. In the general disarmament negotiations, the 
Soviets have taken the untenable position that inspection in the dis
armament process can be applied only to the arms actually destroyed, 
and not to provide assurance that agreed levels are not exceeded.

The United States cannot accept a disarmament agreement which, 
in the words of Aristide Briand, could leave us dupes or victims. 
We ask nothing of the Soviet Union which we ourselves are not 
willing to accord the Soviet Union. But if we were willing to rely 
on good faith alone, disarmament would not be necessary. Until 
there is a change of Soviet attitude on this question, the prospects for 
disarmament are not bright. Unilateral disarmament is a completely 
unacceptable alternative, since this is a guarantee of surrender.

In  the negotiations in Geneva, the United States has made a major 
new proposal for solving the impasse created by Soviet opposition 
to inspection and control.

Our proposal for progressive zonal inspection should meet every 
legitimate objection that the Soviet Union could have to inspection. 
This proposal relates the amount of inspection to the amount of dis
armament which takes place, while still providing an acceptable 
measure of assurance that agreements reached are being lived up to.

Let me describe quite briefly and in broad outline how this pro
posal would work. According to our inspection proposals, a 
country—either the United States or the USSR—would divide its 
territory into an agreed number of zones of more or less equal military 
significance. At specified time periods .during the disarmament 
process, say at the end of each successive step, an agreed number of 
zones would be selected for inspection by the other side. A t the 
beginning, therefore, there would not be extensive intrusion by the 
inspectors into the territory of any state. The percentage of a 
state’s territory subject to inspection would, of course, increase with 
each step and we would envisage that the amount would, roughly,

688-714— 63— vol. I----- 41
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parallel the amount of disarmament. In  a sense this would be a 
form of sampling, which when combined with inspection of declared 
production facilities and of the armaments destroyed in each step, 
would give satisfactory assurance of compliance.

This imaginative new concept should have opened new pathways 
to success in the disarmament negotiations. We still hope that this 
approach will be acceptable to the Soviet Union. Only one break
through is required: The Soviet Union must realize that it cannot 
eat the cake of disarmament and keep the cake of secrecy. The choice 
is clear. I t  is our hope that the Soviets will come to realize that 
secrecy is a dangerous anachronism in a nuclear age.

The United States and its free world partners do, I  believe, have a 
common interest with the Soviet Union, in that both sides desire to 
preserve their mutual security against the dangers of the arms race. 
I  hope this common interest will become increasingly apparent in the 
period ahead.

There are four specific dangers which the East and West now share 
which could be the basis for early action in the disarmament field, 
while we continue the more complex negotiations relating to general 
disarmament.

First, there is the danger which arises from the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons under the control of an increasing number of indi
vidual nations. As more and more nations come to possess their own 
nuclear stockpiles, the danger of a nuclear conflagration also increases.

Secondly, there is the danger of outbreak of war by accident, mis
calculation or failure of communications. This danger grows as 
modem weapons become more complex, command and control diffi
culties increase, and the premium is on ever faster reaction.

Thirdly, there is an increasing danger that outer space will become 
man’s newest battlefield. Steps must be taken at this early stage to 
keep outer space from being seeded with vehicles carrying weapons 
of mass destruction, further reducing the security of all of the inhabit
ants of our planet. This is preventive disarmament, for such nuclear 
weapons are not now deployed in space.

Fourthly, there is the danger that mounting proportions of our 
national resources, skill and treasure will have to be diverted to the 
business of developing newer and newer armaments. Neither the 
United States nor the USSR has so many schools, hospitals and high
ways—or so many scientists, engineers, scholars, and artists—that 
we could not put to better use the funds and energies and talents 
which go to make our warships and tanks and missiles.

These are four areas of potential common interest that are tangible 
and real. Disarmament negotiations should build upon these areas
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of interest and achieve concrete agreements which can lessen the dan
gers that they pose.

The United States has offered speciJ&c proposals for such concrete 
action. We will continue to negotiate and to seek effective ways, con
sistent with our security and that of the nations which associate 
with us in mutual defense, to turn downward the competition in 
armaments.

On April 18 of this year in Geneva the United States presented a 
major new proposal—an outline of basic provisions of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world.^ This plan 
is a detailed and specific blueprint for disarmament and security.

This program has been presented for negotiation— n̂ot as a “take- 
it-or-leave-it” proposition. We believe it is a good basis for nego
tiation. I  have already spoken of the new inspection feature of this 
program.

This plan, if put into effect, would contain and reduce the nuclear 
threat.

I t would reverse the upward spiral of destructive capability which, 
if unchecked, could by 1966 be double what it is today.

I t would quickly reverse the trend toward diffusion of nuclear 
weapons capability to additional naitions.

I t would put into effect measures to reduce the risk of war by acci
dent, miscalculation, or surprise attack.

I t would ensure that general and complete disarmament is matched 
by the strengthening of the world’s institutions for keeping the peace, 
else there could be no safety in general disarmament.

At Geneva, we seek the widest possible area of agreement on a gen
eral disaimament program. Our goal, of course, is agreement upon 
the entire process, but we recognize that this will take time. We 
would hope, therefore, that in addition to early action in the fields 
of the four danger areas I  mentioned earlier, we and the Soviet Union 
could agree upon balanced measures that could start the disarmament 
process while we continue negotiations on some of the more difficult 
problems that arise in connection with the later phases of a general 
disarmament program.

We continue to hope for a treaty banning nuclear weapons tests. 
President Kennedy has said that he has had no greater disappoint
ment since he assumed office than the failure to achieve a test ban 
agreement.2 Such an agreement inevitably would improve the pros
pects for success in broader disarmament efforts. I t  would also end

 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
 ̂Ptihlic Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy^ 

1962, p. 18.
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one significant element in the arms race and help to prevent the 
spreading of nuclear weapons among more and more nations.

The Soviet resumption of nuclear weapons tests last fall left the 
United States with no option but to resume testing. The decision 
was undertaken only after the most soul-searching examination, for 
the President views with great concern the further acceleration of the 
competition in developing newer and more destructive weapons. 
However, in the absence of a safeguarded agreement, we could not 
hold back further in the face of unacceptable military risks for the 
United States and the entire free world.

The United States will not abandon its quest for a safeguarded 
agreement which will put an end to nuclear weapons testing for all 
time. Under the pressure of world opinion and with an awakening 
to the need for responsible statesmanship, we hope the Soviet Union 
will turn from its present negative posture and agree to resume nego
tiations for an effective test ban agreement.

We are preparing to go up and down the range of negotiation, seek
ing agreement wherever possible. And we are determined to make 
only those proposals which we ourselves are prepared to live with. 
I t  is important that these negotiations be conducted in good faith 
and not as propaganda moves.

Let me say in passing that many other countries could well think 
about this. Everybody is happy to vote for disarmament resolutions 
in the United Nations—for those which seem particularly applicable 
to the great powers. But not all the nations which vote for them show 
the same interest in curbing their own arms races with their neigh
bors—or in settling the disputes which give rise to these other arms 
races. I ’d like to see a United Nations meeting in which it would be 
out of order for any delegate to say what somebody else ought to do 
about disarmament, in which each would state quite simply what he 
is prepared to contribute to disarmament.

The United States wants disarmament. We have set forth com
prehensive proposals for achieving disarmament. We believe that 
disarmament in balanced steps would increase the security of the 
whole world, including ourselves.

We will insist, however, that disarmament take place in a peaceful 
world. I f  we are to be realistic, we must not expect that in the near 
future such a “peaceful world” will mean a world without rivalries. 
But it must mean a world where competition between systems is con
ducted within ground rules which preclude the use of force to impose 
change. I f  the Soviet Union and other ‘Communist states wish gen
eral disarmament and through it the removal of the present terrible 
dangers of the arms race, they must be prepared to await the verdict 
of history—and of peoples—as to the merits of political systems; that
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verdict must not be imposed. If  there is to be agreement that we will 
both await that verdict and that we are going to gain control of the 
arms race, then we must be prepared to work together to better keep 
the peace.

Where do the disarmament negotiations stand now ? The negotia
tions at Geneva have been temporarily recessed for a month. Up to 
now there has been no major progress. However, the conference is 
to be resumed on July 16.

Despite the discouraging history of disarmament negotiations, we 
cannot give up hope. The objective is too important. We intend to 
keep on pressing. We are moderately optimistic that in time other 
states, including the Soviet Union, will come to see that an un
restrained arms race poses a threat which requires all of us to change 
traditional modes of thinking and to cooperate in the prevention of 
a great war.

There is some basis for hope, although our hopes may remain, for 
a time, greater than our realistic expectations. For the first time we 
have been able to identify some of the main problems in talks with 
the Soviet Union. The Joint Statement of Agreed Principles worked 
out last summer by Mr. McCloy and the Soviet Delegate, Mr. Zorin, 
have been accepted as the basis of the Geneva negotiations.^ While 
these eight principles are quite general, they have made it possible 
to begin discussion with a more nearly common language.

By contrast with past performance, the manner of work of the 
present conference has been encouraging. The atmosphere is busi
nesslike, with somewhat less polemics than usual. The eight new 
members, chosen to represent the other geographical areas of the 
world, are making a responsible contribution. The management of 
the conference by the United States and Soviet co-chairmen and the 
practice of holding informal meetings have also substantially reduced 
well-known tendencies toward propaganda abuses.

We cannot underestimate the obstacles created by international dis
trust. We cannot give way to wishful thinking nor overlook the 
frustrations of the past. This time, however, I  think we are farther 
along the road by virtue of common recognition of the specifics of 
danger and the creation of a more effective forum for discussion.

The road to disarmament and arms control is a long and hard one 
at best. Negotiations must be pursued uninterruptedly, patiently and 
persistently. We must mobilize all of our efforts, resources, and 
imagination to explore new approaches. Above all, we must not allow 
ourselves to become discouraged or to abandon a worthwhile objective 
because its achievement does not seem to be in sight.

I  decline to conclude that what man has invented, he cannot control.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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Address by Secretary of Defense McNamara at the Uni
versity of Michigan (Extract}, June 16, 1962 ^

In the face of all these challenges, the ultimate objective of the free 
world is to estaiblish a system of peaceful world order, based on the 
dignity of the individual and dedicated to the free development of 
each man’s capacities. The members of the North Atlantic com
munity—the Europeans and ourselves—bear a special responsibility 
to help achieve this objective. This responsibility derives from the 
strength of our internal institutions and the wealth of our material 
resources.

But we cannot hope to move toward our objective unless we move 
from strength. Part of that strength must be military strength. 
But I  want to emphasize that we see our military strength not as 
the means of achieving the kind of world we seek, but as a shield to 
prevent any other nation from using its military strength, either 
directly or through threats and intimidation, to frustrate the aspira
tions we share with all the free peoples of the world. The aggressive 
use of military strength is foreign to the best traditions of the United 
States. And, as the President pointed out last week, “the basic prob
lems in the world today are not susceptible of a j&nal military 
solution.” 2

What the military component of our nation must do, and what 
we must see that it is capable of doing, is to assure to the peoples 
of the Free World the freedom to choose their own course of 
development.

Yet the nature and extent of the military power base needed to meet 
the entire spectrum of challenges confronting the Free World is be
yond the capacity of any single nation to provide. Since our own 
security cannot be separated from the security of the rest of the Free 
World, we necessarily rely on a series of alliances, the most important 
of which is the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

NATO was born in 1949 out of the confrontation with the Soviet 
Union that ensued from the breakdown in relations between the for
mer wartime allies. The Soviet Union had absorbed the states of 
eastern Europe into its own political framework, most dramatically 
with the Czechoslovakian coup of 1948. I t had been fomenting insur
rection in Greece, menacing Turkey, and encouraging the Conmiunist 
parties in Western Europe to seize power in the wake of postwar

 ̂Department of Pefense press release 980-62, June 16,1962.
 ̂PuMio Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy, 

1962, p. 454.
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economic disorder. The sharpest threat to Europe came with the 
first Berlin Crisis when the Russians attempted to blockade the west
ern sectors of the city. Our response was immediate and positive. 
President Truman ordered an airlift for the isolated population of 
West Berlin which, in time, denied the Soviets their prize. The Mar
shall Plan, then in full swing, was assisting the economic recovery 
of the Western European nations. The Truman Doctrine had 
brought our weight to bear in Greece and Turkey to prevent the ero
sion of their independence.

But Western statesmen concluded that it would be necessary to 
secure the strength and growth of the North Atlantic conmiunity 
with a more permanent arrangement for its defense. The effective 
defense of Western Europe could not really be accomplished without 
a commitment of the United States to that defense for the long term. 
We made this conmiitment without hesitation. Arthur Vandenberg, 
one of the chief architects of NATO, expressed the rationale of the 
organization in the Senate debate preceding passage of the treaty,

this is the logical evolutian of one of our greatest Ameriean idioms, “united
we stand, divided we fall.” ^

The North Atlantic Alliance is a unique alignment of governments. 
The provision for the common defense of the members has led to a 
remarkable degree of militaiy collaboration and diplomatic consul
tation for a peacetime coalition. The growth of the alliance organi
zation has accelerated as the task of defending the treaty area has 
increased in scope, size and complexity. NATO has had its stresses 
and strains, but it has weathered them all.

Today, NATO is involved in a number of controversies, which must 
be resolved by achieving a consensus within the organization in order 
to preserve its strength and unity. The question has arisen whether 
Senator Vandenberg’s assertion is as true today as it was when he 
made it 13 years ago. Three arguments have raised this question most 
sharply:

I t has been argued that the very success of Western European 
economic development reduces Europe’s need to rely on the U.S. to 
share in its defenses.

I t has been argued that the increasing vulnerability of the U.S. to 
nuclear attack makes us less willing as a partner in the defense of 
Europe, and hence less effective in deterring such an attack.

I t has been argued that nuclear capabilities are alone relevant in 
the face of the growing nuclear threat, and that independent national 
nuclear forces are sufficient to protect the nations of Europe.

 ̂Congressional Record, vol. 95, pt. 7, p. 8893.
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I believe that all of these arguments are mistaken. I  think it is 
worthwhile to expose the U.S. views on these issues as we have pre
sented them to our allies. In our view, the effect of the new factors 
in the situation, both economic and military, has been to increase 
the interdependence of national security interests on both sides of 
the Atlantic, and to enhance the need for the closest coordination of 
our efforts.

A central military issue facing NATO today is the role of nuclear 
strategy. Four facts seem to us to dominate consideration of that role. 
All of them point in the direction of increased integration to achieve 
our common defense. First, the Alliance has over-all nuclear strength 
adequate to any challenge confronting it. Second, this strength not 
only minimizes the likelihood of major nuclear war, but makes possi
ble a strategy designed to preserve the fabric of our societies if war 
should occur. Third, damage to the civil societies of the Alliance 
resulting from nuclear warfare could be very grave. Fourth, im
proved non-nuclear forces, well within Alliance resources, could en
hance deterrence of any aggressive moves short of direct, all-out attack 
on Western Europe.

Let us look at the situation today. First, given the current balance 
of nuclear power, which we confidently expect to maintain in the years 
ahead, a surprise nuclear attack is simply not a rational act for any 
enemy. Nor would it be rational for an enemy to take the initiative 
in the use of nuclear weapons as an outgrowth of a limited engagement 
in Europe or elsewhere. I  think we are entitled to conclude that 
either of these actions has been made highly unlikely.

Second, and equally important, the mere fact that no nation could 
rationally take steps leading to a nuclear war does not guarantee that 
a nuclear war cannot take place. Not only do nations sometimes act 
in ways that are hard to explain on a rational basis, but even when 
acting in a “rational” way they sometimes, indeed disturbingly often, 
act on the basis of misunderstandings of the true facts of a situation. 
They misjudge the way others will react, and the way others will in
terpret what they are doing. We must hope, indeed I  think we have 
good reason to hope, that all sides will understand this danger, and 
will refrain from steps that even raise the possibility of such a mutually 
disastrous misunderstanding. We have taken unilateral steps to re
duce the likelihood of such an occurrence. We look forward to the 
prospect that through arms control, the actual use of these terrible 
weapons may be completely avoided. I t is a problem not just for us 
in the West, but for all nations that are involved in this struggle we 
call the Cold War.
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For our part, we feel we and our NATO allies must frame our 
strategy with this terrible contingency, however remote, in mind. 
Simply ignoring the problem is not going to make it go away.

The U.S. has come to the conclusion that to the extent feasible, basic 
military strategy in a possible general nuclear war should be ap
proached in much the same way that more conventional military 
operations have been regarded in the past. That is to say, principal 
military objectives, in the event of a nuclear war stemming from a 
major attack on the Alliance, should be the destruction of the enemy’s 
military forces, not of his civilian population.

The very strength and nature of the Alliance forces make it pos
sible for us to retain, even in the face of a massive surprise attack, 
sufficient reserve striking power to destroy an enemy society if driven 
to it. In other words, we are giving a possible opponent the strongest 
imaginable incentive to refrain from striking our own cities.

The strength that makes these contributions to deterrence and to 
the hope of deterring attack upon civil societies even in wartime does 
not come cheap. We are confident that our current nuclear programs 
are adequate and will continue to be adequate for as far into the future 
as we can reasonably foresee. During the coming fiscal year, the 
United States plans to spend close to $15 billion on its nuclear weapons 
to assure their adequacy. For what this money buys, there is no 
substitute.

In particular, relatively weak national nuclear forces with enemy 
cities as their targets are not likely to be sufficient to perform even 
the function of deterrence. If  they are small, and perhaps vulnerable 
on the ground or in the air, or inaccurate, a major antagonist can take 
a variety of measures to counter them. Indeed, if a major antagonist 
came to believe there was a substantial likelihood of it being used 
independently, this force would be inviting a pre-emptive first strike 
against it. In the event of war, the use of such a force against the 
cities of a major nuclear power would be tantamount to suicide, where
as its employment against significant military targets would have a 
negligible effect on the outcome of the conflict. Meanwhile, the crea
tion of a single additional national nuclear force encourages the pro
liferation of nuclear power with all of its attendant dangers.

In short, then, limited nuclear capabilities, operating independently, 
are dangerous, expensive, prone to obsolescence, and lacking in credi
bility as a deterrent. Clearly, the United States nuclear contribu
tion to the Alliance is neither obsolete nor dispensable.

At the same time, the general strategy I  have summarized magnifies 
the importance of unity of planning, concentration of executive au
thority, and central direction. There must not be competing and con
flicting strategies to meet the contingency of nuclear war. We are
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convinced that a general nuclear war target system is indivisible, and 
if, despite all our efforts, nuclear war should occur, our best hope lies 
in conducting a centrally controlled campaign against all of the 
enemy’s vital nuclear capabilities, while retaining reserve forces, all 
centrally controlled.

We know that the same forces which are targeted on ourselves are 
also targeted on our allies. Our own strategic retaliatory forces are 
prepared to respond against these forces, wherever they are and what
ever their targets. This mission is assigned not only in fulfillment 
of our treaty commitments but also because the character of nuclear 
war compels it. More specifically, the U.S. is as much concerned with 
that portion of Soviet nuclear striking power that can reach Western 
Europe as with that portion that also can reach the United States. 
In  short, we have undertaken the nuclear defense of NATO on a 
global basis. This will continue to be our objective. In the execu
tion of this mission, the weapons in the European theater are only 
one resource among many.

There is, for example, the POLAEIS force, which we have been 
substantially increasing, and which, because of its specially invul
nerable nature, is peculiarly well suited to serve as a strategic re
serve force. We have already announced the commitment of five of 
these ships, fully operational, to the NATO Command.

This sort of commitment has a corollary for the Alliance as a whole. 
We want and need a greater degree of Alliance participation in for
mulating nuclear weapons policy to the greatest extent possible. We 
would all find it intolerable to contemplate having only a part of 
the strategic force launched in isolation from our main striking power.

We shall continue to maintain powerful nuclear forces for the Al
liance as a whole. As the President has said, “Only through such 
strength can we be certain of deterring a nuclear strike, or an over
whelming ground attack, on our forces and allies.” ^

But let us be quite clear about what we are saying and what we 
would have to face if the deterrent should fail. This is the almost 
certain prospect that, despite our nuclear strength, all of us would 
suffer deeply in the event of major nuclear war.

We accept our share of this responsibility within the Alliance. 
And we believe that the combination of our nuclear strength and a 
strategy of controlled response gives us some hope of minimizing dam
age in the event that we have to fulfill our pledge. But I  must point 
out that we do not regard this as a desirable prospect, nor do we believe 
that the Alliance should depend solely on our nuclear power to deter 
actions not involving a massive commitment of any hostile force.

 ̂Ante, p. 66.
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Surely an Alliance with the wealth, talent, and experience that we 
possess can find a better way than extreme reliance on nuclear weap
ons to meet our conmion threat. We do not believe that if the for
mula, e=mc^, had not been discovered, we should all be Communist 
slaves. On this question, I  can see no valid reason for a fundamental 
difference of view on the two sides of the Atlantic.

With the Alliance possessing the strength and the strategy I  have 
described, it is most unlikely that any power will launch a nuclear 
attack on NATO. For the kinds of conflicts, both political and mili
tary, most likely to arise in the NATO area, our capabilities for 
response must not be limited to nuclear weapons alone. The Soviets 
have superiority in non-nuclear forces in Europe today. But that 
superiority is by no means overwhelming. Collectively, the Alliance 
has the potential for a successful defense against such forces. In 
manpower alone, NATO has more men under arms than the Soviet 
Union and its European satellites. We have already shown our will
ingness to contribute through our divisions now in place on European 
soil. In order to defend the populations of the NATO countries and 
to meet our treaty obligations, we have put in hand a series of meas
ures to strengthen our non-nuclear power. We have added $10 bil
lion for this purpose to the previously planned level of expenditures 
for fiscal years 1962 and 1963. To tide us over while new permanent 
strength was being created, we called up 158,000 reservists. We will 
be releasing them this summer, but only because in the meantime we 
have built up on an enduring basis more added strength than the 
call-up temporarily gave us. The number of U.S. combat-ready divi
sions has been increased from 11 to 16. Stockpiled in Europe now 
are full sets of equipment for two additional divisions; the men of 
these divisions can be rapidly moved to Europe by air.

We expect that our allies will also undertake to strengthen fur
ther their non-nuclear forces, and to improve the quality and staying 
power of these forces. These achievements will complement our deter
rent strength. With improvements in Alliance ground force strength 
and staying power, improved non-nuclear air capabilities, and better 
equipped and trained reserve forces, we can be assured that no defi
ciency exists in the NATO defense of this vital region, and that no 
aggression, small or large, can succeed.

I  have described very briefly the United States’ views on the role 
of nuclear forces in the strategy of the Alliance. I  have pointed out 
that the Alliance necessarily depends, for the deterrence of general 
nuclear war, on the powerful and well protected nuclear forces of 
the United States, which are necessarily committed to respond to 
enemy nuclear strikes wherever they may be made. At the same time, 
I  have indicated the need for substantial non-nuclear forces within
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the Alliance to deal with situations where a nuclear response may be 
inappropriate or simply not believable. Throughout I  have empha
sized that we in the Alliance all need each other.

I  want to remind you also that the security provided by military 
strength is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for the achieve
ment of our foreign policy goals, including our goals in the field of 
arms control and disarmament. Military security provides a base on 
which we can build Free World strength through the economic ad
vances and political reforms which are the object of the President’s 
programs, like the Alliance for Progress and the Trade Expansion 
legislation. Only in a peaceful world can we give full scope to the 
individual potential, which is for us the ultimate value.

Message From ACDA Director Foster to the Accra 
World Peace Assembly, June 25, 1962 ^

The success of the Accra Assembly will be measured by its indi
vidual response to the question posed to all mankind by the threat 
of nuclear war. The question is whether human statecraft is capable 
of achieving general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. 
And the response, in my judgment, must be the acceptance of the 
idea that the nations will have to change the established patterns 
of their affairs in order ultimately to have disarmament. I t  is largely 
because of failure to face this issue that the shadow of disarmament, 
not the substance, has been in the ascendancy in international debate.

Disarmament means that world stability must be ensured by some 
means other than military power. In a disarmed world, disputes can 
no longer be settled by strength of arms; they must be settled instead 
by international ar*bitrament.

Disarmament means that policies of state secrecy must disappeai*. 
All activities having a military potential must be subjected to the 
scrutiny of international observers.

These are startling changes and they may sound unpleasant to 
many people. But acceptance of these notions is implicit in the 
acceptance of a world wdthout the bomb.

We, in the United States, accept the fact that drastic changes in 
international relationships must accompany general and complete dis
armament. But central in our thinking is the idea that a wide meas

' Department of State Bulletin, July 16, 1962, pp. 10^109.
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ure of agreement can be negotiated and put into effect without waiting 
for a world from which all political, military, and technical problems 
have been banished. Implementation of disarmament measures 
would then proceed without interruption until the goal of a disarmed 
world had been attained. Upon these premises we have constructed 
an outline of provisions for a treaty on general and complete disarma
ment in a peaceful world.^

Even in the first stage of our plan, many of the measures which the 
Accra Assembly is to discuss would have been accomplished. I  hope 
the Accra Assembly will think that the United States approach to dis
armament is promising and realistic. I t  is a plan which will work 
even in the absence of miracles. We would welcome objective analysis 
of our plan and the plans of others since this is now needed more than 
ever to replace slogans and preconceived ideas.

In the United States we have created a special disarmament agency 
within the government and we seek to mobilize our best resources, both 
public and private, to concentrate on this problem. We value pri
vate international conferences where people can discuss and dissect 
ideas without inhibition or limitation. I  hope the Accra Assembly 
will produce an intellectual ferment and that new and constructive 
concepts will emerge from it. We would welcome this most heartily, 
for of the affairs with which governments are concerned, disarmament 
is a subject which causes them to feel frequently and deeply the need 
for greater wisdom.

Letter From Secretary of State Rusk to Acting Secretary- 
General Thant: Use of Nuclear Weapons, June 30, 
1962^

I  have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your note of 2 
January ® in which, pursuant to General Assembly Resolution 1663 
(XVI),^ you request the views of my Government on the possibility 
of convening a special conference for signing a convention on the pro
hibition of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons for war 
purposes.

My Government is fully aware of the importance of the problem to 
which this resolution is directed. Certainly no state can regard with

 ̂Antef pp. 351-382.
" A/5174, annex II, pp. 78-^0.
® Not printed.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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equanimity the danger posed by the possible use of nuclear weapons. 
The objective of every law-abiding power must be to seek conditions in 
which such weapons will no longer form part of the arsenal of any 
nation. This objective underlies the views expressed by the Eepre- 
sentative of the United States during the last session of the General 
Assembly on the problem of halting the proliferation of nuclear weap
ons. I t  will continue to be the goal of the United States.

While my Government deplores the necessity to arm with weapons 
of mass destruction, it believes that a prohibition on their use, unac
companied by measures leading to the attainment of general and com
plete disarmament in a peaceful world, cannot provide any real or 
lasting protection to potential victims of nuclear attack. Indeed, a 
convention which would be merely an expression of the desire to elimi
nate nuclear weapons or prevent their spread would not in itself estab
lish the conditions of confidence necessary for imiversal renunciation 
of such weapons. My Government believes that the cause of disarma
ment cannot be advanced by the propagation of illusions about the ease 
with which it can be solved. There is no quick and easy road to dis
armament. Its achievement will require the most devoted, construc
tive, patient, and realistic efforts. These efforts cannot be mobilized 
if the world becomes a victim of the illusion that disarmament can be 
accomplished by declaration without regard to the security concerns of 
states. Accordingly, in the judgment of my Government, as long as 
conditions for a successful conference do not exist, there is no point 
to holding such a conference.

The defense system of the United States and its allies, freely ar
rived at in accord with the United Nations Charter, includes nuclear 
weapons. This must continue to be the case as long as it is impossible 
to be certain through measures of verification that other states, which 
could use such weapons for aggressive purposes, do not retain a 
similar array of weapons in their national arsenals. The United 
States Government can and does offer the fullest assurances that it 
will never use any weapon, large or small, with aggressive intent. But 
the United States, like other free nations, must be fully prepared to 
exercise effectively the inherent right of individual and collective 
self-defense as provided in the United Nations Charter.

The Charter of the United Nations makes a distinction, not between 
one weapon and another, but between the use of force for aggression 
and for defense. This distinction is critical. I t  is the firm belief of 
the United States that the only sure way to eliminate the threat to 
mankind posed by nuclear weapons is to remove them from the arsenals 
of the nations through a programme of general and complete dis
armament under effective international control. Elimination of these
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weapons has been the goal of the United States ever since it first pro
posed, in 1946, a plan for ensuring, under adequate international safe
guards, that atomic energy would be used only for peaceful purposes.^

In its Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Com
plete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, the United States has 
presented to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference, meeting 
at Geneva, realistic measures for the elimination from all national 
arsenals of all weapons of mass destruction, including nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear weapons.^ My Government hopes that as the process 
of disarmament progresses, the threat of the use of all weapons in
cluding nuclear weapons will disappear as the weapons themselves 
are destroyed. To this end the United States is earnestly seeking to 
attain its goal of a world in which the use of force is subjected to the 
rule of law; a world in which general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control has been achieved; a world in 
which adjustments to change occur peacefully under the principles 
guiding the United Nations. Specifically, the United States treaty 
outline provides for the progressive elimination of armaments until 
states possess in their national arsenals only those forces and agreed 
types of non-nuclear armaments required for internal order.

The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament 
is currently charged with negotiating a balanced disarmament agree
ment under effective international control in keeping with the 
unanimously approved General Assembly Resolution 1722 (XVI) 
which called for negotiations based on the Joint US-USSE Statement 
of Agreed Principles.^ I t is to be noted that the disarmament resolu
tion was adopted subsequent to adoption of the resolution regarding 
banning the use of nuclear weapons.

My Government believes it appropriate that the question of reduc
ing and eventually eliminating nuclear weapons is being actively con
sidered in the context of general and complete disarmament by the 
Eighteen Nation Committee in Geneva. I t  is the fervent hope of 
the United States Government and its people that the negotiations in 
Geneva v^ll achieve an agreement which will lead to a free, secure, 
and peaceful world.

D ean  E xjsk 
Secretary of State of the 
United States of America

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1939, vol. I, pp. 7-lG.
* AntCi pp. 351-382.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961̂  pp. 741-742.
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